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that "might is right” and to giving those weakened by the sight of destiny an excuse to turn a blind eye to injustice.
Pretexts, she argues. “give cowards an excuse for flattery and the indifferent an excuse for inertiz; and they allow
the conqueror to forget that he is a criminal....". The Romans were experts in creating pretexts:

That is why, ... they were nearly always very careful to appear to respect treaties or to find a pretext for breaking
them, and to give the impression of being everywhere on the defensive. %

But their most effective tactic of disguising the policy of the 'big lie’ that *might establishes right* and of
creating pretexts was, Weil argues, through the use of ‘propaganda’. She does not think it is necessary to have
technological machinery to be effective propagandists; rather, Weil claims that idolatry and force are machinery
¢enough to spread the word that this or that nation or civilisation is the greatest and must be praised as such. As she
points out, every Roman was a "natural propagandist” because to be a Roman was to be convinced of one’s innate
superiority. There was nothing that superceded the Will of the Romans. Weil claims that spiritual life at Rome was
hardly anything more than an expression of the will to power."® As we saw above, she takes the Romans to be
mainly responsible for misdirecting the people concerning the "true” Christian message which issues from the
tradition described above. They did this by using force to impose Christianity on the conquered people; this was
unfortunate, she argues, because force necessarily defiles that which comes in contact with it. In other words, one
cannot be forced to love Christ and thereby God: this is a contradiction. As Weil sees the true Christian message,
it is only by acts of love and attention that one can teach or spread this message. However, she does see a place

for the Church in keeping the wora of God and in maintaining religious practises.®

il. An Analysis of the Methods Applied
It is not important to analyse all of Weil's historical examples of how the Romans skillfully applied their

methods, so we will consider only the most revealing one. We must remember that Weil is here attending to how

*Simone Weil, "Beast”, op. cit., p.115.

FSimonc Weil, "Beast”®, op. cit., p.115.

*Simone Weil, "Beast”, op. cit., p.116.

¥See Simone Weil, "Beast™ 128 where she talks about how the Romans were not all that tolerant of other
religions. She was, of course, insensed by the way that the Pythagoreans were persecuted by the Romans. She cites
the historian, J. Carcopino, who wrote & book on the historical struggle of the Pythagoreans which must have been
available to her. See J. Carcopino, De Pythagore aux apétres (Paris: Flammarion, 1956).
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the *losers’ of history feel as displayed in the words of the historians Appian and Polybuis; if I understand her
correctly she hears the echoes of the “eternal cry” from the victims of the Romans. Simone Weil thoroughly
analyses the Romans’ methods and portrays the losers® cries in the defeat of the Carthaginians. Another important
point to remember, for the sake of balance, is that Weil is careful to recognize that the Carthaginians were also an
imperial power WL conquered other people such as Spain and more. However, she argues and attempts to prove
that among the ancients there was a certain universal morality that claimed that a civilisation once reduced to a
conquered people and thus rendered harmless were to be spared from total destruction.

Weil claims that it is the Carthaginians who out of the battle between them and the Romans ended up with
a ‘reputation for perfidy’ and according to her the reason for this is:

... the Romans were able to claim 2 reputation for loyalty; because...it is possible to keep up appearances if one’s
evil-doing is the result of cool resolution, whereas those who fall into evil-doing unintentionally will always provoke
a scandal.*®

After the Romans first conquered the Carthaginians, she was granted a treaty and was allowed to live with

city and arms in tact; but, she had to promise not to engage in any war withou Rome’s permission. This also meant
that the Carthaginians were not to protect her city against invaders unless the Senate of Rome conceded that the
attack warranted defense. The Carthaginians, claims Weil, abided by the terms of the treaty in spite of the fact that
for fifty years "her territory was continually invaded and pillaged by the Numidians™. Also, during this time she
fought for Rome in three wars. Finally, the Carthaginians reached their breaking point ; this came after Rome
refused to help defend Carthage against the Numidians even though, according to Weil, the treaty between Carthage
and Rome entitled the Carthaginians to protection from the Romans. Simone Weil describes how the Romans ceased
their opportunity because the Carthaginians broke their word in defense of themselves:
At last, tried beyond endurance by an exceptionally threatening raid, Carthage took up arms against the Numidians
and was defeated; her army was completely destroyed. Rome chose this moment to declare war, on the pretext that
Carthage had taken up arms without permission®

What follows is for Simone Weil the ultimate display of how the Romans, by means of intimidation and

cruelty, could inspire confiden ¢ ; that is, how they used the emotions to completely paralyse the mind. The

®Simone Weil, "Beast”, op. cit., p.103.
“Simone Weil, “Beast”, op. cit., p-104.
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Carthaginians, already having been defeated by the Numidians, were reduced to desperation at the thought of war
with the Romans; so, they begged for peace. As Simone Weil points out the Romans agreed to grant them peace
but with no real intention of keeping their word; thus, they generously offered them dispensation:
The Senate offered Carthage its liberty and laws and the enjoymeat of its territory and all its public and private
wealth, on condition that three hundred nobles® children were handed over within a month as hostages, and that
orders were taken from the Roman consuls.®

The Carthiginians, in good faith, agreed to the terms and trusted the Romans; they sent the childrea only
to find that there were more conditions to be met. When the consuls from Rome arrived in Carthage with their
army, they further demanded that the Carthaginians hand over all of their arms and military equipment. Again, in
good faith, the Carthaginians obeyed. Then, the Romans ceased the moment to apply the "art of perfidy” — to break
their word with impunity. This was an instance of using perfidy when they could annihilate their victims and horrify
her neighbours. Weil's description shows more than anything her conternpt for the "abuse of force™ :
The Romans had never been rivalled in the shrewd employment of cruelty....cold, calculated, systematic crueity,
never mitigated by change of humour, prudence, shame, or pity — Crueity that can neither be stayed by courage,
dignity, or force, nor mollified by submission, supplication, and tears — cruelty of this kind is an incomparable
weapon of domination. Blind and deaf like a force of nature and yet clear-sighted and fore-sighted like a human
intelligence, this monstrous duality paralyses men*s minds as with a presentiment of fate d®

As Weil's analysis of the feelings of the Carthaginians shows if Appian and Polybuis are reliable sources
the Romans used this degree of cruelty on we Carthaginians. Once disarmed and defenceless, the Romans
commanded them to move their citizens inland as their city was to be "razed to the ground”. The Carthaginians
were incredulous: and so they began their human appeals. As is evident from Appian’s description of the
Carthaginians chiding themselves for trusting the Romans, human beings who do not wear the armour of idolatry
feel themselves to be stupid and naive for having acted in good faith:
"While he was still speaking they lifted their hands to heaven, calling the gods to witness their betrayed faith;
repeatedly and virulently they cursed the Romans .... They flung themselves on the ground and beat it with their
hands and heads. Some of them even tore their clothes and lacerated their flesh as though to punish their own folly
in having been deceived”.®

The Roman consuls, however, argues Weil, were unmoved by their afflicted state; they were deaf to the

“Simone Weil, "Beast", op. cit., p.104.
“Simone Weil, “Beast”, op. cit., p.106.
“As quoted by Simone Weil, "Beast”, op. cit., p.105.
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echoes of the "etemal cry”. There was to be no justice shown to these people’s afflictions. As Appian further points
out, the Carthaginians could see that the Roman consuls were deaf to their cries that good and not evii be done to
them; nevertheless, they continued to appeal to the morality understood by all people of honour — the terms of a
treaty were to be respected, but especially when a people had completely submitted without & strapgle:
"Nothing gives more force to an appeal than the terms of a treaty. Nor can we take refuge in anything else than
words, since we have given over to you all the power we had.... If you refuse even to hear our arguments, then
we leave them aside and have recourse to prayers and tears, the last refuge of the unfortunate....We propose an
alternative much more desirable for us and much more honourable for you. Spare the city which has done you no
barm, but, if you please, kill us, whom you have ordered to move away.... Do not defile your reputation by an act
so horrible to do and to hear, and which you will be the first in history to perform. Greeks and barbarians have
waged many wars, and you, Romans, have waged many against other nations, but no one has ever razed to the
ground a city whose people had surrendered before to fight, and delivered up their arms and children, and submitted
to every other penalty that could be imposed upon men”. %%

Weil's point that the Roman's were determined to show that their Will was supreme and completely
unaffected by human emotions is clearly shown by this passage from Appian. The Carthaginians are appealing here
to that universal morality that is meant to establish limits to the injustices perpetrated even by the Masters. The
Romans showed themselves to be the supreme idolaters as they unlike the Athenians, according to Weil, did not
even admit nor show any awareness of the injustice of their actions: they destroyed all thought of the virtues of
Justice and love. Weil argues that brute force does kill spiritual values and what is left when conguered peoples do
survive oppression and brutalization of the kind inflicted by the Romans are nationalities which become "frigidly
inhuman fanticisms™.

Finally, when it came to completely destroying the Carthaginians, after they, out of indignation, found the
strength to struggle for three more years, the Romans made it seem as though the Carthaginians, as legitimate
Masters, were simply being punished for their rebellion. As Simone Weil's anal ysis shows, the Romans were careful
to maintain their hypocritical stance that they were doing justice in annihilating them; therefore, they told them that
"the order to demolish the city had been made in the Carthaginians own interest™. &

And in keeping with Weil's analysis, she claims that Polybuis suggests that when they finally wiped out

the city and its people, the Romans made sure that all the neighbours were spectators to the atrocities so that they

“As quoted by Simone Weil, *Beast”, op. cit., p.105-106.
“Simone Weil, "Beast”, op. cit., p.106.
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would show their gratitude for having been spared and in hopes of being spared in the future:
Publius sent the larger part of the soldiers against the town's inhabitants, according to the Roman custom, with
directions to kill everyone they met, and to spare nothing; and not to begin looting until they got the order to do
so. The object of this is, I suppose, to strike terror, Accordingly, one may often see in towns captured by the
Romans, not only human beings who have been put to the sword, but even dogs cloven down the middle, and the
limbs of other animals hewn off. Onthis occasion the ammount of slaughter was exceedingly great because of the
number of inhabitants....*

What Weil is arguing is that if we were 10 attend to the feelings and the echo of the *eteral cry’ in these
events of the past in which conquerors unjustly and unconsciousnably destroy the vanquished, then we would present
history in the light of the "eternal cry” and this would preserve the thought of the human virtues of justice and love.
Instead, history is dominated by the thought bequeathed to us by "modern historical theodicy”. As we saw above,
Grant saw Hegel's vision of *Die Weltgeschichte ist das Welgericht' to have begun the development of "the
historicist mood™ of our time "which identifies necessity and goodness”. And history everywhere in the West is
dominated by the philosophy of history that began with Kant to some degree, but more seriously with Hegel. As
Fernand Ouellet, an historian himself, points out we are becoming conscious that the Hegelian mode of seeing
history as a continual progress (in which in Weil's terms acts of political necessity are implicitly seen to bring about
good) has for some time now dominated the way historians write history and also the way it is taught to our
youth. & Weil argues, as was pointed out above, that this view of history prevents us from seeing how "the modes
of behaviour” when enclosed in "the thought of Mastery and Domination” are essentially the same in whatever

century they appear. The Romans, however sophisticated they were technologically, were equally able to use zll

of their ingenuity and force to horrify and dominate the minds and hearts of the Carthaginians, the Greeks, the

*’As quoted by Simone Weil, "Beast”, op. cit., p-107. Polybuis, Histoires, Book 10, Chapter 15. It seems that

Montesquicu also saw the “perfidy” of the Romans to be from the point of view of Justice none other than "the
implacabilty and barbarity of conquest™. See the long passage quoted by Albert Sorel, Montesquieu, (London:
Routledge, 1887), p.64-65 in which Montesquieu the perfidy of the Romans in terms very similar to Simope Weil's.

% See Fernand Ouellet’s article, "La Philosphie de Ihistoire et la pratique historienne d'hier et d’aujourd’hui”,
La philosphie de L 'histoire et de la practique historienne d'aujourd "Hui, op. ¢it., p.215 where he confirms that this
view of history is dominated by the view that history is an historical process, as he says: "Presque partout, ...
lorsque I'enseignement de I'histoire avait ét¢ institutionalisé et incamé dans les programmes cohérents, ceux-ci
avaient presque toujours comporté un fort ingrédient de philosophie de I'histoire....Critique ou justificatrice de
I’historienne et de ses fagons de faire et de dire, cette forme de philosophie s’était imposée & lui plus ou moins
comme une sorte de lointzine et inacessible référence méthodologique. Cest....Ja domination exerces -+ par certains
chefs-de-file de la philosphie de 1'histoire, tels Vico, Hegel, Carlyle, Spengler, Croce et Tonybes....
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Gauls, and many more and to reduce their civilisations to nothing or to colonisation.

Weil proposes to show that if we compare the methods used in Domination by the Germans and the French
to those of the Romans, we would see the methods are the same because they depend upon the manipulation of
human emotions which when reduced by the sight of force as destiny to the mechanical laws of nature are as
manipulable as the trees and the rivers. The human intellect, ingenuity were applied to the techniques and methods
of mastery and domination four thousand years ago to the same degree as they are today. Simone Weil is arguing
that the results are the same because the same immorality is applied : the Strong take their cause to be Justice;
therefore, their Will is taken to be supreme and their actions are only limited by a stronger force. What is lost sight
of are the acts of generosity and love that although weak in terms of force are the only way for human beings to
move outside of the domination of force and employ human ingenuity for the nurturing of life rather than solely with
the view of being stronger and better than the strongest. As Simone Weil argues, Christ’s Passion taught us that
only Love is unsullied by force and the message of the Passion tells us that we must listen to the ery which echoes
through eternity in the hearts of all the miserable human beings who are exposed to the ravages of force. That
Hiltler and the Nazis payed no heed to this cry makes them the same as the Romans who equally payed no attention
to the echoes of the eternal ery for Love. Their methods were the same because they were directed by the same
modes of thought and the same lack of respect for the "human virtues” -- the rule of necessity is all they know. One
might say that they are blind in the face of the human heart that still desires love; so, they need to be re-educated
because not to be moved by the echo of the eternal cry for love is to be ignorant and sullied by force:

Everything that is subjected to the contact of force is defiled, whatever the contact. ... Everything in the world is
exposed to the contact of force, with one single exception, which is love.®

Simone Weil argues that no one, since the Romans, have used the "monstrous duality” which combines
force aud human intelligence 2s a means to domination like Hitler and the Nazis in their attempt at being Masters
of the World. The Romans, she claims, were Hitler's main model in the use of the method of “the art of perfidy”
which combines the breaking of treaties with the skill of employing cruelties that would terrorize all the

neighbouring spectators. Perhaps because of the time she was writing this essay, 194041, she makes very little

“Simone Weil, "Romanesque”, op.cit., p.49.
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explicit mention of Hitler's atrocities but she did draw a few comparisons between the Roman use of perfidy and
cruelty and Germany's use of these methods. For example, Simone Weil shows how Hitler's act of breaking the
treaty with Czechoslovakia, at the beginning of the Second World War, and the cruelty with which he forced
President Hacha to sign away his people's independence and then reduced them to colonial status( and all that that
entailed) was, although to a somewhat lesser degree because he did not annihilate them and their country, similar
to the way that the Romans used the art of perfidy and cruelty in their bumiliztion of the Carthaginians as described
above. As we know, President Hacha fainted out of grief for his r::ounuy and people after he signed their
independence away. As Simone Weil says with the same attentive eye to the josers; hearing the echo of the cternal
cry:

-.-Hitler took Prague, in time of peace, amid the tears of its inhabitants, and in defiance of a recent treaty by which,
in theory, definitive frontiers had been established.™

Similar conditions existed in each case : a treaty had been signed that had established the respect for each
country's liberty and unjustly broken because one country had the force to reduce the other to slavery ; and the
leaders and people of the country which violated the treaty chose to tumn a blind ¢ye to the human cries and appeals
for justice; mastery and domination ruled their actions. Although Simone Weil does not give us many examples of
how Germany applies this method of perfidy combined with cruelty which had the effect of horrifying and making
compliant all of the neighbouring spectators, There are probably so many examples that we could quite reasonably
agree that what Simone Weil says in the following passage applies not only to the Romans, but also to the Germans:
"It would take too long to make a list of all of the ¢xamples in Roman history of perfidy and violated faith; what
they all bave in common is premeditation and caleulation. "™ The intellect is usad to serve the passion of domination
and to kill the bond of trust which is only held together by respect for the humanity of the other.

Although, as we know, Hitler perfected “the art of propaganda® and formulated many pretexts to deceive
himself and his people that the Germans were indeed a “superior race” which were born to be the Masters of the
World. Again, though the actual machinery of propaganda(newspapers, radio, etc.) used was somewhat different

from what the Romans had to spread their propagandz that does not change the fact that what was being said was

®Simone Weil, "Beast®, op. ¢it., p.93.
"Simone Weil, "Beast", op. cit., p.103.
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in its essence the same: We are the "superior people born of superior race™{ we are aware of how he used the
persecution of Jews as a means of raising the German race up) and it is in us to dominate the World for betterment
of humankind; Our Will is supreme and whatever we say or do is just and good because we said it and did it.
Simone Weil as we now know, labels this mode of thinking when it is adopted by & nation/State “State idolatry™
2nd it underlies the all-pervasive propaganda used by the Romans and the Germans. We are somewhat aware of how
the Germans through Nazism perpetrated this mode of thinking; but what Simone Weil and Grant are suggesting
is that we may not yet be totally aware of how much this mode of thinking is embodied in our whole modern culture

and modem form of the "centralized State”.

iii. The Centralized State: Is it in its Inception Totalitarian?

Simone Weil argues that our idea of the centralized State comes originally from Rome. She claims that
Rome’s methods were all possible and brilliantly applied because, as she saw with Montesquieu, she had built
herself a centralized State. As we saw above everything was sacrificed to the prestige of the Roman State which
meant that absolutely nothing was szt in place to limit her power:
.. at Rome it was not the emperor as a man, it was to the Empire, that everything was subject; and the Empire’s
power consisted in a highly centralized and efficiently organizedadministrative machine, in a large and on the whole
disciplined permanent army, and in an all-pervading system of control. In other words, the source of power was
the State and not the sovereign....™

She argues that there was, in Rome, the same tendency as in the modern States : when there was civil strife
or problems among the people with the State, the method of dealing with the situation was “not to change the
relations between the State and its subjects”, but rather "to change the person at the head of the State”,” The reason

Rome was like this was because of her ambition for absolute power and conquest; the State had to be the

unquestionable authority on all matters:

TSimone Weil, "Beast”, op. cit., p.127. It shuold not be thought that I am here presenting Weil's view of

history as a coherent whole (so to speak), I am analysing Weil's philosophy of history which means that 1 am using
only some ofthe events of history she cites to make what [ see to be her point concerning the origins of the modern
State and its tendencies. Thus, it is not to be thought that I take this to be the definitive history of Rome, France,
or even Germany, rather I intend it to be a conceptual analysis that exaggerates the negative by bringing the
unseemly events together to make what I see to be her point.

DSimone Weil, "Beast”, op. cit., p.127.
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...the absolute power of the State could not be questioned, because it rested upon no conveation, no conception of
loyalty, but upon the effects of power - which paralyzes the human spirit,™

As we saw above, the Roman Emperors and State machinery had to convince Romzn people that it was
worth their while to participate in her conquests to such an extent; Weil claimed that she had a sophisticated system
of propaganda. Weil argued that during the years of the conquest of Carthage and of all of the Greek countries, the
Romans enslaved many talented minds, especially from Greece, and ptt them to the service of praising the State
of Rome, Thus, Weil is arguing that literature and other cultural activities in Rome were dominated by her need
to aggrandize the State: "Spiritual life at Rome was hardly anything more than an expression of the will to power....
Ennius, Virgil, Horace, Cicero, Livy and even Tacitus wrote always with a political bias and whatever their policy,
it was always imperial."® Weil claims that this Staic idolatry encompassed all of the thought and actions of the
people of Rome: and the administration of the State was so well organized that once it was firmly established,
nothing could stop it from contiruing its ways except its uwi Jdecay from within. It is, she thinks, worthwhile to
analyse how a State of this nature absorbs all of the life of the people into itself,

The problem with 2 State that commands absolute obedience because of its absolute power is that the people
only obey it as long as it has that power. A people who consistently suppress all emotions for the sake of dominion
are incapable after a certain point of having any fezlings; the glory of conquest does not inspire any true feelings
as 'pride’ dies when the glory dies. As Simone Weil points out the Romans did not know what it meant to have
"buman feelings™ the ambition for conquest did not permit them to be touched by the human emotions. The State
of Rome did not encourage the people to love her as something precious that could only continue to exist with the
support of her people; Rome, as we saw Weil argue above, thought of herself as the absolute Will and she fostered
this view among her people. But, argues Weil, when a State that rules its own people by power and the glory of
its conquests ceases to be able to sustain this glory, when it reaches its limit, the people have nothing to admire -
the absolute Will and all her glory have ceased to exist; as far as the people are concerned there is nothing left to
sustain them in the State of Rome; all personal gain for which they had stood by Rome has ceased:

...glory only acts as a stimulant among the lower orders of society at times when everyone can, while looking

“Simone Weil, "Beast®, op. cit., p.128.
PSimone Weil, "Beast”, op. cit., p.116.
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forward to his country’s glory, look forward at the same time to having as large a personal share therein as be can
wish for,™

Rome had the same problem as all centralized States: everything went into building the capital and little
was left for local and regional life. The State and the capital drained the life of the people. It set itself up as that
which must be worshipped; therefore, it knew no law as a limit to its power, Simone Weil argues that the Romans
destroyed the “very essence of law". For the public authorities of the State to be obeyed in a way that is needed to
protect the public good, the people must have the true feelings that they rule ‘in accordance with law"; that is, the
public authorities of the State take on & kind of sacred character for the people 5o that the obligation to obey them
becomes the only appropriate response. Like Montesquieu, she thinks that it is not the fact that there are books of
written laws that give laws that respect among the people and the authorities; rather, it is that both the rople and
the authorities see and act as though the laws of the country are a *sacred contract® between them. If those who
wrile or re-write the laws, she claims, pay "attention™ to the feelings of the people, then the laws will reflect not
only the common need of all societies for safety, protection, and order, but also the *specific needs® of the people
being governed.

The Romans, claims Weil, although they were jurists, did not respect “the sacred character of a contract’.
The way that they practised the'art of perfidy”, she argues, showed how they disregarded international contracts
when it suited them to do so. But also, she argues, everything was sacrificed to the *sovereign State’; thus, the
Romans were indifferent to the conception of law as that which limits the power of the State in relation 1o the
people:

It would be extremely difficult to find textual support for the argument that the Romans conceived law as emanating
from individuals and as limiting the State’s sovereignty in its relation between them.™

However, Weil argues, there is textual support to show that what the authorities on the State thought should

*Simone Weil, Roots, op.cit., 175.
T'Simone Weil, "Beast”, op. cit., p.125. No doubt Weil is touching on a delicate issuc here given the way

French laws are based on the Roman system of law. However, it scems that she only intends to say what her
philosophy stands for: thought and action go together; as we saw, she thinks that action is the definitve telling point
of what a human being thinks or of the thought that directs the people of a nation’s actions. Admittedly, the
evidence she gives for this claim is minimal; however, it is important to her argument that law be seen as that which
makes good relations which are always tenuous but prescious,
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be done was done even at the unnecessary expense of the people. There was, she claims, only one thing that limited
‘the sovereignty of the State* and that was ‘the sovereignty within the family®; but as Rome became increasingly
totalitarian even the family ceased to be an area where the State could not intervene. Weil gives an example of this:
The emperor, in fact, had the power to compel married men to divorce their wives and to reader the wills void;
which is why so many rich Romans bequeathed 8 great part of their propert to the emperor, so that their families
might be allowed to inherit the rest. Does this not sufficiently prove the subordination of private rights to the
supreme authonity?™

In spite of the essentially totalitarian character of the Roman Stats, Simone Weil recognized that she did
have her "occasional oasis of vitality” or “sparks of lights”. For example, she saw with Montesquieu and many
others that the ‘dynasty of the Antonines’ was culurally alive ; during this time there was a literary revival and
Greck Stoicism appeared in the Roman culture. Also, the Gospels were written sometime during the reign of the
Romans; and, claims Weil, something of the true Christian spirit survived in the thought of St. Augustine and with
the Fathers of the Greek Church.

Thus, Simone Weil is arguing that the Roman Empire began by idolizing itself and putting everything into
aggrandizing itself and this, as we saw above, naturally 1ads to a totalitarian State:

Sixty years after the destruction of Catharge, Rome suffered at the hands of Marius and Sulla, and thcir‘ soldiers
and slaves, all the outrages experienced by a conquered city; and she submitted in silence....What was finally
gziu;‘:d by the fixed idea of domination, by cruelty, and by baseness of soul, was what we cal] today a totalitarian

Thus, Simone Weil saw that history, as it portrays the human condition, shows us that the laws of human
nature remain the same and strictly rule the human condition. She perceived in French history the reappearance of
the same Will to domination as in Rome and she saw that the same methods were used: "the art of perfidy combined
with cruelty” and "State idolatry™. Assuming that these methods are familiar to my readers, I shall not repeat Weil’s
understanding of them. What is important to us is that France through her ambition to be Masters of the World
retumed to the Roman model of the State - of glorifying and aggrandizing the State. Therefore, Weil claimed, it

is important for the west 1o see that the State as it was conceived by the Richelieu and brought into being by him,

Louis XIV, and Napoleon was already totalitarian; thus, the modern State, in its modern inception in France, carried

" ®Simone Weil, "Beast”, op. cit., p.129-130.
PSimone Weil, "Beast*, op. cit., p.125.
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on with the Roman tendencies of not respecting any limits to its power.

Simone Weil claims that it was Richelieu who brought the Modern State into existence through his actions;
he was prepared to sacrifice everything to the power of the State and thus to re-instate the Roman style of State
idolatry, She argues that Richelicu was the first one in all of Europe since the Romans to give himself and the
people of France, body and soul, to the aggrandizement of the State:

But the true precursor of Hitler, the first since antiquity, is without a doubt Richelieu. It was he who invented the
State. Before him were kings, like Louis X1, capable of establishing a strong power; but it was their crown that they
were defending. Thers were subjects who showed civic qualities in handling affairs; but they were acting for the
public good. The State to which Richelieu gave himself body and soul ...was not the crown still less was it the
public good; it was the blind and anonymous machine for manufacturing order and power... which...is worshipped.™

Richelieu, Weil argues, used the same methods as the Romans: he violated treatics in international affuirs
and he ‘prolonged indefinitely the most atrocious wars' ;- he did all of this for the sake of the prestige of the State
of France. One of the examples she gives shows to what extent Richelieu was willing to go to increase France's
prestige:
++. he deliberately and pitilessly fostered the wars in Europe, with or without French participation. In his passionate
desire to bring down the Austrian dynasty he prevented all hope of peace in Germany: and it is impossible to
exaggerate the horrors endured by that wretched country in the interminable war - all crops burned or consumed

by wandering armies, mills destroyed, whole towns put to the sword....On the other hand, it was small consolation

to French peasants that the war was not on their land, when it reduced large numbers of them to such poverty as
to eat grass.”

Richelieu, Weil argues, also used the method of propaganda to enslave the minds of the people of France;

she claims that this can be seen in Corneille’s writings. Thus, she argues, Richelieu in his thought and in his actions
breught the Roman State to life in France :
His devotion to the State uprooted France. His policy was to kill systematically all spontaneous life in the country,
S0 as to prevent anything whatsoever being able to appose the State.... All one needs to do is to read Comeille’s
dedicatory prefaces to realize what file depths of servility he managed to reduce people’s minds.... His conception
of the State was already totalitarian. He applied it as much as he was able to by subjecting the country, to the full
extent by means of the time allowed, to a police regime.®

Richelieu placed the State above all else; like the Romans, he placed the interest and prestige of the State

above the soul of the individual. Thus, Weil argues, Richelieu's conception of the State uprooted the people of

®Simone Weil, "Beast”, op. cit., p.94.
YSimone Weil, "Three Letters on History”, op. cit., p. p87-88.
%Simone Weil, Roots, op. cit., p.16-117.
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France from their spiritual past; there was among the French at one point in history that she meations — especially
around the tenth and eleventh century ~ a strong connection to the virtues of humanity (and these reappeared
periodically after that time). But, she points out, Richelieu who believed himself a Christian should have realized
that the State is not an absolute value: thus, he, in following his Roman counterparts, killed the true spirit of
Christianity by committing the people of France to State idolatry.

Simone Weil could not conceive of how the French could imagine that "force’ — the actual brutalizing of
whole civilisations — was the means by which ‘peace’ and *freedom® could be brought to the whole world. The
Romans, who were known to persecute the early Christians, did not consider the Christian virtues as their own until
after they had conquered the then thought of known world so “State idolatry® was easily appropriated by them. But
the French who considercd themselves Christians, argued Weil, should have seen that State idolatry and the
infliction of suffering and affliction was contrary to the Christian virtues of justice and charity, Richelieu failed to
see this contradiction and that is why he could foster the misconception that force could be used to liberate humans.
In two revealing passages Simone Weil helps us to see how this contradiction arose in Western thought through
historical action:

Richelieu who possessed the intellectual clarity so common to that time, defined in luminous terms the difference
between politics and morals, over which has subsequently arisen so much confused thinking. Here is more or less
what he said: We should beware of applying the same rules to the welfare of the State as to that of the soul; for
the welfare of souls is attended to in the world above, whereas that of States is only attended to in this world.
That is cruelly exact. A Christian ought to be able to draw therefrom but one conclusion: that whereas to the welfare
of the soul, or in other words to God, & total, absolute, and unconditional loyality is owed; the welfare of the State
is a cause to which only a limited and conditional loyality is owed.

But although Richelieu believed himself to be a Christian, no doubt sincerely, his conclusion was a totally different
one, namely, that a man responsible for the welfare of the State and the men under him must employ to this end
all useful means, without any exception, and, if necessary, sacrifice thereto their own lives, their sovereign, their
people, foreign countries, and any and every species of obligation.

It represents - but in a much nobler form — Maurras® doctrine, “Politique d*abord.” But Maurras with the perfect
logic, is an atheist. The Cardinal, in postulating something whose whole reality is confined to this world as an
absolute value, committed the sin of idolatry....The real sin of idolatry is always committed on behalf of something

similar to the State. It was that sin that the devil wanted Christ to commit when he offered him the kingdoms of
this world. Christ refused. Richelieu accepted.®

PSimone Weil, Roors, op. cit., p.115-116.



356

Thus, according to Simone Weil, the essential contradiction between “force® and “liberation’ were, from
Richelien to Hitler, portrayed as if they were somehow compatible; but this defies reason and is used for the
purpose of maintaining the dream that the future holds for us everything that the past and the present could not give

us. It is this dream which is fostered, but says Weil:

Conquering the world and liberating the world are, in fact, two incompatible forms of glory, but which can easily
be reconciled with one another in reverie™

For this reason, Weil argues, Germany's Will to domination should be of no surprise to the Western world;

she simply took the conception of the centralised State that was re-born with Richelieu to its logical extremes. Weil
argues that it was conceived for the purpose of domination; thus, we should not be surprised each time it reaches
its pinnacle :
The claim is made that Napoleon propaguted, with his sword, the French revolutionary ideas of liberty and equality;
but what he chiefly propagated was the idea of a centralised State, the State as the sole fount of authority and object
of devotion. This conception of the State, which was invented, so to speak, by Richelieu and carried to a higher
degree of perfection by Louis XIV and higher still by the Revolution and then by Napoleon, has reached its ne plus
uitra by Germany....but let us not forget that the conception originated with us.®

If I am not mistaken the view that we hold of the large centralised Nation/State was not common t0 the
people of Europe before the rise of Nationalism which began around the 18th century. Simone Weil claims,
however, that it has its roots in the Roman conception of the State. Since she was writing her critique of history
during the Second World War, the ideas of *eternal France® and ‘unchanging Germany® were current among the
French and the Germans; thus, Simone Weil criticized the idea of any Nation, and in particular the French and the
Germans, having “permanent and unchangeable” characteristics. Weil argues through her historical analysis that
there is no evidence in history for the view that Nations are "unchangeable”; she claims that some national

characteristics seem to endure through time and yet, others, that live for awhile, die, and are replaced by new ones.

' For example, "Don Quixote still lives in Spain..."; but, she argues, "who would think that Spain in the sixteenth

HSimone Weil, Roors, op. cit., p.113.

$Simone Weil, "Beast”, op. cit., p.91-92. There is no doubt that Simone Weil hoped that the French, having
been reduced to a colonised country throughout the war, would have recognised in their misery a different
conception of the State; a State conceived as a human community set up for the purpose of nurturing what is highest
in human beings - the ability to Jove. I will retumn to her idea of this latter kind of State in the final chapter.
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century was so ambitious and powerful as to threaten the world's freedom?*% Likewise, between the ancieat Romans
and the medieval Italians, she claims there was very little resemblance:
The sole superiority of the Romans was in arms and in the organization of a centralised Stats. The Italians f the
Middle Ages and the Renaissance were incapable of unity, order or administration....And yet, at this time, the
Italians seemed to be what the Romans, with all their efforts of slavish imitation, never were, the direct beirs of
the Greeks in all the graces and powers of the mind.¥

What the history of nations shows, Weil argued, is that there are "exampies both «f permanence and
change”. She thought that in 1940 the French, who were then under German occupation and had themselves lost
their liberty to the new conquerors, would have been able to see that the aggrandizement of the State through
conquest did not bring them liberty and equality: therefore, there was no reason to think that France, in her past
conquests, had brought liberty and equality” to any of the countries she had subjcted to her domination. Thus,
argued Simone Weil, “(here is no such thing as *eternal France’, at least as far as peace and liberty are concerned.
Napoivon terrified and shocked the world as much as Hitler, and rightly so.*® Something had gone astray and that
something, she discovered, was that the State conceived and brought into being by Richelieu, being rootad in the
Roman conception of the State did not orient the French people towards stability, liberty, and equality; rather, it
oriented them towards being the Masters of the World. As will become evident in the next Chapter, Simone Weil
thinks that there is an historical basis for this view of herself as having stood for the values of "liberty and equality®,
but, it is cbscured by her "Will to Domination”.

It was not sufficient for France (nor for any State which has a history of conquest) to tell herself while she
was on the other side, so to speak, that is, weak and conquered, that she had always stood for peace and liberty;
rather, Weil argued, France (and Germany for that n;auer) had to do something concrete to show that she was ready
and also actually willing to change her orientation and become a different kind of State.

Thus, argues Weil, even those Nations which were, in their own view of themselves, born with the

“hereditary right to World dominion” chenge from being the Masters of the World whose conceptions of reality

reign supreme to being either wiped out by the new Masters or subdued to more or less peaceful nations who take

¥Simone Weil, "Beast”, op. cit., p.89-90.
F'Simone Weil, "Beast”, op. cit., p.50.
#Simone Weil, "Beast”, op. cit., p.91.
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up the conceptions of reality propagated by the force of the new Masters. Bt worse than that is what Weil claims
about our modern conception of the State: that is, that it shows itself in history to be entrenched in the ideology or
mastery and domination from which it only emerges by means of the limitations imposed on it from the outside by
the foree of others.

But Simone Weil, being hopeful, thought we could draw on the tradition which also belongs to us, as we
saw above, and which offered another conception of the State, Thus, she looked to the Greek conception of the State
3 but, she was not suggesting that we imitate the Greeks, only that v draw inspiration from the way that they
showed in their tragedies and epic poetry that Love was above and beyoad the State; Antigone died for the love of
her brother as her conscience told her that what was being donz to her dead brother’s body was unjust; Homer,
according to Weil, showed in the Jliad the futility of the domination of force, and yet, the necessity with which force
ruled human beings® minds both among the strong and the weak. Simone Weil saw in law a way to place limits on
the Staie; but, for this to be the case, law had to be conceived in such a way as to bring about in public life a
barmony of liberty and obedience. However, she argues, this Pythagorean harmony can never come about by means
of any kind of force; that is why she looked to the laws when seen by both the authorities of the State and the people
as the limit to action can bring about this harmony of liberty and obedience -- conscience being the only reason to
disobey the law. As Weil points out this was the Greek ideal and Socrates was prepared to die rather than break

this law; nevertheless, he spoke out; as she says:

The Pythagoreans said that harmony or proportion is the unity of contraries, qua contraries. There is no harmony
if the contraries are brought together forcibly, nor if they are mixed; the point of unity has to be found....Liberty
was loved. Obedience was loved no less. The unity of these two contraries is the Pythagorean harmony in society.
But harmony is only possible between things that are pure....Purity in public life means the completest possible
elimination of everything which is force, that is to say, of everything collective, of everything which proceeds from
the social beast, as Plato called it. The social beast alone possesses force. It exerts it as a crowd, or deposits it in
certain men or in one man. But law, in itself, possesses no force; it is only a written text and yet it is the sole
bastion of liberty. The civic spirit that conforms to this Greek ideal, to which Socrates was a martyr, is perfectly
pure. A man also, whoever he may be, considered simply as a man, is totally Jacking in force. If he is obeyed in
this capacity the obedience is perfectly pure. Such is the meaning of personal fealty in relationships of subordination;
itin no way violates self-respect. But to obey, with or without love, simply as the repository of a collective power,
is to degrade oneself.®

¥Simone Weil, "Beast”, op. cit., p.51.
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C. CLASSICAL SCIENCE ABANDONS HUMAN PERCEPTION:
CONTEMPORARY SCIENCE ABANDONS NECESSITY
Above we saw that Simone Weil argued that the Renaissance of the 17th century was not the “true
Renaissance’, but rather the *false Renaissance’. She claimed that although the people of the 17th century did return
to Greece in science, art, poetry, ete., they did not maintain the unity that exists between the Greek vocation and
the Christian vocation. They thought, she argued, that they could tum away from Christianity to the Greeks, but
as we saw the two are one and the same thought as they issue from the tradition of *ideatical thought®. So, although
the Renaissance “...had a point of equilibrium at which Jre unity of the Greek and Chnistian spirit was felt....very
soon it produced humanism”.®
Weil saw this tumning away from Christianity towards the Greeks to be due to the excesses of the Gothic
Middle Ages which imposed the spiritual on people to the point of using *force'; thus, as she says, this period was
like an “essay in totalitarian spirituality”. This was a problem for the sciences because the ‘profane’ did not have
a voice. This caused a disequilibrium because Necessity which rules over the Universe maintains a perfect balance
between the spiritual and the profane so that an excess in either direction will be "a lack of proportion” which is
“neither comely nor just”. That is why, she argues, people went to extremes in the other direction and denied the
spiritual thus bringing humanism and secular culture -- only the profane. Humanism brought with it the
"enlightenment” which considered "merely natural knowledge and faculties”. Thus, Weil argues that the science that
arose during this Renaissance differed from the Greek science that remained true to Pythagorean thought.
Humanism had high ideals -- "truth, beauty, liberty, and equality” — but, Weil argued, they did not realize
that cut off from their source in the "supemnatural” these high ideals cannot be sustained. That is why, the science
which came out of this Renaissance adopted a degraded notion of the truth. Classical science took scientific truth
to be the only truth. In her early thought, Simone Weil raised the question of whether classical science in
“liberating” us from religion had brought us the use of our own reason or had they simply replaced the priests of

the Gothic Middle Ages:

WSimone Weil, "Romanesque”, op. cit., p.47.
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Did it replace tyrannical priests who ruled by means of the tricks of religion with true priests who exercise a
legitimate authority because they really have access to the intelligible world?....did this revolution replace inequality
with equality by teachung us that the realm of ‘pure thought® is the sensible world itself, that this quasi-divine
knowledge that religions sensed is only a chimera....(?)"
As we saw above, in the critique of Modermity especially pertaining to history, Simone Weil and George
Grant argued that the idea of progress had dominated since the 18th century; thus, it came with classical science.
This led to the tendency of subjecting "religion to scientific criticism and declar(ing) it false."™ Thus, both Weil
and Grant saw that human reason had usurped the place of "supernatural reason” in the process of making scientific
truth the basis upon which humans should accept the existence of God. For example, David Hume, among others,
argued that there simply is no reason io believe in the existence of God and such argumentation was common in
the 17th and 18th century. However, by making faith dependent upon ‘rational argumentation”, these thinkers merely
confirmed the dominance of human reason over supernatural reason and faith among the European Christian
community. For Christians, Weil argues faith precedes reason although it does not suppress reason. Faith is the
realization that "...if we ask our Father for bread, he does not give us 2 stone.™®
Humans realize their faith by directing their faculties properly. What this means for scieace is that by
contemplating the Order of the World, we direct the intellect towards an understanding of the laws of nature for
the purpose of developing the "facuity of attention”. Through the development of this faculty, we begin the tuming
of the soul towards the truth. The intellect has a special relation to the faculty of attention; but, if as classical
science had argued the truth is in necessity itself ~ that is, natural knowledge — the intellect which may have
developed a certain attention will fill the opening with the desire which became so prevalent: the mastering of nature
and all the prestige involved in each new discovery because of what could be done to relieve human misery.
Contemplation of the order or beauty of the world, on the other hand, nat.urally leads to a transformation and an

orientation of the soul towards the truth because the desire whick moves the intellect is pure desire to comprehend

*Simone Weil, "Science and Perception in Descartes”, Formative Writings 1929-1941, edited and translated
by Dorothy Tuck McFarland and Whlhelmina Van Ness (Amherst: The University of Massachuserts Press, 1987.),
Pp.32. Hereafier: "Science and Perception”,

“Joan O'Donovan claims that Grant saw this happening through the rise of the science which equipped itself
to master nature to the point of rejecting her laws, See Granr, op. cit., p.66.

PSimone Weil, Wairing. op. cit., p.68.
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necessity. As Weil argues the effort of attention has to have no other “incentive™ but the desire for the “truth™:

---every time a human being succeeds in making an effort of attention with the sole idea of increasing his grasp of
truth, he acquires a greater aptitude for grasping it, evea if his efforts produce no visible fruit. An Eskimo story
explains the origin of light as follows: "In the eternal darkness, the crow, unable to find any food, longed for light,

and the earth was illumined. " If there is a real desire, if the thing desired is really light, the desire for light produces

it. There is a real desire when there is an effort of attention. It is really light that is desired when all other incentives
are absent.™

Thus, for Weil, the *truth* does not depend upon reason’s confirmation of it because truth is the very basis
of necessity. Truth will manifest itself in the very mysteries involved in the relation between human perception and
action; that is, both the mind and body are necessary to perceive the order and beauty of the world and every desire
requires a physical effort to satisfy it which is a manifestation of our duality. Also, this duality causes us to suffer
the blows of necessity even to satisfy a simple desire.

Simone Weil argues that science should want to understand the duality that afflicts us and defines the order
of the world, Weil learned from reflecting on the scientific method at the origin of Greek science that the Greeks
of the sixth ceatury B.C. and earlier never let go of the relation between the intellect and the physical, sensible
realm. What she sought to understand even in her early thought was how science was a meditation on our relation
to the world. She perceived, like others (Hegel, Husserl) had, that our connection with necessity was essential to
our understanding of ourselves. But, she also perceived that Greek science had, in spite of our efforts to re-discover
their method, remained alien to us. In "Science et Perception dans Descartes”, as I pointed out in Chapter Two,
Weil implicitly argued that this had to do with the significant relation that geometry or the mathematical imagination
bad for them. Descartes, she pointed out, had perceived this but he hesitantly chose to take the other direction thus
leaving the mathematical imagination behind. Weil's major argument which unites her critique of both classical and
contemporary science was that Descartes and those who followed him chose wrongly. The use of the imagination
in perception and in geometry is the most important link, for the scientist, between the human intellect and the order
and beauty of the world. The Greeks understood that without the “image” we lose the connection between the order
of the world and the beauty of the world. Weil's focus on this loss of the geometrical image and the mathematica!

imagination directs her critique of both classical and comtemporary(each in their particular way) science's

MSimone Weil, Waiting, op. cit., p.68.
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suppression of one of the two terms that make up the order of the world. It is their delusion that they believe that
they can resolve the duality which is inscribed in the very order of the universe; and the source of this delusion is
in their scparation from the geometrical image. Modemn science made this essential break.

The reason the geometrical image is so significant is because it links the thought which goes into our
reconstruction of the order of the world to our physical awareness of this order. Weil argues that we can only
reconstruct the order of the world in our minds if our "mental, pyschic, and bodily structure® have a relation to this
order. She claims that a true reconstruction of the order of the world involves constructing an image of this order.
This image is a way to represent our relation to the "divine wisdom" inscribed in the World at Creation; Weil
argues that "The beauty of the world is the co-operation of divine wisdom in creation " It is only by means of
reconstructing the image and contemplating this image that the scientist can maintain the relation between the order
reconstructed and the beauty of the werld:

The contemplation of this image of the order of the world constitutes a certain contact with the beauty of the world.
The beauty of the world is the order of the world that is Joved.™

Although this was the Greek revelation, that is, that the “beauty of the world” is the image of divine
wisdom and that we inherited this revelation through Christ, Weil claims that somehow the Christian tradition
issuing from the Middle Ages did not seem to have received this message.”” Thus, she suggests, this may be one
reason why the people of the 17th century, when they tumed to the Greeks for inspiration *...hardly took anything
but the secondary products of ancient civilisation, art, science, and curiosity regarding human things.” She claims
that they "...hardly touched the fringe of the central inspiration....(They)failed o rediscover any link with the beauty
of the world.™™ This was the great tragedy of the second Renaissance because without this link to the "beauty of
the world", they were led to believe that their work had only to do with *mastering" nature which was determined

10 lead them further away from that link. That is why they occupied themselves with perfecting their instruments.

"Simone Weil, Wairing, op. cit., p.120.

®Simone Weil, Waiting, op. cit., p.125.

“0f course Simone Weil recognizes that St.Francis of Assissi and St. John of the Cross were exceptions to this
generalization. See Waiting, op. cit., p.116 where she remarks on this lack in the thought issuing from tne Middle
Ages.

MSimone Weil, Waiting, op. cit., p.117.
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As we saw above, in contrast to the contemplation of the beauty of the world, the object of Greek science,
the peopie, thinkers, and scientists of the 17th century understood the project of science to be the realization of
"Charity"; and, as Grant and Simone Weil argued, they thought it was necessary to master nature to achieve this
goal. Their goal was to liberate buman beings from, as Grant points out, * “the old necessities of hunger and discase
and overwork, and the consequent oppressions and repressions” "% Thus, mastery of nature bad its Christian goal
of "human equality” by means of the hard work and charity of the scientists. This goal was, as we saw, thoroughly
elaborated in the philosophy of Hegel in *modem historical theodicy'and in the thought of Marx and the Marxists
and we cannot ignore that the Capitalists, as can be seen in Adam Smith's thought, think of this as their goal &s
well. The young Weil, who was very much a part of the Marxist tradition as we saw from her life and carly
thought, argued that this was neither the true nor viable Christian goal. Her ¢laim is that Christianity is cut off from
its source in being made party to a science which takes as its goal the mastery of nature:
Christianity will not be incarnated so long as there is not jeined to it the Stoic’s idea of filial piety for the city of
the world, for the country of here below which is the universe. When, as the result of some misapprehension, very

difficult to understand to-day, Christianity cut itself off from Stoicism, it condemned itself to an abstract and
separate existence.'®

Charity, as we saw above, was for Weil the "attentive giving™ of one person to another. The contact
through attention of one human being with anothes is the most css;;:ntial aspect of this giving; the material aspect
is important, but without compassion the giving of bread to a hungry person does not involve giving the gift of
humanity — the compassion and its complement, gratitude is the relation which makes the bread a gift of humanity.
Without this relation, the giving is a cold act and does nothing to transform the soul of the afflicted; the only way
to transform the soul of the afflicted is with God's Love which passes by means of one human being who gives with
attention to the other who is afflicted. The giving of the gift of humanity got lost even though we attempted to
provide food and other necessities because we cut the relation between the spiritual and the profane in separating
science from the supematural truth and making its goal mercly a practical one. In other words, science and

technology cannot cure what is essentially a human failing which is to direct one's desire towards power, glory, and

¥Joan O'Donovan, Grant, op. ¢it., p.101.
®Simone Weil, Wairing, op. cit., p.129-130.
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domination rather than towards justice and charity(which must go together), love, and the gentleness which waits
to sec what nature is suggesting or needing. Science in its conception of human nature and nature and the relation
between the two must choose between these two directions because it is the director of the intellect which directs
the action of daily life. Weil is arguing that it can choose to reconnect to that from which it broke: the Christian
tradition which is connected to the tradition of *identical thought®.

Thus, for Weil, it is not only the separation of science and religion that she sees as the main source of what
she calls the crisis of science, but also as we saw above the separation of Christianity from the connection to the
beauty of the world which was maintained in the Christian Revelation which issues from the Greeks and the tradition
of “identical thought”. That is why, she argues. Christians cannot follow science in its claim that the development
of science precedes and makes possible Justice and Charity. Justice and Charity have Love as their condition and
without this precondition there can be no Justice and Charity. Thus, to make transformation of matter the
precondition of Justice and Charity, and thus Love, is to reverse the Order; and this upsets the balance becanse we
can no longer understand that the limits inscribed in necessity cohere with Justice and Charity. This defiance
necessarily springs back like any force taken beyond its limit. Weil's argument is that it is not in Xeeping with Order
for us to take our imaginary power seriously, but rather to see the balance of power which respects the limits and
permits us to know the Order and sce the beauty of the world and act in accord with it;
Science has as its object the study and theoretical reconstruction of the order of the world — the order of the world
in relation to the mental, psychic, und bodily structure of man. Contrary to the naive illusions of certain scholars,
neither the use of telescopes and microscopes, nor the employment of the most unusual algebraic formulae, nor even
a contempt for the principle of non-contradiction, will allow it to get beyond the limits of this structure. Moreover,
it is not desirable that it should. The object of science is the presence of Wisdom in the universe, Wisdom of which
we are the brothers, the presence of Christ expessed through matter which constitues the world. '
i. Greek Science : The Image relates the Order and the Beauty of the World which leads by Desire to God’s
Love

Simone Weil regarded early Greek science as the jdeal conception of science because, as we saw above,

she thought that Pythagoras had, through his discovery of the "geometric mean” and its connection to ratios, seen

and understood that the point of balance between whole numbers was an "image” of Mediation — the Word which

**'Simone Weil, Wairing, op. cit., p.124.
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was the connection between the Order and the Beauty of the World. That is why it is most important for science
to reconstruct its theoretical order in relation to the "geometrical image™ which connects it to beauty of the world.
Pythagoras had his revelation through the study of the order and beauty of necessity which was that the Act of
Creation itself was, as we saw above, the result of a Mediation within God Himself - an abdication so as to allow
for a distance between Himself and the universe of necessity; yet, God constantly and forever thinks with Love the
existence of necessity so that it remains the Perfect Order of good and evil. Human beings, made in God's likeness,
have the capacity to think God"s Order through the theoretical reconstruction of the idea of necessity which can only
be truly conceived by means of the “"geometrical image” which links it to the beauty of the world. This was
essentially Pythagoras® revelation: what the discovery of the "geometrical mean revealed to Pythagoras, and the
reason he saw it as issuing from "divine love”, Weil thought, was that by means of the "image” of number to the
second power one or unity could be "seen” to be at the source of two or diversity; thus, the unity of the contraries
of unity and diversity was what made up the Order of necessity. It is the human being who in conceiving and
perceiving necessity through science can know this secret.

As we saw above, Simone Weil interpreted Pythagoras® discovery of the "goemetrical mean”™ from the
theological point of view, that is, the Second person of the Trinity is the Mediator which at Creation is the Ordering
Principle as well as the perfecting of it in creating the Beauty of it. The Greeks, she thought, took Pythagoras®
discovery of the significance of the "image” of geometry to be the height of their whole civilisation because of how
it revealed with certainty the relation between the Beauty and Order of the world as inscribed by God and perfected
by His Son at Creation. Weil argues that the Greeks had understood the relation between the "point of balance® seen
by means of the *geometrical image” and the *“Model’(Image of God Who appeared on earth as the "perfectly just
man") that created the Beauty and directs one’s desire towards the truth of this relation between the Order and
Beauty that presides in Necessity; thus, with the image in mind, they refused to engage in the *science of algebra’:
The Grezks possessed and manipulated and applied the notions of generalized number and function, but they would

never express them in the form of equations; the only symbols they would allow for algebraic rclations were the
geometrical figures. We ought very probably to see this as a deliberate decision, connected with their general
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conception of science.'®

They were content to search in nature and make as the principle of their art, the number which could act
as an intermediary between unity and diversity: ratios or generalized number. Ratios or proportions always had this
relation to the “geometric mean” and the "image” and thus they could be seen as "A just blend of unity with that
which opposes unity"; this just blend, as we saw in the discovery of the geometric mean "is the condition of the
beautiful™.sh'® As we saw earlier, Weil claims that Pythagoras could not have fully conceived of these numbers
without the *image’; although he had the perfect idea of these numbers first, he bad to pass to the image to arrive
at an understanding of how these numbers could be a just blend of unity and diversity:
Each ratio involves quantities which may increase indefinitely while maintaining 2 perfectly definite relation, just
as angle, starting with a point embraces an area which extends indefinitely beyond the most distant stars. And, in
order to imaginc the rutio, one must begin with number and pass on to angle, because whole numbers do
not...provide the means of expressing mean proportionals. '™

By making geometry the science of physics the Greeks, she claims, were rigorous and exact in their attempt
to direct the soul towards truth by means of the study of necessity; because, once they discovered how equilibrium -
the point of balance - was the Ordering Principle of the universe, they were careful to make every effort not to
stray from that principle:
The Grecks, among whom what we call our science was born, regarded it as issuing from a divine revelation and
as destined to lead the soul towards the contemplation of God. It has deviated from this destination not through
excess but through deficiency of scientific spirit, exactitude and rigour. Science....has no object of study excapt the
action of the Word or, as the Greeks said, of ordering Love. Science alone, and only in its purest rigour, can give
a precise content to the notion of Providence, arnd in the domain of knowledge it can do nothing else. The object
of science, as of art, is beauty,'®

Pythagoras™ discovery was, Weil thought, the height of Greek civilisation because through his revelation
which connected the Order and the Beauty of the world science, as we know it, originated for the purpose of

bridging the distance between humans and God. She realizes that the notion of equilibritm and limit had been at

. the heart of Greek culture as they had inherited these notions from the tradition of "identical thought”. These aotions

'“Simone Weil, “Variant: Meditation on Greek Science™, On Science, Necessity, and the Love of God, op. cit.,
p.46. Hercafter: *Variant™.
Simone Weil, "Classical Science and After”, On Science, Necessity, and the Love of God, op. cit., p.17.
Hereafter: “Classical Science”.

'™Simone Weil, "Classical Science”, op. cit., 19.

"“Simone Weil, “Romanesque”, op. cit., p.52.
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directed the whole of Greek culture towards virtue - the virtues of Justice and the Love which is its condition:

The idea of equilibrium, for example, had always been at the centre of Greek thought;.... for centuries and centuries
the balance was the symbol of equity, in their eyes the first of all virtues.... There are a few lines in the Gorgias,
perhaps the most beautiful, which strike the same note, where Socrates blames the advocate of injustice for ignoning

that the order of the world is determined by concord and harmony. and for forgetting geometry. The idea behind

such words is the same which, under the name of disequilibrium, constitutes Greek physics....On the other hand,
the idea of equilibrium dominates every form of authentic art...."®

We have Jost sight of this notion of equilibrium in our thought; but, Weil thinks we could recover it again

through our science by re-connecting 1o its original direction towards the contemplation of the Order and Beauty

of the world.

ii. Classical Science lost sight of the Beauty of the World which led to the Suppression of One of the Terms:
the Discontinuous

As we saw above, Simone Weil argued that classical science began with Greek science, but it lost sight
of the main focus of Greek science — *thz beauty of the world'. This affected the way *classical science® conceived
of necessity and of truth. Instead of conceiving of ‘necessity® as God's Creation which contained the Ordering
Principle, they conceived of it as simply a tissue of mechanical, necessary relations. They had learned leamed from
the Greeks and rediscovered for themselves, Weil argues, that the universe is composed of unity and diversity;
however, they did not realize how important the ‘geometrical image' was to the maintaining the link to
‘equilibrium’, the ordering principle of necessity. In other words, she claims, that classical scientists, being as they
were directed towards the mastery of nature rather than the contemplation of nature, did not realize that the unity
of unity and diversity which is presupposed in the straight line is a unity of contraries which is only possible by
means of the ordering principle issued at Creation; only God in the Act of Creating could inscribe this principle in
the world so that we could with the help of pure ideas and the image which links the order and the beauty of the
world see His Design.

Simone Weil saw that Descartes was not totally blind to this, but for some reason he, too, let go of the

"image’. Weil claims that by separating mathematics and geometry classical science lost sight of the ‘image’. This

Simone Weil, "Classical Science®, op. cit., p. 14-15.
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led them to suppress one of the terms which makes up the tissue of necessity: the *discontinuous’ or otherwise called
number. In my snalysis of how Weil thinks this came about and what its significance is, I will be presuming my
analysis, done in Chapter two, of Weil's conception of perception and her idea of the ceatral role the imgination
plays in allowing us to perceive and act in the world. There, | argued that Weil found in Descartes evidence for
the view that mathematics could only be done properly with the belp of the imagination, thus with the help of
geometrical images. But, she equally found evidence for the more widely accepted view that Descartes was the
Father of modern physics which took algebra as the mathematics most suitable to physics.

If, as Weil claims, the 17th century scientists learned of the ratio and the *geometrical imzge’ which issued

from the Grecks, then Descartes by using these had a direct connection to this ‘ancient science”. But, she argues,
Descartes saw no reason to constrain himself to the geometrical image, even though, as was pointed out, he thought
this was the superior way to do mathematics; he (a.s Weil shows and as my analysis in Chapter Two showed) tended
to contradict himself on this point of the way to practise science. Descartes was the first one to sever the ties with
the Grecks in their tendency to restrict themselves to a reliance on geometrical figures which provided the image
and helped them to conceive of how their ideas could relate to naturs. As Weil points out:
Descartes was the first to understand that the sole object of science is the quantities to be measured.... After this
brilliant insight, geometers from Descartes onward ceased to condemn themselves, as the Greek geometers had
done, to making 2 mathematical expression of whatever degres correspond only to 2 form of extension having a
corresponding number of dimensions - lines for simple quantities, surfaces for the products of two factors, and
volumes for the praducts of three.'”

This major move, according to Weil, made it seem as though "all figures” had “dissolved” so that all that
was left was the "straight line™. Thus, it was no longer important for them to understand the importance of the
image obtained through geometrical figures and how these images maintained 2 relation to the beauty of the world
for the Greeks. Weil argues that, by reducing the goal of science to the measurement of quantities, Descartes
released future generations of scientists from constructing geometrical images of particular figures which had
particular quantites thus discovering for themselves the theorems they would be using and thereby synthesizing

scientific knowledge rather than memorizing it. As long as it was only the results that he was concerned about rather

than the understanding of the process, each *figure’ could be thought of as a *given’ — something we assume and

'"Simone Weil, "Science and Perception in Descartes”, op. cit., p.39-40.
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use. This had the tendency of flattening the whole idea of the figure and its image; once we know that 3:4:5 is the
ratio of the lines of a right-angled triangle, it matters little to us that, for Pythagoras, this was a revelation that
became the principle of the unity of contraries and all the religious significance that has; also it matters little to us,
Weil points out, that this principle is at the very basis of classical and contemporary science. Weil claims that for
us ratios have no relation to the figures from which they issued:

Although Archimedes had measured the area enclosed by a segment of the parabola, this wonderful discovery was
still of no help at all in similar investigations concerning, for example, ellipse, for it was the particular propertics
of the parabola that made this measuremeat possible, through a construction impracticable or useless for any other
figure. Descartes was the first to understand that the sole object of science is the quantities to be measured or rather

the ratios that determine this measurement — ratios that in geometry, are found only as it were hidden in figures,
in the same way that, for example, ratios could be hidden in movement.'®

Thus, it was no longer, among classical scientists, a matter of looking for these ratios in the movements
of the world and constructing images of them from the idea that these ratios or proportions suggested to the mind.
Classical scientists dropped the images they no longer needed for the most part and applied their ratios directly to
the world measuring everything from the point of view that the straight line could be considered equal to the unity
between the number one and two( without any concern for the divine love which Pythagoras attributes this to); every
other geomatrical figure related back to this simple unity which acted like the number one — the fixed point of the
balance from which all others could be measured. In this way, classical algebra subsumes the Greek knowledge of
the relation between ratios and geometrical figures :

... the relationship of one straight line to another that is parallel to it plays the role of the number one. The
relationship between two straight lines that intersect is the next in the order of complexity; the distance between the
straight line is no longer constant, but changes like the series of numbers: now is the time to state Thales® famous
theorem on which analytical geometry is based( Parallel lines cut proportionate segments on other lines.). All other
lines are defined in the same way, in relation to the straight line, by their distance at each point from the straight
line. This is how the sequence of numbers — in other words, arithmetic — is applied to geometry. Actually, it is
not appropriate to apply arithmetic itselfto geometry; rather, we must use an arithmetic carried to the second power
that has ...(a) relation to the second type of series( which is said to be appropriate for gaining knowledge of the

world) .... This...is called algebra, (it} is formed by substituting multiplication for addition as the generative principle
of the series.'”

Weil argues that Descartes ceased to make the ‘geometrical image® an essential part of the application of

science to the world in much the same way as the Greeks of the sixth century did -- as they too ceased to make the

1gimone Weil, "Science and Perception”, op. cit., p.39.
19Gimone Weil, "Science and Perception”, op. cit., p.74-75.
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object of scicnce the search in the world for proportions and ratios as the Greeks of the 5th and 6th century B.C.
had done. She claims that the Greeks of the sixth century made this conscious move of re-directing science because
they were seeking knowledge of nature rather than doing science as a way of contemplating the Order and Beauty
of the world — a way of re-orienting the soul towards the truth:

So far as is known it was in Greece in the sixth century that the method of mathematics began to be applied to
number alone, and this is done by taking the continuous as its object.'™

Thus, Descartes and the classical scientists of the Repaissance, Weil argues, preserved not only the science

bequeathed to them by Pythagoras and Plato, but also the science of algebra that came from Babyloa. The
Renaissance, by taking their science from the Greeks of the sixth century, preserved both traditions in one.'* The
algebra of the Renaissance, Weil argues, is the modern equivalent of the algebra used by the Greeks of the sixth
century and, like them. the classical scientists took the continuous to be the object of science. This means that they
saw things in the world in terms of the unity between them ; the juxtaposition of objects and their movement was
not considered significant. In this way, Weil argues they suppressed the discontinuous, the other termm in the relation
of the ‘unity of contraries® - unity and diversity or one and two - that defines necessity. Each thing in the world
is at once one (a2 whole) and number (it has parts); this is the relation between unity and diversity in the world; and
necessity as a whole is an Order or an equilibrium by which unity has an edge over diversity -~ this is the point of
balance which issues from *divine love’. The human mind with the help of the senses has the capacity to conceive
this unity which is the QOrder(equilibrium) of the world but not without the two terms — the discontinuous and
continuous or number and space:
-..the human mind cannot make do with number alone or with continuity alone; it oscillates betwesn the two. And
there is something in nature which corresponds to each of them, for otherwise man could not exist as he is, with
a mind which thinks always in terms of number and of space.'

Weil claims that classical science took human work as its model; and not the human work that acts with

method in mind, but the other form of human work that is driven by desire from A to B. However, their mode! of

human work was complicated by the fact that it was driven by desire and it had method hidden in it; it had a

""°Simone Weil, "Classical Science”, op. cit., p. 4.
""See Simone Weil, "Classical Science”, op. cit., p. 4-5 where she gives this historical analysis.
"Simone Weil, "Classical Science™, op. cit., p. 5.
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direction. The workers always have a direction to their movement. This is the unity that only the human perceiver
can see or think: nevertheless, Weil claims the image of it comes from the world. So, the unity of the contranes
of unity and diversity or order was taken from the mind of the perceiver and embedded in matter. This differs from
the Greeks of Pythagoras in that the unity does not issue from divine love but now from the human mind and yet
it dropped both. We can, Weil argues, conceive of the wozld on the model of human work, but, she says:

I cannot quite succead in imagining work with no worker, an obstacle which opposes nothing, conditions which do
not condition any undertaking.'”

What classical science did was suppress the human mind and perceiver behind their model:

Therefore, in order to establish the analogy between the pheromenon of nature and work 1t is necessary to eliminate
one of the terms by which work is defined and without which it cannot be conceived. '

Weil argues that human work is reduced to a function of distance and weight. Distance is measured by the
fact that there is a distance for the human being to cover in order to satisfy any desire whatsoever. For instance,
in order to go from my house to the store I have a certain distance to walk. The idea of weight, on the other hand,
is derived from the way gravity or the obstacle constrains human action. Both conceptions of distance and weight
involve the human perceiver; however, classical science dropped the human perceiver and keplt the conception as
~functions”. To add to this abstraction, the nineteenth century scientists borrowed another idea from the necessity
which, together with human work, weighs heavily on human existence: time. Time for human beings, Weil points
out, has a direction so that it is never a matter of indifference to them what transformations take place. Simone Weil
underlines the importance of time in the social context, an importance which is difficult to translate into algebraic
formula: "Cette nécessité qui nous enchaine étroitement se reflete dans la contrainte social, par le pouvoir qu'elle
procure & ceux qui savent briler des champs et tuer des homess, choses rapides, sur ceux qui savent faire surgir
le blé et €lever les enfants, choses Jentes™.!'* They took this necessity and embedded it in their notion of energy.

Simone Weil points out that although the notion of time is very significant to humar beings, it docs not mean

3gimone Weil, "Classical Science”, op. cit., p. 7.

14gimone Weil, "Classical Science”, op. cit., p. 6.

15Gimone Weil, *La science et nous” Sur la science, (Paris: Gallimard, 1966.), p.128-129. Hereafter: “La
science”.
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anythirg to space: “Or I’espace ne I'exprime d'aucune manizre, lui qui est indifférent 3 toutes les directions. "'* That
is why classical scientists had to add “entropy* to their notion of energy in order to complete the analogy between
work and the phenomenon of nature. Clausius first deployed the notioa of entropy and in 1855, he found an
algebraic formula to express the relation of eatropy to energy. It was the triumph of classica science, Weil claims,
and comparzble to that moment in antiquity when Eudexus discovered the integral calculus, Weil argues that what
is laudable in classical science is its purifying aspect:

---elle qui cherche 2 lire A travers toutes les apparences cette nécessité inexorable qui fait du monde un monde o0
nous ne comptons pas, un monde ou 1'on travaille, un monde indifférent au désir, aux aspirations, et au bien; elle
qui étude ce soleil qui brille indifféremment sur les méchants et sur les bons.!?

They conceived of blind necessity just as the Greeks had, Weil claims that the discovery of the relation
between energy and entropy still did not lead to a complete account of the universe. Creation is made up of nature
and human nature; thus, a conception of the universe that fails to account for that aspect of human nature that is
something other than blind necessity is incomplete, The human worker or manual labourer is not a machine which
only supplies energy to move matter; the kuman worker is not simply a will that desires to go from A to B. The
human worker is something else besides all of these. As Weil says in classical science:

The universe it describes is a slave’s universe, and man, including slaves, is not wholly a slave....We are ruled by
a double law: an obvious indifference and a mysterious complicity, as regards the good, on the part of the matter
which composes the world; it is because it reminds us of this double law that beauty pierces the heart.!'s

Descartes® dualism of mind being a share in "pure Act” and matter being solely mechanical necessity was,
in Weil's eyes, too simplistic; it failed to account for the beauty of the universe and the complexity of the human
soul which is complicit with both the good and blind necessity; the human intellect can conceive of method or of
a reconstruction of the universe, but if it is not directed in its thought towards the truth, it will not acquire a greater
ability to receive the truth,

By leaving out of their conception of the universe ali relation to the mysteries granied to us by the grace

of God at Creation, classical science’s conception of the truth remained defective and incomplete. This was, as we

saw above, the source of the separation between science and religion:

"°Simone Weil, "La science®, op. cit., p. 129.
*“Simone Weil, "La science”, op. cit., p. 131.
""*Simone Weil, “Classical Science”, op. ¢it., p. 11-12.
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If Greek science is already classical science it is also at the same time something quite different.... What people went
to Plato for was a transformation of soul, so that it could see and love God; who today would dream of employing
mathematics for that purpose? In Christian Europe, the period when more than any other time men sought for God,
the period we call the Middle Ages, came to an end when the study of mathematics was revived; and Pascal, when
he was on the point of discovering the algebraic form of the integral calculus, abandoned algebra and geometry
because he desired contact with God....What is the most remarkable point is that if we consider, each in turn, the
scientific, artistic, and religious ideas of the West since the Renaissance, it appears each time that Greece was the
source and model. But appearances are deceptive, because science, art, and the search for God were united for the
greeks and they are separate for us.!"”?

Thus, classical science which began with what Weil calls the ‘false Renaissance” caused 2 disequilibrium
in the sense that it directed humanity towards the profane at the cost of the spiritual, as Weil says: "...it is
impossible to undo the fact that we have been brought up in an environment almost exclusively composed of profane
values, "'® We have developed she points out, but "in the way a plant can do without chlorophyll® because it gets
no light.

As Grant and Simone Weil argued between modern historical theodicy and the various political movements
taken up with leading the people through the process, there were hardly any voices left among Christians who were
not not taken up with the prospects of the equality and charity science could bring. Weil remarks on the state of
affairs among Christians in a review of an essay by Rev. Pere Sertillanges in which he quotes Renan claiming that
- the spirit will only reach its height when nature is totally mastered. Weil questions the idez of wanting to master
nature, even though for her it is impossible. She wonders how humanity could have so misinterpreted the "original
sin”:

Thus the Rev. Pere Sertillanges, in an essay full of good sense, points out that no man of talent has ever been
altogether a scientist, because the limitations of science are obvious. But he adds: ‘Renan was right when he said:
"The great reign of the spirit will only begin when the material world is entirely subject to man,” And that is the
task of science.® Very probably Father Sertillanges means no more than to say that k2 contemplative life demands
leisure and that technology is one of the preconditions for leisure. But what he actually says is quite different; and
one is tempted to ask him whether the domination of the world by the human spirit was not the definition of the
earthly Paradise and whether man's subjection to flesh and matter, which imposes work upon him among other
burdens, did not begin at the moment when he became a sinner, and whether the cffects of sin can be undone by

anthing but grace.*™

Not only did the scientism of the 19th century misdirect the attention of Christians away from the truth,

9Simone Weil, "Variant”, op. cit., p.47-48,
'¥Simone Weil, "Romanesque”, op. cit., p.53.
"'Simone Weil, "Scientism: A Review", On Science, Necessity, and the Love of God, op. cit., p.65-66.
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Weil argues, but also its view of necessity led to the *scientism’ of the 20th century which totally contradicts the
vie'w of nature that at least the Church takes as part of her Dogma; there are "laws of nature” because God is
transcendent and imman;nt. If God is immanent, according to this view, then, His laws are inscribed in the
universc. Twenticth century science is not sure about this as their instruments suggest otherwise. This new
conception of nature scems to be heading in 2 direction totally alien to a love of the beauty of the world. However,
Weil argues that Christians have totally lost their way to the truth with Contemporary science:
In the present crisis there is something compromised that is infinitely more important than science; it is the idea of
truth....'=
iti. Contemporary Science Oscillates between Two Conceptions of Necessity : The Contradiction Remains
Unrecogonized and Necessity is Compromised

Contemporary scientists recognized the faults in *classical science® by means of a succession of experiments
and discoveries. The first fault, Weil argues, was that classical science did not include the human perceiver, the
human worker as the one who sees and thinks; the one who provides the unity which gives direction to movement.
According to the analogy with human work, classical science supposed that matter had direction analogous to the
directed movement of a human body. This, it was discovered was an unwarranted assumption. Weil argued that
classical science left out of its account the relation that the imagination establishes, although tenuously, between the
intellect’s ideas and the world. Contemporary scientists argued that perspective is always a part of the data of an
experiment. This gave rise to the second fault of classical science's conception of the universe: their conception of
necessity as absolute space was perceived to be incorrsct. Contemporay scientists, with their more refined
instrumcn-ls.. discovered that nature was not composed of continuity, but was, rather, discontinuous.

Weil argues that it was a good thing that contemporary scientists discovered the discontinuous and the role
of human perception in science. Contemporary scientists, Weil argues, perceived the problem accurately but they
did not think it through so as to find a reasonable solution. Thus, they carried on without revising anything with

respect to classical science and this created an even greater imbalance, Weil does not therefore, not dispute the

'SSimone Weil, "Reflections on Quantum Theory”, On Science, Necessiry, and the Love of God, op. cit., p.63.
Hereafter: "Quantum”™.
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"return” to recognizing the discontinuous, but rather the way it was done:
What is disastrous is not the rejection of classical science but the way in which it hes been rejected. It wrongly

believed it could progress indefinitely, and it ran into a dead end about the year 1500; but scicntists failed to stop

at the same time in order to contemplate and reflect upon the barrier...instead they rushed violently past it, leaving
classical science behind them.'®

Contemporary science, Weil thinks, did not seem to consider the possibilty that to coaceive of the universe,
we need the two terms as the Greeks had perceived earlier. Instead of considering that perbaps it is not for us to
try to resolve the duality which afflicts all aspects of necessity, they went to extremes by completely rejecting the
continuous or the order inherent in necessity. Weil wonders why it never occurred to them to bring the two together
or to recognize that when humans encounter a contradiction, the way to deal with it is not to ignore it as if it could
dissolve on its own but rather to confront it with thought. She argues that if physicists considered their study of the
world as a way of directing the soul towards the truth, then the idea of contemplating this contradiction would not
have been foreign to their thinking. But classical science had left this conception of science behind. As we saw
above, the method by which human beings do science always involves a renunciation of the world so as to
contemplate what we have received from the imagination through perception. If what we perceive contradicts all
that has been known to be true not only theoretically but concretely and coheres with all the ancient knowledge of
the universe, then it would seem that one would want to be very certain of the decisions one takes in this regard.
Weil attempts to temper our jump into the future with a little looking back. Human nature has not changed and so
it is worthwhile asking ourselves if we really want to abandon the principle of non-contradiction, Weil argues that
to rush ahead thus turning our backs on reason and our past without due consideration of all that is involved is to
make the wrong choice. She claims that whether we choose to ignore the contradictions or recognize them remains
our choice; but it has bezn known throughout all the ancient traditions that for the soul there is only value in
recognizing them. That is why she argues Plato and the geometers of the sixth century kept their cye on the
equilibrium and contempiated each contradiction until taey found the point of unity between the contradictory terms;
in this way they could remain faithful to the physicists image of Justice. Weil points out that Plato reminds us of

the method of dealing with contradictions and of the value of this method:

1Dgimone Weil, "Quantum”, op. cit., p.60.
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+-man cannot rclease bimself from the contradictions, he can only make good use of them; as Plato knew,
everything that the human intelligence can represent to itself involves contradictions, which are the lever by which
it raises itsclf above its natural habitat.'*
iv. A Mis -application of the Conception of Energy

Weil points out that classical science had reduced physics to the study of energy; thus, it was natural that
the physicists with greater precision of instruments would be brought to the study of the atom and would have to
deal with the way classical science had developed the notion of ensrgy. As we saw above, the notion of mechanical
encrgy is based on an analogy of human work. Humans cannot work at the microscopic level — among the chaos
of the constant movement of particles; thus, this model was not suitable at this level. But, srgues Weil, the
physicists did not seem to consciously realize why the model was deficient as she aprees it was. So, instead of
taking 2 look at this mode! itself and conceiviny of a new model whizh could accommodate their findings, Weil
argues, the physicists carried on with the old rodel and put their findings into it. For this Weil judges them harshly
because the human worker has no place in the atomic world:
-«the scientists forged ahead without revising anything, becauss any revision would have seemed a retrogression;
they mereiy made an addition. When they ran into the discontinuous they still went on reducing everything to
variations of energy; they simply put the discontinuous into energy which deprived the latter of all meaning, !>

Weil claims that Planck was really the one who brought about this revolution in science through his
discovery of the quanta. The now well-known Quantum theory tells us that “energy, or rather action, the product
of energy and time, ... (is) a quantity which varies discontinuously, in successive jumps, and these jumps are what
is known as quantz.™* Weil's argument with the new physics is that we cannot conceive of mechanical epergy in
this way without changing the notion of mechanical. All mechanical energy is based on the idea of the straight line
which as we saw above was based on the idea that when the human being thinks about, say, going from home to
the supermarket, he or she thinks of the straight line — even though he or she must pass through every intermediary
point along the way, the thought is to go from A to B or A______ B. Thus, necessity or mechanical CTUCIRY Was

defined in terms of the necessary relation that connects a movement that starts in one place to an end point.

"™Simone Weil, *Quantum®, op. cit., p.60.
'=Simone Weil, "Quantum”, op. cit., p.61.
'*Simone Weil, "Quantum®, op. cit., p.50.
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Although this movement was continuous, it had a beginning and an end. Weil points out that the same principle was
found to apply to all forms of epergy discovered between Descartes and Joule; thus, kinetic energy and potential
energy were thought to be equivalent to mechanical energy in so far as they could be measured in relation to the

balance:

The great idea of the ninetesnth century was to assimilate changes other than displacements io work, by means of
numerical equivalents....After many experiments...ninetcenth century scientists pronounced that in every
phenomencn there is an increase or decrease in energy which is equivalent to mechanical energy. ... The fundamental
principle of nineteenth- century science is that it should be possible, in the case of every phenomenon, to represent
to oneself, at least theoretically, either the production of the phenomenon by means of displacement of 2 weight or
else the displacement of a weight by mens of a phenomenon. That is the only meaning of the word energy...s'¥
Thus, Weil argues, mechanical energy had always had a relation to the lever or balance and thereby to the
conceptions of the equilibrium, ratio, proportion, and limit which were the notions Greek science bequeathed to us;
and which, although it is not sure how, they inherited from the ancient traditions that preceded them. Although, as
we saw above, Weil claims that classical science by taking the continuous as their conception of necessity makes
a break with Pythagorean science which defines necessity as *a just blend of unity and that which opposes it’, they,
nonetheless, at least maintained a link by making the balance and the straight line which is the balance without the
arms the basis of their measurement of energy. This is the reason she argues that Planck's break with the past is
a situation of crisis which demands that we trace our steps a bit and reflect on what it means to cut off the past.
Planck’s discovery of the quanta now asks us to adopt a different mode of thinking of the conception of
mechanical energy from that conceived by the nineteenth century. In other words, it was claimed that mechenicel
energy at the macroscopic level works the way it always had but with one difference: this way of thinking about
energy can no longer really represent the true notion of energy. In other words, the notion of atomic energy defines
the way things truly are; things are made up of discontinuous movements. So, we have one conception of energy
for the macroscopic leve!l and one for the microscopic level; but, the true one is the microscopic notion of energy.
Yet, as Weil shows us we cannot really conceive of a human being being able to move in the way it is claimed

energy moves at the atomic level; human beings cannot skip over or magically jump from one place to another

without passing by all of the intermediary points in between. A quantum leap claims that we should be able to go

Simone Weil, "Quantum”, op. cit., p.51-52.
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from A to B by making "successive jumps". But this is impossible for us to do and that is why we now have two
conceptions of necessity and two conceptions of energy which contradict each other. The question is: Do we have
two universes in one? Weil questions how we could allow these contradictions to direct our actions without
considering cven the lack of common seasc involved. How could my body only be parts really? Am I missing
something when I think that there is a necessary relation between the movement of my cyes which sees scmething
and wants it and the movement of my body to get up and get it? Should I think that the link is only probable?

Weil argues that we cannot think of ourselves living in a world of oaly atomic energy; so, although we use
this notion we have to have the other notion as well. She questions Planck's method of arriving at this new
conception of energy which contradicts mechanical energy. It was in his study of black body radiation at the
macroscopic level that he discovered the conditions which led him to introduce the discontinuous into energy. Weil
wonders whether it may have been because Planck used in his calculations the notion of probability that he
introduced "whole numbers into his formulae”. She shows by way of an analogy to 2 "game of dice"™ how she thinks
"atomic energy” brought the notions of probability and whole number into the equation thus replacing nscessity and
unity (as the reality).

She points out that chance has always been a component of physics because our minds are not and never
have been the same as the world. But, Weil claims, this is "not because the phenomena is indeterminate, It is
because T do not know all the data of the problem. ™™™ The ‘feeling of chance’ does not come from ignorance but
from the way things appear 10 us as presenting so many possibilities. We *imagine” all that could be and so we begin
to think of the chances of this happening rather than that. Wei! explains how people in ‘games of chance’ use the
notion of probability to calculate the chances of predicting what their next move should be in order to be successful.
She uses the game of throwing dice to make her point that *atomic physics is, by basing its calculations on
probability, like 2 game of chance.

Weil points out that dice are constructed so that “they can fall in six ways™; thus, the combinations of

numbers that can come up are limited, but the ways the dice can be thrown are not limited and cannot be determined

¥Simone Weil, “Classical Science”, op. cit., p. 24-25.
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by us. However, the more times we throw the dice, the more likely we are at ammiving at a more probable
"aggregate of possible combinations of aumbers™. So Weil points out: "If 1 make a thousand throws, the fall of the
dice will be distributed in six classes numerically related to one another.™'™ Because it is not possible to 30
determine the way the dice are thrown, we imagine that chance plays a major role in the outcome of the different
throws. So, she claims, we have the image, while throwing, of all the different possibilities of throws which
although differing slightly could be used in bringing about the “effects™ which are "distributed in six classes”. Thus,
Weil points out games of chance demonstrate how the "unknown” suggests to us the elemeat of chance evea though
strictly speaking there is really no chance because every movement of the game is strictly determined. So, the game
of dice demonstrates how it is possible to have chance at the same time as necessity. But, it is only because it is
impossible for us to determine the way that we throw the dice that we feel that the results can only be predicted as
probable. Chance is involved in the same way in both cases. Thus, Weil is arguing that when we cannot know all
the conditions involved and therefore cannot fully determine the results we call our predictions probable and so the
chances of being wrong increase. The thrust of her point is that lack of knowledge of all the conditions involved
does not necessarily imply that the possible combinations of numbers are infinite instead of limited. Instead, the
possible combinations of numbers are limited by necessity; however, they have the image of the infinite.

Atomic physics, Weil argues, can be seen in a similar light. The person throwing the dice can imagine that
the way the dice can be thrown is unlimitzd (although it is not really) and this person will then think (because of
the unknown condition) that the best that can be done is to calculate the probabilities of getting the desired number.
This is true but only because of the unknown and that is why it is a game of chance. Likewise, Weil argues, the
same factor of the "unknown" causes the human observer to think of ‘atomic physics® in terms of the probable and
to be like games of chance, rather than in terms of a necessity which is strictly determined:

If I conceive of an aggregate of atoms in movement, such that each movement is strictly determined, and call it the
universe, and if I ask myself what the development of phenomena will be on a scale inaccessible to the eyes of the
observers to whom the atom is invisible, I can conceive absolutely no reason why this development should present
any appearance of constancy, regularity, or co-ordination, or why it should be possible to repeat the experiment a

second time. And...if it is impossible to repeat the experiment there can be no physics. The conception of atoms
immediately makes the success of physics on the human scale appear to be chance.'®

1¥Simone Weil, "Classical Science™, op. cit., p. 24.
1%Simone Weil, “Classical Science”, op. cit., p. 25.
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Thus, on the human scale, we cannot be certain about things we do not see; so, that is why physicists,

when trying to reconstruct a model of the atom, had to introduce the notion of probability which is inseparable from
chance. But, for chance, in relation to probability, to become "an experimentally centrollable conception”, Weil
points out that we have to control the conditions of the experiment because otherwise our abilities to predict the
results remain completely chance. This is because probability always implies a distribution between equal
probabilities. Weil illustrates how this works in relation to games of chance:
Whea I consider, in games of chance, the continuous totality of causes and the small oumber of categories among
which the cffects are distributed, I recognize that although each effect is rigorously linked to a cause, there is
absolutely nothing in the totality of causes which corresponds to those categories, and this is to recognize chance.
So all the categories have an identical relation to the causes, which is equally indifferent to all of them; and this is
what I mean when [ say that they are all equally probable.®!

The way to get unequal probabilitics so that we can predict and thus control chance is to control the data
being worked with and she illustrates this with the dice. Weil claims that if we control the numbers that we put on
the sides of the die by making five of the sides a 1 and the remaining side a 2, then we would get "unequal
probabilities”. This is how we can experimentally control chance. In the Labratory, Weil argues, whether scientists
are working with the conception of necessity or the conception of probability, they are doing the same thing — trying
to control chance by trying to determine the cause- effect relationship which vary according to a function. Thus,
she suggests that in the labratory it makes no difference whether we claim to be looking for necessary relations or
probable results. What does make the difference is the reason why we call it probability instead of necessity.
Scientists of the twentieth century feel that they must use the conception of probability because they are working
with something they do not see, feel, or touch; thus, we have the situation that we saw Weil described above when
comparing atomic physics to games of chance. Thus, Weil claims: *The link between atomic physics and the physics
of perceptible phenomena can only be established by probability. *'>

She uses the example of a stone to illustrate her point that we really cannot determine how much energy

the stone contains in itself with the model of energy of classical physics; yet, we have no other because as we saw

Planck did not change the conception of energy, he simply replaced the idea of continuity with the idea of

PISimone Weil, "Classical Science®, op. cit., p. 25.
*Simone Weil, "Classical Science”, op. cit., p. 25.



389
discontinuity. Weil points out that if we take, as in classical physics, a stone to be a single atom and we caculate
its energy on the basis of how much energy it takes to move the stone from A to B, we get a clear measurement
of the energy of the stone. But, she argues, if we try to reconstruct the calculation of the energy of the stone given
by classical physics by using the new physics® conception of the stone as an indeterminable number of combinations
of movements which is affected by the indeterminable number of combinations of movements that make up the air,
then we can do nothing else but introduce into the calculation "the notions of chance, probability, average, and
approximation”. And this is only because of the unknown as in the game of chance. Weil claims it is not because
the relations and possibilities are undetermined, but rather, because we feel (because we cannot see} that the
possibilities are undetermined due to all the unknown conditions involved. However, in moving between the two
scales the physicists did not come to this conclusion. They, instead, thought that the unknown conditions indicated
indeterminable conditions that could at best be said to work in accordance with another kind of necessity -- quantum
jumps — that is how we came to have a conception of necessity that contradicts the notion of necessity used to meaa
order for all the previous centuries known to us. How can we now understand David Hume when he throws doubt
on the "necessary connections” between things in the world? The term necessary does not have this meaning any
more. This becomes very perplexing to the human mind. Weil could not phantom the idea:

It... becomes necessary either to establish some link between the two physics or else to abandon one or the other
completely; ... but it is not what happened. It has been possible to establish & link by assuming that atoms are
subject to necessities different from those of ¢lassical physics.'®

Weil claims that this was an unwarranted assumption. First, because the way that Planck established the
constant was by means of an experiment that was not a study of “microscopic phenomena, in which thresholds can
be measured By experiment, but through the study of macroscopic phenomenon, black body radiation. "' Second,
she questions why he needed to introduce the notion of probability into his calculation when he was dealing with
a macroscopic phenomenon. As she says;
The physicist, Boltzmann, Planck's conlemporafy. had interpreted (by means of the notion of irreversibility which

led to the idea of probability)...such irreversible phenomena as the transformation of mechanical energy into heat
energy by friction. Planck tried to reconstruct, by the use of probabilities, while conforming to the data of the

1¥Simone Weil, "Classical Science”, op. cit., p. 26.
™Simone Weil, "Quantum”, op. cit., p.52.
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experiment, the phenomenon known as black body radiation, and it was in the formula for these probabilities that
he discovered discontinuity. He introduced discontinuity into energy because these probabilities are functions of

energy.
Ore cannot help wondering whother he was obliged 0 do this. The experiment certainly did not oblige him, because
the measurements, not being microscopic, could not give thresholds but only points of reference between which it
was necessary to interpolate. It is always possible to interpolate by means of functions, either discontinuous or
continuous. It would seem that Planck might have found functions, which would admittedly be different from those
required by classical mechanics since the experiment contradicted the latter, but nevertheless continuous. ™

Third, Weil suggests that by his choice to use the notion of probability, he was forced to introduce whole
numbers into energy because as we saw with the game of dice the calculation of probability can only be done by
using whole numbers:
One is tempted to ask whether it was not the very nature of the calculation of probabilities - which starts from the
game of dice and consequently from numerical relations — which led Planck to introduce whole numbers into his
formulae,'®

Weil illustrates her points by an analysis of Planck’s account of his experiment on black body radiation.
He used black body radiation because he was looking for * an expression for the relationship between temperature
and energy”. To do this, he controlled the conditions by looking at a case in which "the conditions for exchanges
between bodies would depend on temperature alone and not on the nature of bodies, ™ So, he used black body
radiation because it had this neutral like mode; that is, it is an enclosed space with uniform temperature which has
DO existence except in the labratory. Therefore, Planck could vary the temperature and use black body radiation as
a constant to see how the raising or lowering of temperature affected a particular case of this body. Then he could
reconstruct it mathematically. After using Hertzian oscillators to help him reconstruct this mathematical formulae
and not succeeding, he decided that instead of looking for the relationship between energy and temperature that he
would look for the relationship between energy and entropy. Weil points out that “he found the second derivative
of entropy with respect to energy is proportional to the energy.”+'* But experiments showed that there was a
discrepancy between the verification of this relationship in long-wave radiation and short-wave radiation. However,

Weil claims that Planck had no trouble finding a formula to overcome this discrepancy, but, for some reason “he

was not satisfied”, Thus, he decided 1o reconstruct his formula. It was at this point that Planck decided to consider

'¥Simone Weil, "Classical Science”, op. cit., p. 53.
"*Simone Weil, "Quantum”, op. cit., p.53.
"VSimone Weil, *Classical Science®, op. cit, p.27.
"Simone Weil, "Classical Science”, op. cit., p. 27.
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the relation of entropy to energy in relation to black body radiation. Now this is where Weil seems to think Planck
made a choice which the experiment did not demand. She claims that he chose to use the idea that in relation to
atoms the measurement of entropy is a measurement of probability and to apply this to his experiment with black
body radiation. This is how he ended up moving between scales without changing his conception of energy.

Weil is suggesting that black body radiation which is 2 body on the macroscopic scale perhaps did not
demand the introduction of the measure of probability which introduces the discontinuous(number) into the formula
in the same way as atoms demand an introduction of this notion. Thus, her claim is that he introduced an element
of uncertainty where there was perhaps no reason to, except for the sake of convenience of experiment. He had two
constants in his reconstruction of the formula for black body radiation that established the relation betwe:n entropy
and energy that he was looking for. the mass of the atom and the “constant h™ which is the measurement of the
entropy we get when we suppose that the molecules of the atom function like humans do so that there is this relation
between energy and time just as there is for humans. But because the atom is at a scale we do not see we can only
calculate the measurement using the notion of probability as in the game of dice. Now Weil's argument is that at
the macroscopic level the constant h is meaningless because classical physicists did not use the measure of
probability to calculate energy; or, in other words, classical physicists did not conceive of energy as & number of
moving molecules which have only aggregates of relations of equal probability which give rise 10 a measure of
entropy that is in the same way equally probable. Weil quotes Planck saying that he got his formula because he
introduced into the calculation a measurement of probability:

Such a constant was meaningless in terms of classical science, but ‘it was only thanks to it that the ficlds or intervals
indispensable for the calculation of probabilities could be known'; because *the calculation of the probability of &
physical state rests upon the enumeration of the finite number of equally probable particular cases through which
the state in question can be realized’.

It is clear from these words of Planck that the introduction of discontinuity at this point is not the result of any
experiment at all (though experimental methods must necessarily have played 2 part in determining the figure...(of
the constant h)), but is solely the result of using the conception of probability.'®

Thus, what she is saying Planck did was to apply the notion of energy defined in terms of discontinuity

or quantu: leaps as if it were a notion of energy defined in terms of continuity which caused a contradiction. But,

WSimone Weil, "Classical Science”, op. cit., p. 27.
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rather than recognizing this contradiction and wondering about it or as Weil suggests looking for a function that was
not discontinuous and thus did not demand that he introduce into his calculation the notion of probability, Planck
and those to follow, she claims, made the assumption that the stone, the simple example Weil gives, really is not
an atom in itself whose energy can be determined by measuring how much energy it takes to move it from A to B;
rather, the stone, it was assumed, was only moving parts — many atoms — that had no certain relation between them
and therefore we can only cbtain 2 probable measure of its energy. But it was not the measuring that rezlly
concerned Weil, rather, it was the fact that reality became defined as discontinuity which was somchow necessity
itself and that the realm of continuity became appearance or as they now call it the realm of the probable; however,
worse still the realm of necessity became the unknown which we could only work with in terms of probability:
In general way, a system that is defined on our scale is not so on the molecular scale; one is obliged on our scale
to assume a system of atoms which would appear, to ressemble some given system. But, if this kind of
correspondence is established, then more than one combination of atoms will correspond to a single well-defined
system on our scale; and consequently, if necessity is introduced among atoms, each of these possible combinations
is liable to induce, later on, a different state of the system. Thus, when once necessity has been introduced 2mong
atoms, the relation between two states of a system, as defined on our scale, is no longer a necessity but a
probability; and this not on account of any hiatus in causality, but solely as an inevitable effect of the oscillation
of thought between two scales, and by a prccess analogous to the game of dice.'®

Weil's problem was not with the idea of the discontinuous but with the idea that the physicists were so
quick to replace continuity with discontinuity rather than coping with the contradiction involved. Weil's view is that
when one encounters 2 contadiction, on stops and reflects until the point of balance between the two contradictory
terms appears to the mind, then one proceeds. However, this is not what happened and by the use of calculation
by probability, physics, Weil is suggesting, has become like 2 game of dice.

Like games of dice, we measure the atoms as though they had a necessary and finite number of possible
aggregations; and we know that there are factors involved that are not controllable by us; therefore, we introduce
the idea of probability because we realize that due to the uncontrollable factors any combination of atoms is equally
probable. Now to predict what combination of atoms would match a given state of & system on the human scale,

the physicist would have to calculate all the possible aggregates of atoms that wou!:! correspond to that state of the

system. Then, Weil points out, the probability of the given state would be a function of the sum of all these possible

“osimone Weil, "Classical Science”, op. cit., p. 28.
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aggregates of atoms of the given state of that system. What happened with the dice was that we calculated that there
were six classes of possible combinations of numbers and due to the uncontrollable factor we knew that our
possibility to predict only increased by the number of throws. Likewise the probability of the desired number coming
up, it was discovered after a thousand throws, is a function of the aggregate of the six classes of possible numbers.
Even so because of the unknown factor the chances of predicting are still not high in the case of the dice. The
important point here is that the calculation involves whole aumbers — that is, we calculate the six classes on the
basis of the number of throws. This is done by adding each throw of the same number together. That is why Weil
claims that probability introduces whole numbers into any calculation of measurement. In finding ratios or
proportions one is not adding numbers, one is multiplying or as Weil says one is using generalized numbers or
numbers to the second power.

Now in the case of trying to predict the aggregate of atoms involved in 2 state of a given system physicists,
since Planck, have been measuring the probability of predicting the aggregate of atoms which correspond to the state
of a given system by entropy. But, Weil claims, the principle of entropy was introduced into classical physics to
account for the fact that not all the energy that is produced when work is converted into heat energy is usable; in
other words, when my body in work produces heat, I lose some energy. Thus, there is in my body a tendency
towards decay; and the principle of entropy also applies to tools which produce mechanical energy, that is, heat
energy. However, Weil claims that the problem arises when physicists apply the principle of entropy to atoms
because the energy lost as a result of heat energy may not at all occur at the level where there is atomic movement.
She argues that this notion was applied to the idea of the energy lost because of the way the movement produced
heat and thus entropy was a function of mechanical energy which was, as we saw above, always defined by
continuity or continual movement and measured as such - the energy it took to go from A 1o B. Weil is arguing
that entropy cannot be assumed :0 be applicable to the kind of energy produced by movement alone, that is, the
movement between atoms which does not produce heat but produces cold for instance. She claims that to our
human senses there is not a difference of degree but of kind betwesn heat and movement. So, to take the stone as
an example, we would have to imagine that the amount of energy it would take to wiave the stone from A to B and

the loss of energy involved when the body or machine gets hot is similar in kind to the movement of the atoms
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inside the stone — whether the stone is hot, cold or otherwise. But, what Weil is claiming is that it is not so; there
is no reason to assume that the movement that produces heat in the human body or in & machine is the same in kind
to the movement of the atoms in a stone or in any other thing in nature. Thus, she claims entropy cannot be a
defined in relation to the movement of the world of atoms; therefore it cannot be the means to measure what
sggregate of atoms is most probable for a given state of a system:
It is be-ause there is only movement, and not heat, in the purely theoretical world of stoms that entropy has no
meaning in that world, considered by itself; and this is why, in order to give it meaning in relation to that world
and our world when considered together, it was necessary to introduce the probability which destroyed classical
physics. It was not the change of dimensions that was responsible, but the attempt to define entropy, which is a
potion alien to movement by movement alone.™!

Entropy, Weil points out, was in classical physics a function of energy measured in terms of continuous
movement and in atomic physics it has become a function of energy measured in terms of discontinuous movement.
But, according to Weil, there is no reason to think that entropy would result from even the combinations of
atoms{totalities) called discrete because entropy cannot be a function of number. This means that the caleulation of
a probability is based on the idea that there are combinations of atoms called discrete and the sum of these adds up
to a whole number. Thus, entropy is thought to be the result of these discrete totalities of atoms (or &s Weil says
of these numbers) which emit no heat energy. But this is impossible, claims Weil, because entropy is a function of
energy which produces heat and not of the movement of a number of discrete totalities which do not produce heat
energy. Thus, entropy in being a function of mechanical energy was measured in relation to weights and distances,
but, Weil argues, in the atomic world, these discrete quantites of energy have no relation to weights or distances:
...since the calculation of probabilities is a numerical calculation, it has to be assumed ...that these combinations
of atoms are, as it is called, discrete and that their sum is a number; thus entropy becomes the function of a number,
although it was defined, when it was invented, as a function of energy, which increases when the energy assumes,
at least partially, the form of heat. This is the same contradiction as it would be if we we were to assume, for
example, that a quantity could be defined as a function of the distance covered by the runner and that this same
quantity is 2 function of the number of strides he takes. This is the contradiction which appears in the idea of quanta
or atoms of energy....'<

Essentially Weil is arguing that the notion of entropy has a relation to human beings due to the fact that

time has a direction for us; thus, the degradation of human energy has a special significance for the human being

“ISimone Weil, “Classical Science”, op. cit., p. 31.
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that it does not have for matter. For human beings, because of the part of the soul that is an opening to God, we
are consciously aware that the loss of our energy over time means that we may be approaching death unprepared.
But, the degadation of energy ducs not have any meaning nor does it necessarily denote any real loss of energy.
Thus, for Weil, the idea of attributing to matter or to atoms an irreversible direction which suggests that it is tending
towards decay or total chaos has no basis in the reality of necessity as defined by 15th century physicists, nor as
we saw above does it to the atomic world. This irreversible direction only bas meaning to the human soul which
has as its essence the choice of a direction - either to orient itself towards God's love or not. That is why Weil
claims that the decay of the body means something to us, but it means nothing to nature:

.-~ nineteenth-century science...invented a new idea by transiating, so as to apply it to energy, that necessity which,
together with work, weighs most heavily upon human life. It is a necessity cornected with time ...and it consists
in the fact that time has a direction, so that it is never in any circumstances a matter of indifference in which
direction a transformation takes place. We experience this necessity ...in the process of growing older, which siowly
and unceasingly compel us ....But this necessity finds no expression whatever in space, in which all directions are
indifferent. Nor is it expressed in weight, for the weights in dynamics are elastic and they never fall without
rebounding....'?

Thus, Weil does not accept the view that the planet earth is constantly losing energy due to entropy and
thus is tending towards chaos or decay. However, it seems that she is definitely arguing that science’s tendency
towards the mastery and domination of nature and refusal to confront the contradictions involved in applying the

notion of entropy to atoms of energy is causing a serious disequilibrium that does manifest itselfin nature as it could

not do otherwise.

v. The Clash with Reason and Truth

Contemporary science’s clash with reason came about because they thought that a change of scale —
introduction of the atom -- meant that there was "a radical transformation of the laws of nature”, but Weil argues:
"reason requires that a change of scale should alter magnitudes but not ratios between magnitudes. "'

Like Grant, Simone Weil saw that contemporary science had brought us to the situation of secing ‘facts’

as our ultimate value, But, these facts no longer have any nécessity about them -- they are only probable, Weil

*Simone Weil, "Classical Science™, op. cit., p. 8.
*Simone Weil, "Classical Science™, op. cit., p. 30.
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argues that "probability divorced from necessity is meaningless®. All we have when facts have been renderod
probable, Weil claims, is a "resumé of statistics™; this means that science is now totally directed towards “utility”.

Weil argues that by directing science and human thought towards utitlity, we have first, lost “the idea of

truth'; second, the intellect has become the servant of utility, desires. This bappened in two stages. With “classical
science’, scientific truth became, genesally spéaking. the only truth; then, with the decline of classical science and
the clash between the two sciences. the idea of *necessity® which classical science's conception of truth was based
on, disappeared and with it, all vestige of ‘the idea of truth’. As Weil says:
In the present crisis there is something compromised which is infinitely more precious than science; it is the idea
of truth, which had been very closely associated with science in the eighteenth century, and especially in the
nineteenth. The association was very eroneous, but the habit has persisted with us. The diszppearance of scientific
truth appears to our eyes as the disappearance of truth, thanks to our habit of mistaking one for the other. '

As was argued above, for Simone Weil the human effort must always have a direction towards something:
thus, the human being is always directed towards some thing. For the human intellectinvolved in theoretical study,
Weil argues, that what should be value is the "truth®. But, when the idea of truth no longer lives among us , then
the effort made by the intellect is directed towards utility. This means that, as Hume thinks is the proper order, ‘the
intellect serves the passions’; but, what Weil is arguing that the intellect's role is to serve Love via the effort to
grasp the truth. And when it serves the passions, it Joses its capacity to make clear judgments and to grasp the truth
of the Order and its link to the Beauty of the world.

Thus, the high hopes of the humanists of the eighteenth century that we could have liberty, equality, truth,
and beauty without grace, she thinks, has tumed out badly; the idea of truth has disappeared; the intellect is not
autonomous but is instead the slave of the passions and *public opinion’. This is so because the intellect cannot be
autonomous as it has been designed to submit to the truth and when the truth is no longer in its grasp, then the
power of another human being or of public opinion is all that is left for the intellect to be directed towards; for,
"man always submits his thoughts to some higher control which is superior cither in value or else in power.'*
Weils claim is that science lost sight of the truth because it had not inherited from the Greeks an understanding of

how the Order of the world is connected to the Beauty of the world. Without this connection to equilibrium and

Simone Weil, "Classical Science”, op. cit., p. 83.
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Justice, buman beings have no understanding of limits and how to direct the soul to virtue. That is why she thinks
that our science has led to a great imbalance which manifests itself in that we have in almost every domain turned
away from that which can lead us towards assimilation with God:
---the scientism of today...has lost its rigidity but by a strange paradox is still as narrow as ever(as classical
scientism). It is perfect compatible with anti-nationalism, with anti-intellectualism, with surrealism — in fact with
absolutely everything except what is authentically spiritual '

By reducing science to the service of utility, humanity has taken the path of the giant in the fairy tale who
hides his soul in an earthly hiding place. Like the giznt though, the hiding place will one day be discovered and the
giant will Jose his power because he made no effort to act in accordance with Justice. But, Weil thinks, "The mistake
of the giant was to put his soul in an earthly hiding-place, in this world....To be safe, one must hide the soul
elsewhere, "4 According to Weil, those who hide their souls in an earthly hiding-places commit the sin of idolatry
and this generally happens by means of one group setting aside " a social area into which the pair of contradictonies,

of good and evil, may not enter."'** Weil ponts out that:

"Scientists and artists often make science and art a closed arez within which there is no place for virtue or vice,
whence they conclude that in their capacity of scientist or artist they are absolved from all morai responsibility. '

Simone Weil suggests that contemporary science has, due to lack of direction towards the truth, fallen prey
to idolatry. She argues that they have not taken responsibility for the contradictions they have caused in their clash
with classical science (she thought contemporary science was correct to challenge classical science, but not in the
way that it did). This, she claims, is not only a great misfortune for Western civilisation, but also for themselves
because humans can opiy go towards the truth by examining their own souls:

As for the scientists themselves, they are naturally the first to pass off their opinions as if they were deliverances
of an oracle, for which they have no responsibility and cannot be called to sccount. This...is intolerable, because
it is not legitimate. There is no oracle, but only the opinion of scientists, who are men. They affirm what they
believe they ought to affirm, and they are right to do so; but they themselves are the responsible authors of all their

affirmations and are accountable for them. They.render no account; but this is wrong of them, and in the first place
they wrong themselves, because they refuse to be accountable even to themselves. !

“ISimone Weil, "Scientism: A Review”, Science, Necessiry, and the Love of God, op. cit., p.65. I bave added
the brackets.

"*Simone Weil, "Religions®, op. cit., op. 214.

'*Simone Weil, *Religions®, op. cit., p.212.

"%Simone Weil, “Religions”, op. cit., p.212.

¥Simone Weil, "Quantum®, op. cit., p.58-59.
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Weil argues that this self-deception can clearly be seen in Planck's own writings. One of the main
characteristics of this self-deception is that, as we saw with the Romans and Richelieu, they themselves firmly
believe in what they advocate; but, she argues, that is because their thinking is not in accord with Justice or in the
case of science with equilibrium; in the case of the Romans their thinking was obscured by their desire for
domination, to be the Masters; but, in the case of the scientists their thinking is obscured because it had been
directed away from the truth and replaced by utility. This is why, she claims, a man like Planck who was a man
of belief and greatly attached to religion did not see that his actions contradicted reason and that his thoughts were
contradictory. He did not see that, for Christians, the laws of nature must correspond to the Order and Beauty of
the world which do not change with each new generation of scientists. For example, she points out that he says,
on the one hand, that "science is something universal which floats in the air above the scientists of every time and
place.™ and, on the other hand, she argues that his words suggest that scientific theories are subject to fashion:

.«.scientific theories pass away as men's fashions did in the seventeenth century: the Louis XIII style of dress
disappeared when the last of the old men who had been young during Louis XIiIs reign were dead.*®

Weil quotes a few passages from Planck to support her claim that contemporary scientists are dependent
upon the "use value® of their theorics beczuse the constantly changing times demand new opinions. 1 shall quote

only some of the more salient parts of the three passages she cites:

...the inventor of an hypothesis has unlimited scope in the choice of whatever means he may deem helnful to his
ultimate purpose .... (H)e takes a personal part in every physical process that happens before him ... for the purpose
of pushing through these difficut thought experiments. ..to the final establishments of conclusions that will be of wide
application. Naturally all such conclusions have, at the outset of their statement, nothing to do with the real research
measurements. And therefore an hypothesis can never be declared true or false in the light of such measurements.
All that can be asked about it is how far it reaches or falls short of serving some practical purpose or other.

An important scientific innovation rarely makes its way by gradually winning over and converting its
opponents....What does happen is that its opponents gradually die cut and that the growing generation is familianized
with the idea from the beginning.'** .

Such thoughts, Weil argues, have increased the separation between science and religion so much so that

the scientists do not even see the contradictions involved. They do not see that scientific facts cannot be both

1RSimone Weil, "Quantum”, op. cit., p.56.
18Simone Weil, "Quantum”, op. cit., p.56-57.

13445 quoted by Simone Weil, "Quantum”, op. cit., p.56 from Planck's Initiations & la Physique (Paris:
Flammarion, 1941).
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universal and fashionable. Weil suggests two main reasons why such a brilliant mind would be blind to what she
thought were glaring contradictions. First, the element of the social has entered the world of science bringing with
it all its baggage of prestige. She claims that the "village of scientists™ are closed to outsiders and so their theories
get passed between them without any thought that other perspectives from the outside might add a dimeasion to their
ideas. However, Weil recognizes that this situation is a part of the specialization that afflicts this whole society.
Simone Weil hoped that the West would once again reflect on the roots of science and reconsider why they bave
made the choices they did; her eyes were always directed towards all the Beauty they close their eyes to.

The second reason why scientists, today, do not see their contradictions is due to their use of complicated

algebraic formulas. Weil, as we saw above, already had a problem with the algebra taken up by Descartes because
of how it kept only 2 hidden relation to the geometrical image that gave rise to ratios and proportions. This led to
the suppression of the human perspective involved in their mechanistic view of nature. And they did not admit the
notion of the mathematical imagination as there was no place for such a notion in algebra. It really is quite peculiar
how contemporary science has brought back the human perspective whilst still side-stepping “the third dimension
of thought”(Spinoza) — the thought which connects the intellect and intuition. This is, Weil argues, because the
algebra of this century has taken on a different role. Algebra has become a language which is now superimposed
on what Grant calls "meaningless matter™; since intuition or imagination(for Weil) is no longer used as an
intermediary between the scientist and the world, the scientist, Weil points out, translates his or her ideas into
algebraic formulae and then presents them — words hardly play a part any more:
In physics algebra was at first simply a process for summarizing the relations, established by reasoning based on
experiment, between the ideas of physics; an extremely convenient process for the numerical calculations necessary
for their verification and application. But its role has continually increased in importance until finally, whereas
algebra was once the auxillary language and words the essential one, it is now exactly the other way round. There
are some physicists who tend to make algebra the sole language, or almost, so that in the ead ...there would be
nothing except figures derived from experimental measurements, and letters, combined in formulae. '

The main reason Simone Weil rejected the language of algebra was because of the way that it separated
the mind and body, the world. Physicists, she thought, were all t0o ready to tzke their leave from the world of

perceptual reality and move into the realm of theory and the limitless world of atoms. But even the obscure language

1¥Simone Weil, "Quantum®, op. cit., p.54.
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of algebra cannot release them from the conditions of necessity which they, like all of us, continually encounter each
day; thus, Weil argues, their closed systems cannot prevent them from realizing one day that the negligible that they

desire to reduce to nothing cannot be annihilated.

OUR ATTEMPT TO SUPPRESS THE NEGLIGIBLE

Both classical and contemporary science have shared the same ambition which is to relieve humanity from
the yoke of necessity by mastering nature. Weil argues that this led them to try, each in their respective way, to
ressolve the essential problem of our duality. And both tried to accomplish this by neglecting the "negligible” -- that
which causes us to err, the world itself. it is, she claims, necessary to ignore the “negligible” in order to reconstruct
a model from which to work. This is the price we have to pay in using mathematics as an intermediary betwoen
us and the world:
What 1s neglected is always as large as the world, exactly as large, because the physicist neglects the whole
difference betwean something that bappens tn front of his eyes and a perfectly closed, perfectly definite system
which he conceives in his mind and represents on paper by symbols and signs; and this difference is the world
itself...the world which makes a closed systz=m absolutely impossible. The world is neglected because it has to be;

and, since mathematics cannot be applied to phenomena at a lesser price, it is applied at the price of an infinite
error.'®

However, not even the ‘closed system® of the scientist is free of the negligible because there is in
*mathematics’ itself an infinite error implied by the fact that we need objects and images to do it. Weil draws an
analogy betwezn how the geometer ses the figure she or he draws on the blackboard to allow her or him tc imagine
the circle itself or the straight line itself ( the geometrical ideas) and how the physicist uses an observation or gn
experiment to allow her or him to imagine the idea of the object itself. Her suggestion is that the method the Greek
geometers® used, without having to use modern technological instruments, but, nevertheless doing experiments, was
as good in terms of allowing them to understand the universe. For instance, she points out that:

Plato, who knew that the straight line of geometry is not the one that is drawn, knew also that the stars which

describe circular and uniform movement are not the ones we see at .ayht; and Archimedes, who had read Plato,

certainly knew without having needed to observe Brownian movement tiat no fluid in nature is homogeneous or
at rest....'"

'%Simone Weil, "Classical Science”, op. cit., p. 31-32.
1Simone Weil, "Classical Science”, op. cit., p. 32.
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Both contemporary physicists and Greek physicists used the same method in their “closed systems” because
Weil argues there is only onc scicatific method: the geometric figure on the blackboard is always an imitation of
the pure goemetrical idea; and likewise, “the experimental device is always an imitation of a purely theoretical
system"."* Both use their methods as a way of constructing an order for themselves and mathematics is used
towards this end. However, Weil argues, as pure as the order is that mathematics helps the physicists construct,
it could not have been done without the concrete world from which they draw every single image or every single
observation. All of those geometrical ideas and theoretical systems have their source in the relation between mind
and the world.

Given that all of the physicists” ideas originate in the world and it is to the world that they return with their

models and constructs, Weil argues that they must ask themselves certain questions. Physicists are concerned about
the relation between their theoretical constructs and the world. This relation is the same as the one between sight
and movement, and, Weil argues, it is one of the essential mysteries of our human existence — they above all, she
thinks, should contemplate on how their constructs are and will always be involved in trying to imitate the ideas
in their minds with the movements of their bodies; yet, the why of this relation remains mysterious:
But when one has understood that the lines drawn by the geometer and the objects of the physicist’s observation or
experiment are imitations of mathematical ideas, one has still learned very little. One still does not know what that
relation is which for want of a better term is described as imitation.... What constitutes the difference between these
two chalk marks (the one drawn as the straight line and the other as the curve)? The geometer, being interestd in
the straight lines, can leave that question aside, but the physicist cannot, because he is interested, not in closed
systems which he constructs in his mind with the help of symbols and figures, but in the relation between these
systems and the things in the world. The relation is impenetrably obscure....This kinship between movement and
sight, which is the foundation of perception is a mystery....%!¥

Weil takes, for example, how the straight line involves, even in our minds, the relation between a dirsction
and movement; we carnot think of the straight line without thinking of going from one point to another and whether
we do this in our minds or on paper or in the world the same "necessities” are involved. The straight line always
has a project about it which connects sight and movements. From the very moment that babies begin to move their
own bodies, it is this project that is in their minds; they see something desirable and they discover through trial and

error how to move to get it; and what the baby bas in mind is the object desired and the project to move from the

'*Simone Weil, "Classical Science®, op. cit., p. 33.
*Simone Weil, "Classical Science”, op. cit., p. 34.
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place A to the place B. Now, Weil's argumens is that the baby and the physicist would not care to move from A
to B(the baby) or to construct systems and bring them to the world without that initial stimulant that is perceived
and comes from the world itself. The necessities that the physicist tries to imitate thus come from the world itself
and not from the mind; however, they seem to come from the mind because physicists, unlike the baby, take the
object perceived that stimulated their project and turn away from the world and reflect on how it would be possible
to approach the project in the most perfect way possible; thus, with the help of number and geometrical ideas and
systems of ideas humans achieve their projects. But, argues Weil, the ideas come first from the stimulant provided
by the world and not from the mind:
We are aware each time we think of them that the pure strzight line, the pure angle, the pure triangle, are the work
of an effort of attention in detaching itself from sensible phenomena and acts; and so it scems to us that these
conceptions come from out of our minds; but the necessities and impossibilities which are attached to them and
which impose themselves on our minds, whence do they come? For example the impossibility of counting the points
in & straight line....Secondly, the effort of attention necessary to detach one self from the objects and think of & pure
point or straight line or angle can only be achieved with the help of objects....And it is not just any object that can
help us to imagine any idea; among these ideas which we form by detaching ourselves from objects our imagination
finds links between a certain particular object and certain particular ideas.'®
This mysterious relation between the particular necessities we encounter in the world and the particular
ideas they conjure-up in our minds, Weil claims, remains and will always remain impenctrable for the human being.
Nevertheless, she argues that we achieve a better grasp of this mysterious relation if we admit that the "geometrical
ideas” are the "laws of nature™ rather than "mere epitomies derived from a large number of successful cases”
because the first conception of this relation allows us to account for the necessities which are attached to our
constructs whereas the latter does nit. The image reminds us of the negligible and that there is a distance between
the straight line (as opposed to the angle) I see in the branch of the tree outside and the one in my mind and the
figure I draw and it reminds us that the world is and is not the same as the way | imagine and reconstruct it to be:
A branch tossed by the wind bends a little, but it still suggests to me a straight line in relation to an angle....The
purity of matbematical ideas, the necessities and impossibilitieswhich are attached to them, the indispensable images
of these ideas which are furnished by objects which do not resemble them, the success of actions performed by
confusing, in voluntary error, the objects with the ideas they image — each of these is a distinct and irreducible
mystery, and if we find a solution for one of them we do not diminish but, on the contrary, we decpen the
impenetrable mystery of the others. For example, if we admit that geometrical relations really are the laws of the

universe, we make it more astonishing than ever that actions should be successful which are regulated by &
diliberately and infinitely erroneous application of those relations; and if, on the other hand, we admit that they are

19gimone Weil, "Classical Science”, op. cit., p. 35.
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mere epitomics derived from a large number of successful cases, then we fail to account for the necessity which
is attached to them and which does not appear in an abstract epitome of them, nor for the purity which is their
essence and which makes them foreign to the world: and so on.'®

Thus, the physicists can choose to think that there is no necessary relation between the ideas in his mind

and the relations found in the world, but they cannot release themselves from being dependent upon this
impenetrably mysterious relation to which they owe everything; and they cannot release themselves from their
imaginations which is their very imperfect link to the world and permits them to succeed or not in an experiment.
Weil argues that by the fact that the human condition which is involved in every experiment of the physicist he or
she cannot ignore the negligible:
--.the physicist manipulates objects in three-dimensional space and after the manipulation he leaves them exposed
to change. Sometimes, when thus left, they continue to evoke the same mathematical ideas in the physicist’s
imaginationas they did while he was manipulating them; and in that case the experiment has succeeded. This seems
a strange way of describing a successful experiment; and yet it is impossible todefine the relation by which objects
are images of mathematical ideas, except through the human imagination. If it were true as has often been claimed,
that what the physicist neglects in an experiment is an error which can be reduced as much as is desired, then the
deliberate omission cf the negligible would amount to taking 2 limit in the sense of the integral calculus, and the
idea of the negligible would have 2 mathematical significance. But that is not true; it is never true, even in the most
favourable cases. For example, it is not true in fact that by taking pains we can get a surface as smooth as we
wish....'® '

Thus, just as when the baby sees and desires something outside the window which the baby can only have
by taking the image seen and trusting that it does correspond to what it suggests to the baby’s mind and then by
making the effort 1o go and get it, thus seeing whether or not it does really correspond to the object desired, the
physicist must trust his or her image of the indications that he or she gets of the atom and make the effort to try
to see if the image is correct and he or she does this at “"the price of the infinite error”. No matter how accurats
our instruments become, the same relation occurs; when the scientist gets an indication of an atom and of how its
particles make up the atom, he or she chooses to trust the image it suggests to his or her mind; and it is by trusting
that the imagination does link the mind to the world that gives the scientist the confidence to £0 away and
reconstruct his or her systems; and then, take them back to the world to see as Weil says whether they still present

the same image. The relation is one of appearance and reality or necessity; and although the unity between the idea

and the world is never totally secure or perfect because it is subject to that unbridgeable gap that makes up our

**'Simone Weil, "Classical Science”, op. cit., p. 35-36.
'“Simone Weil, "Classical Science”, op. cit.. p. 37.
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being, it more often than not goes beyond probability. It is only because the physicist does not perceive with his
or her own senses that he or she is willing to think that the appearance is the reality and that therefore the duality
does not exist.

Thus, Simone Weil's critique of contemporary and classical science is based on her dualistic conception
of the human condition. Scientists, or any other human construction of reality, cannot change the ultimate duality
which has been inscribed in the Universe at Creation; our human condition is such that there is a gap between the
thoughts we have and the actions that issue from these thoughts and the same gap afflicts our sbility to perfectly
know the reality of necessity; nevertheless, that is no reason to call necessity appearance. As Christ has shown us,
Weil argues, this duality is at once our misery and the indication of the way. This has been considered the highest
knowledge attainable by humans for many millenium and it always directs humans towards the acceptance of the
reality of this duality which brings much misery and much beauty, joy. Science is the study of the reality and
mystery involved in this duality which is manifest to our senses by means of the image scientists use to reconstruct
the Order of the world; and as Weil says: "The contemplation of this imag; of the order of the world constitutes
a certain contact with the beauty of the world™.'® It is only through science, Weil thinks, that we in the West can
re-connect ourselves to this ancient knowledge of our ultimate duality; but, only through a science that recognizes
this duality in its true sense:

Today one might think that the white races had almost lost all feeling for the beauty of the world, and that they had
taken upon them the task of making it disappear from all the continents where they have penctrated with their
armies, their trade and their religion....and yet at the present time, in the countries of the white races, the beauty
of the world is almost the only way by which we can allow God to penetrate us. ..

...a sense of beauty, although mutilated, distorted and soiled, remains rooted in the heart of man as a powerful
incentive. it is present in all the preoccupations of secular life, if it were made true and pure it would sweep all
secular life in a body to the feet of God, it would make the total incamnation of the faith possible.'™

Although humans of the West have succeeded in cutting themselves off from their spiritual roots which
connected the Christian vocation to the Greek vocation, and thereby connpecting it to the *identical thought’, they

have not and cannot succeed in making their human condition disappear. Through their duality, in spite of

themselves, they will always remain, albeit unknowingly, rooted in "those millenary traditions ... the traditions of

®Simone Weil, Waiting, op. cit., p.125.
1Simone Weil, Waiting, op. cit., p.117-118.



405
India, Persia, Egypt, Greece, and perhaps others as well. *' People for centuries, Weil 2rgues, have celebrated the

"mystery” of this duality; we, in the West have inherited from the Greeks a way of contemplating this relation

through “scientific knowledge™. But, by separating the Christian revelation and Greek thought which Weil claims
happened in the 13th century, we lost sight of the way.

'“Simone Weil, "Romanesque®, op. cit., p.47.



CHAPTER FOUR

THE COLLECTIVITY AS BARRIER OR METAXU

By way of concluding this thesis on the development of Simone Weil's philosophical anthropology we will
analyse the final period of her work, especially through L'Enracinement, her last work.! As I pointed out in my
introduction, Simone Weil wrote L'Enracinement and many other essays, now collected in Ecrits de Londres e
derniéres lettres,* in London while she was working on an assignment for the Free French.

Her assignment was to examine a number of "projects” that were developed by the Resistance commuttees
in France. These projects were concerned with the reorganization of France after the war. Consequently, Simone
Weil was given many concrete problems concerning France's future to think about. She wrote L ‘Enracinement while
thinking about these projects. Thus, this concluding chapter will often be referring specifically to France’s social,
political, and historical situation.

Mary Dietz claims, in Berween the Human and the Diving, that Simone Weil's final analysis of the social
and political realm in L Enracinement is, in contrast to her historical and metaphysical commentary on the social
as the Great Beast, optimistic about the possibility of there ever existing a healthy collectivity.* However, as 1
pointed out in Chapter Three, Simone Weil has throughout her thought had this optimistic view of the social realm
which she fully develops in L 'Enrazinement. Dietz claims that in "Reflections conceming the causes of liberty and
social oppression™® and in "Human personality™ that Simone Weil was "conceptually compelled to reject the

possibility of a healthy collectivity because the "we™ is (still) a dangerous one.”” Dietz recognizes that in

'Simone Weil, L'enracinemeni: prélude & une déclaration des devoirs envers l'étre humain(1949; Paris:

Gallimard, 1977).

*Simone Weil, Ecrits de Londres et dernidres lertres(Paris: Gallimard, 1957).
*Mary Dietz, Between the Human and the Divine: the polirical thought of Simone Weil (Totowa, NJ: Rowman

& Littlefield, 1988).

“‘Dietz, Berween, op. cit., p.140.
*Dietz uses the English translation Simone Weil, "Reflections concerning the causes of liberty and social

oppression,” in Oppression and Liberty, trans. Arthur Willsand John Petrie, (Amherst: University of Massachusctts
Press, 1973).

*Dietz uses the English translation Simone Weil, “Human personality,” Selected Essays 1934-1943, trans,

Richard Rees {London: Oxford University Press, 1962).

"Dietz, Berween, op. cit., p.140.
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“Reflections concerning the causes of liberty and social oppression,” Simone Weil does suggest a way to improve
the situation for the individual by organizing society so that individuals can have every possibility to exercise their
uniquely human capacity to think in their work. Dietz characterizes Simone Weil's ideal of a free society put forth
in "Reflections concerning the causes of liberty and social oppression” gs an "antidote to the collectivity.” Simone
Weil, she claims, "robs politics of almost all of its substance™ when she insists that the individual must attempt to
escape the "social” and give his/her attention to the “impersonal part of the soul.” Dietz argues that what makes
L'Enracinement so "remarkable” is that Simone Weil no longer expresses “bostility to the collectivity” but rather
"she turns her full attention to the meraxu, ‘those earthly treasures® as the source of human roots. .. ‘roots” themselves
are po longer affixed to the heavens, but brought back to the earthly ground, the ‘human milieu.*™® Again, in
contrasting "Reflections concerning the causes of liberty and social oppression” and L 'Enracinement, Dietz claims
that the main themes of “individual liberty and methodical thinking” of "Reflections concerning the causes of liberty
and social oppression” virtually vanish in L'Enracinement.

I disagree with Mary Dietz’s main claim that Simone Weil changed her view on the collectivity between
the time she wrote "Reflections conceming the causes of liberty and social oppression,” her metaphysical works,
"Human personality, " and the time she wrote L 'Enracinement. 1 also disagree with Dietz's claim that the collectivity
takes on a value it never had for Simone Weil earlier. As was argued in Chapter three of this thesis, Simone Weil
always conceived of the possibility of 2 human community like the one she thought the people of the Langue D*O¢
region of the south of France had in the 10th and 11th centuries; also pointed out sbove as early as 1937, she had
this positive conception of the social realm. Furthermore, Weil's critique has always been specifically directed
towards the social 2s a form of idolatry and not towards the social as such. For example, she argues in “A War of
Religions" that it is possible for a whole people to have 2 living religion that would orient them towards mysticism
and this could only happcl:n in a social realm. The people of antiquity attempted to make such a religion live in
buman communities and it seems she thought that they succeeded.” What I will demonstrate in this conclusion is

that Simone Weil continues to think that the social realm is an integral part of the human being. That is why she

Dietz, Berween, op. cit., p.140.
*Sec Simone Weil, "Religions”, op. cit., p.214-215.
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attempted in "Reflections concerning the causes of liberty and social oppression™ 1o suggest a way of re-organizing
society so that each and every individual would be able to particiapte in what is essentially human: thinking and
acting with method. In that essay as shown in Chapter Two of this thesis, Simone Weil analyses how the society
can be the most oppressive to the individual or the most liberating. Both of these analyses were claimed by her to
be ideals, In other words, the social realm can transmit the worst evils or the highest good to the individual and any
combination of evil and good. In that essay, Simone Weil only begins her formulation of a way in which the social
realm could nourish rather than oppress individual thought through what she saw to be the unique spiritual treasure
of Westem civilization: the idea that human labour could be considered as a value which could orient the individual
soul towards the Love which Christ preserved for His Father, Rather than rejecting this idea in L'Enracinement,
as Dietz claims, I will demonstrate that Simone Weil shows how the western social order could make work with
a method its spiritual core. Thus, the main themes of "Reflections concerning the causes of liberty and social
oppression” do not vanish in L ‘Enracinement as Dietz argues. Work with a method and liberty, as | pointed out in
Chapter Two, are essential to human nature. I will show that Simone Weil considers them among the main elements
of a healthy social order, and essential to re-rooting the rural people and the workers.

I also disagree with Dietz’s presentation of the uniqueness of L 'Enracinement in her claim that Simone Weil
ceases to be "hostile to the collectivity” and that she now roots the human being in the earthly treasures of the
collectivity rather than in the heavens. Most of Simone Weil’s analyses that characterize the collectivity or the social
as the Great Beast have been balanced by suggestions of how to bring about social harmony in the collectivity. In
L'Enracinement she operates with the same method of analysis: she demonstrates the causes of “uprootedness” as
many forms of "idolatry” and then she suggests ways to re-grow roots or to revitalize diseased roots. But what is
most striking, as I will demonstrate more thoroughly from the text, is Simone Weil's ability to show us that these
roots are earthly, but to be rooted they must relate to the "heavenly.” On the one hand, what makes a collectivity
a metaxu is that it can provide the conditions for the spiritual development of the individuals which form a part of
it. Otherwise, there is no point in talking about a collectivity as an intermediary. An intermediary has 1o lead to

something, and according to Simone Weil, all intermediaries lead to God: “Les choses crées ont pour essence d'2tre
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des intermédiaries.... Elles sont des intermédianies vers Dieu. Les éprouver comme talles.*'® Thus, the direction
is towards the spiritual.

On the other hand, what makes a collectivity earthly is that each one belongs to a specific place and time.
1 think the only way Simone Weil's distinction between the collectivity as the Great Beast and the collectivity as
a metaxu can be understood is to maintain her distinction between the two sources of morality. When a collectivity
draws its morality from the supemnatural realm, then it will, according to Simone Weil, root individuals in an
environment bearing traditions which are eternal, for "L Enracinement est autre chose que le social.™"" But when
a collectivity draws its morality from the social realm, that is when its morality is subservient to an idolatrous form
of society as Weil saw the Roman society to be, it is, according to Simone Weil's analysis, the Great Beast in
Plato’s sense. Societies which are totally subservient to social morality are, in L'Enracinement, called “dead
collectivities™ because they devour souls, they "uproot” individuals from the knowledge of their eternal destiny. It
is this distinction between two different kinds of collectivitieswhich allows us to see her analysis of the collectivity
as the Great Beast (which as we saw above she also defines as idolatry) in her use of the term "collectivity"” in
"Human personality” — an analysis which she continues to use in L 'Enracinement. Then, in her positive use of the
term collectivity in L'Enracinement, we could understand her idea of a collectivity which can be imbued with a
supernatural morality in the form of a religion which orients the people towards mysticism. It is in relation to this
kind of collectivity that she claims:

Quest-ce qu'il est sacrildge de détruire? Non pas ce qui est bas, car cela n*a pas importance. Non pas ce qui est
haut, car, le voudrait-on, on ne peut pas y toucher. Les meraxu. Les metaxu sont la région du bien et du mal.

Ne priver aucun étre humain de ses meraxu, c’est-a-dire de ces biens relatifs et mélangés (foyer, patrie,
traditions, culture, etc.) qui réchauffent et nourrissent I"ime et sans lesquels, en dehors de la saintet€, une vie
bumaine n'est pas possible. '

An essential part of the human being is to be rooted in a particular collectivity. Thus, a major aspect of

Simone Weil's philosophical anthropology is devoted to considering what a collectivity would be if it were to fulfill

its role as & meraxu for each and everyone of the human beings forming a part of it. The camnal part and the eternal

"“Simone Weil, La pesanteur et la grice, (1947; Paris: Plon, 1979), p.146-147.
"Weil, La pesanteur, op. cir., p.165.
“Weil, La pesanteur, op. cit., p.147-148,
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part — the impersonal — of the soul make up the human being and both parts of the soul relate to the collectivity.
However, the main value of this relation is to remove "... c& qui est susceptible d'empdcher la croissance et la
germination mystérieuse de la partie impersonnelle de 1'dme. " Since this is the main value of the relation between
the human being and the collectivity, an essential aspect of being rooted is to have received within one’s community
the spiritual treasures preserved from the past which give one certain expectations for the future. These roots are
necessary because the individual "a besoin de recevoir la presque totalité de sa vie morale, intellectuelle, spirituelle,
par I'intermediaire des milieux dont il fait naturellement partie.*"* Simone Weil sought to define all the physical
and moral needs that should be satiated if a collectivity were to be an ideal culture bed.

Weil, like Plato, Rousseau,and Kant recognized that it is not enough to have defined what belongs to human
pature; a philosopher must also consider how the existing society could be given an ideal model which can speak
to the existing leaders and people. This model should relate to the existing society; for example, Rousseau’s social
contract was meant to relate to an agrarian society and Kant's political theory was set up to relate to the modemn
state. Likewise, Simone Weil's political theory was written to speak to the leaders of post-war France and to relate
to the modern state of post-war France.' In spite of the peculiarities which relate to the specific times, all of these
theories have some things in common: they all attempt to account for the freedom of the individual, and individuals
are considered to be equal. Nevertheless, Rousszau, Kant, and Simone Weil remain closer to the Greeks than the
Classical English Liberal political theorists, who followed Hobbes by defining freedom in terms of freedom from
government interference. Rousseau, Kant, and Simone Weil, like the Greeks, thought that society should provide
the means to freedom, ie. it is only through society that one can attain one’s freedom.’® Society or the government
stands in the way of freedom when there is insufficient social order or when a state becomes totalitarian, and

oppressive: "... la société est ce qui sépare du mal (de certaines formes du mal) comme par une barnitre; une

USimone Weil, “La personne ¢t La sacre,” Ecrits de Londres et dernitres lettres (1957; Paris: Gallimard, 1980),
.21,
P “Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.61.
SHowever, Simone Weil was not at all content with the centralised state; for, as we saw above in her historical
critique, she argued that those forms of social life that gave everything over to the building of the state were
idolatrous societies. :
“Gee Isaiah Berlin, "Two concepts of liberty,” Four Essays on Liberty (London, Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1969), p.123.
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société de criminels ou de vicieux, fit-elle composée de quelques hommes, supprime cette barridre.”!? Society or
the government only stands in the way of freedom if it is poorly organized and oppressive. Thus the task for
Rousseau, Kant, Hegel and Simone Weil was to organize society and the government so that it could have laws and
a social order which avoided oppressing its people. These philosophers were like Plato and Aristotle in so far as
they saw the collectivity as 2 meraxu for the individual.

As was pointed out above, to say that a collectivity is a metaxu for the individual is to say that there is
something beyond the collectivity for which it is a stopping off point. This *something beyond" has been described
by Simone Weil in many ways, ie. as a "reality outside of this world,” or as "the Good."

As we saw from the examination of Simone Weil's religious metaphysics in Chapter Three of this thesis,
there is a Good which transcends of all existence, and yet is the sole foundation of all the good in the universe.
Thus, everything which is good in the universe must have a relation to the Good and this accounts for the difference
between what is good and what is evil. But this does not mean to say that evil is the opposite of the Good. Simone
Weil claims that this cannot be so because Goodness is one and transcendent. It has no opposite. That is why there
exists another good which is radically different from the Good because it is the opposite of evil and correlated to
evil. Thus, the relative good is derived from the Good through a relationship which is not commutative.

Itis only the individual human being who can establish the relationship between Good and the relative good
of this world. This relationship can only be established when the individual detaches himself or herself from the
soctal world because: "La relation sort violemment du social... La société est la caverne....™® Simone Weil is not
saying that an individual must live in another realm but rather that to nurture the impersonal part of the soul the
ir;dividual must develop the faculty of attention by means of the implicit forms of the love of God. Above, the love
of thy neighbour and the love of the beauty of the world were discussed.!® Thus, to be oriented towards the mystical

is to nurture one’s "uncreated part of the soul” -~ the impersonal part of the human being.

1"Weil, La pesanteur, op. cit., p.162.
"*Weil, La pesanteur, op. cit., p.161.
"*For a more in depth study of these ways see Eric O. Springsted's Christus Mediator, op.cit.



A THE IMPERSONAL PART OF THE SOUL IS SACRED

Although this conception of the part of the soul that is an opening to God was implicit throughout ber
thought concerning the “identical thought™ of the tradition and in her essays on Greek thought, she really and
expressly makes it her own in "La Personne et le Sacré™, In this essay, Simone Weil changes what she called “the
eternal part of the soul® in her religious metaphysics to "the impersonal part of the soul”. As 1 pointed out above
in the third chapter of this thesis, Simone Weil claims that God is & Person because God is Good and canpot be
thought of in any other way; and God is impersonal in the way.t.bat His Order is inscribed in the world and He
comes to us "in secret”. Thus, as Simone Weil claims in her metaphysics the eternal part of the soul of each humzn
being is that in us which belongs to God — an opening to God; therefore, according to her mystical thought this part
of human beings must be called the "impersonal part of the soul” because anything which is an opening for God
in the world must be referred to as impersonal for this is how God resides in the world. Simone Weil insists on
distinguishing the camal part of the soul - that is, the person — from the impersonal part of the soul, which belongs
to God because she maintains her dualistic religious metaphysics and philosophical anthropology. This is why she
claims that the term "person” or "human personality” cannot express that which is truly sacred in every human
being:
Voila un passant dans la rue qui a de longs bras, des yeux bleus, un esprit ol passent des pensées que J'ignore, mais
qui peut-gtre sont médiccres.
Ce n'est ni sa personne ni la personne humaine en lui qui mest sacrée. Clest lui. Lui tout entier, Les bras,
les yeux, les penscss, tout ...
Si la personne humaine était en lui ce qu'il y a de sacré pour moi, je pourrais facilemnent lui crever les
yeux. Une fois aveugle, il séra une personne humaine exactement autant qu'avant. Je naurai pas du tout
touché a la personne humaine en lui. Je n*aurai détruit que ses yeux.™

Simone Weil claims that to put out the eyes of 2 person is not to take away the personality of that human

being: a blind person is every bit as much a person as one who sces. But it does significantly change something and

that something is not the person nor the human personality (which is unique to each one), rather it changes that

®Simone Weil, "La personne et le sacré,” Ecrits de Londres et dernieres lettres(1957; Paris: Gallimard, 1980),
p-11-44. '
IWeil, "La personne et le sacré”, op. cit., p.11-12.
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which is, according to Simone Weil, universally and necessarily the same in every buman being:

Il'y a depuis Iz petite enfance jusqu'a la tombe, au fond du coeur de tout étre humain, quelque chose qui, malgré
toute I'expérience des crimes commis, soufferts et observés, s'attend invicciblement & ce qu'on lui fasse du bien
et oon du mal. C'est cela avant toute chose qui est sacré en tout étre humain.

Le bien est la seule source du sacrs. !l 0"y a de sacré que le bien et ce que est relatif au bien. =

There is nothing in the term "person” nor in the term "human personality” to relate this desire that good
rather than evil be done to the individual or the “cry against evil or injustice”. For, as we saw in the historical
analysis above, natural justice is the relation of person to person which recognizes cnly the realm of the possible
or "if there is equal necessity on both sides®. This cry that good and not evil be done to one is the cry of the
afflicted. It is the echo of the eternal cry which came from Christ on the cross. Thus, it can only be from the
impersonal part of the soul which corresponds to God's presence through His Son that one draws one's expectation
that good and not evil should be done to one. That is why Simone Weil claims that when harm is done — that is,
if one’s eyes are mutilated by another human being — what is affected is the "profound unchanging expectation of
£00d™; that is, that which is sacred in the individual. When a human being is harmed in this way, his/her cry is
always one of deep humiliation - just like that of Christ's — this cry always asks: "Pourquoi me fait-on du mal?*
Simone Weil claims that this is the cry of the severely injured and of the afflicted who cannot express themselves,
and we do not hear it. After 2 while these people become like the slaves of the Greeks « they can cry no more:
Chez ceux qui ont subi trop de coups, comme les esclaves, cette partie du coeur que le mal infligé fait crier de
surprise semble morte. Mais elle nc P'est jamais tout 2 fait. Seulement elle ne peut plus crier. Elle est établie dans
un état de gémissement sourd et interrompu.™

There are two rezsons why none of these cries which come from the impersonal part of the soul can be
heard: first, often the people who feel the pain of injustice do not have the language to express themselves; second,
there are very few human beings who are attentive enough to be able to hear their cries. Therefore, Simone Weil
argues that for these people to be able to make proper use of public freedom of expression and for them to be heard,

these obstacles must be remedied:

I faut d’abord que I'éducation publique soit telle qu'elle lui fournisse, le plus possible, des moyens d'expression.

=Weil, "La personne et le sacré™, op. cit., p.13.
PWeil, "La personne et le sacré™, op. cit., p.14.
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Il faut ensuite un régime, pour I'expression publique des opinions, qui soit défini moins par la liberté que par une
atmosphire de silence et d'attention od ce ¢ri faible et maladroit puisse se faire eatendre.™

Injustice is always and everywhere equivalent to the infliction of evil, which is. in turn, equivalent to doing
harm to what is sacred in the human being: the desire for the good.

Those people who are deaf to the cry of the extreme suffering of the afflicted are merely a "weaker mode®
of those "who inflict the blows which provoke this ery.” To remain complacent in the midst of the suffering is to
be in an almost equivalent state of mind as those who take pleasure in having the power to make people suffer and
use it in this way. Both states .f mind are cultivated for their agreeableness — which in each case means that the
existence of other human beings ceases to be an obstacle to one’s comfort, If one acknowledges their suffering one
has to remain uncomfortable and seek justice because: ... ¢’est aux hommes 2 veiller & ce qu'il ne soit pas fait de
mal aux hommes....": and "La justice consiste & veiller & ce qu'il ne soit pas fait de mal zux hommes.”

Simone Weil seems to adopt the Hegelian perspective, as developed in his Philosophy of Right, on person
and personality. Hegel argues that human beings are only persons, and have “rights” as persons only in the abstract,
This can only be expressed as a command which tells us what not to do, i.e., Kant's categorical imperative. It gives
us nothing positive and therefore does not translate into positive action. The reason is that, in order to recognize
myself as & person, I need to externalize myself, impress my will on things, to develop my “personality.” This
involves taking possession of things and of myself and it involves being recognized by others as a property owner.®
Simone Weil seems to hold the same view of personality:

A notre époque, ol les écrivains et les savants ont si étrangement usurpé la place des prétres, le public reconnait,
avec une complaisance qui n’est nullement fondée en raison que les facultés artistiques et scientifiques sont sacrées.
C’est généralement considéré comme évident, quoique ce soit bien loin de 1°étre. Quand on croit devoir donner un
motif, on allégue que le jeu de ces facultés est parmi les formes les plus hautes de 1°épanouissement de la personne
humaine.

Souvent, en effet, il est seulement cela. Dans ce cas, il est facile de s rendre compte de ce que cela vaut et de ce
que cela donne.®

*Weil, "La personne et le sacré™, op. cit., p.14.
*T.M. Knox, ed. and trans., Hegel's Philosophy of Right by G.W.F. Hegel (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1952),
p.38-64.

*Weil, "La personne et le sacré™, op. cit., p.16.
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Also, Simone Weil agrees with Hegel that rights are what belong to the personality, once the person has
come to own property and that this term comes to us from the Romans.

Simone Weil also rejects the Personalist use of the language of rights to refer to that which is inalienable
about the human being. Her aim is to bring us closer to the Greeks who never used the language of rights: "Les
Grecs n'avaient pas la notion de droit.... Ils se contentaient du nom de la justice.™ She argues that the notion of
rights was also alien to Christ and the love which led him to the cross: "La Justice, compagne des divinités de
I"autre monde, prescrit cet excis d’amour. Aucun droit ne le prescrirait. Le droit n'a pas de lien direct avec
I'amour. "3

Christ’s ery, "Why am 1 being hurt?” was an impersonal ery against injustice and had nothing to do with
the rights of his personality. Simone Weil may have thought that the philosophers of the Personalist movement had
lost sight of the Christian inspiration of equating justice and love. This love can only be expressed when a human
being "no longer lives in himself but Christ lives in him."

Only the absolute identification of justice and love makes the coexistence possible of compassion and

gratitude on the one hand, and on the other, of respect for the dignity of affliction in the afflicted — a respect felt
by the sufferer himself and the others. 1t is Christ's love which must live in us if there is to be Jjustice in a state
which always demands that the strong defy their nature; that is why it takes the supernatural virtue of Jjustice:
La vertu sumaturelle de justice consiste, si on est le supérievr dans le rapport indgal des forces, 2 se conduire
exactement comme §'il y avait €galit€. Exactement " tous égards, y compris les moindres détails d’accent et
dattitude, car un détail peut suffire 2 rejeter I'inférieur 2 I'état de matidre qui dans cette occasion est naturellement
le sien, comme le moindre choc congele de I'eau restée liquide au-dessous de 2éro degre.™

Thus, the terms “personality” and "rights” are inappropriate to form the basis of a state because they have
no relation to Justice -~ these terms relate to material possessions and property and are, at best, secondary concemns
of the leaders of the State. Their first concern is to see that human beings are preserved from barm, the kind of

harm that transmits real evil into the human being.

“Weil, “La personne et le sacré”, op. cit., p.25.
*Weil, "La personne et le sacré®, op. cit., p.26.
¥Simone Weil, Atrente de Dieu (Paris: Editions Fayard, 1966), p.129.
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Only a human being, through neglect. can damage the impersonal part of the soul of another human being.

If & person's wound or privation is due to the blind working of natural forces, whether caused by another human

being obeying necessity or by natural causes itself, then the person’s sensibility alone is wounded. Thus, Simone

Weil, like Rousseau, and Kant argues that only "ill will” can damage the soul of another human being and counts

as the criterion of oppressior. For the leader/s of the State to avoid oppressing the people, they must, first, have

respect for the human being as such, and secondly, must express it indirectly by recognizing the needs of the bodies

and souls of human beings as being the basis of their obligations to those human beings: "L."obligation a pour objet

les besoins terrestres de Iime et du corps des &tres humains quels qu'ils soient. A chaque besoin répond une
obligation. A chaque obligation correspond un besoin.®

In the Metaphysics of Morals, Kant defends a similar obligation, except that he makes obligations decidable

by “reason alone™ and is dependent upon "good will” or “"practical reason” to be recognized. Simone Weil's

"obligation” is dependent upon the human being’s power to pay attention to the desire for "absolute good.” This

attention is not a choice of the will, it is rather a refusal to love anything which is not God.

B OBLIGATIONS AND RIGHTS

Now to return to L °Enracinement where Simone Weil develops the interdependence of these conceptions
and makes them the basis of her ideal state. Simone Weil argues that the term obligation or duty has a relation to
Justice and speaks to the impersonal part of the soul. She, like Hegel, argues that obligations precede rights because:
*Un droit n"est pas efficace par lui-méme, mais seulement par I'obligation & laquelle it correspond ...."> One’s
primary obligation is to oneself because of the human possession of an "eternal destiny.” Simone Weil adds that
there is no corresponding "right” related to this obligation. If one recognizes this obligation, then one is in a position
to recognize, by analogy, that other uman beings possess the same destiny and for this reason one has an obligation

to respect other human beings as oneself. Only when I recognize my obligations to others will their rights be

»Simone Weil, "Etude pour une déclaration des obligations envers 1'ctre humain,* Ecrits de Londres et derniéres
lettres (Paris: Gallimard, 1957), p.78. Hereafter: "...obligations envers I'etre humain.”
“Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.9.
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recognized. This is why the language of rights alonz is ineffectual. However, one can speak of obligations without
referring to rights because: *Un homme, considéré en lui-méme, a seulement des devoirs, parmi les quels se
trouvent certains devoirs, parmi lesquels se trouvent certains devoirs eavers lui-méme."> Rights belong to the
objective order. They remain abstract and unrealized unless they are brought into the actual world through the
individual recognizing his/her obligation towards the other. So, rights are inseparable from obligations but
obligations remain independent of conditions. This dependency of rights on obligations is similar to what Hegel
argues in Philosophy of Righr: "Hence in this identity of the universal will with the particular will, right and duty
coalesce, and by being in the ethical order a man has rights in so far as he has duties, and duties in so far as he has
rights,™»

Simone Weil, unlike Hegel, does not develop her state dialectically. She does not think of the state as the
pinnacle of an evolutionary process and the only organization of human beings in which humans can realize their
obligations. Rather, for her, obligations are always and have always been binding on the individual whether they
were a part of a tribe, nation or any other collectivity and that is because:

Cette obligation ne repose sur aucune situation de fait, ne sur les jurisprudences, ni sur les coutumes, nj sur la
structure sociale, ni sur les rapports de force, ni sur I'héritage du passé, ni sur I’orientation supposée de [histoire.
Car aucune situation de fait ne peut susciter une obligation.>

Simone Weil is careful to point out that: "L obligation ne lie que les étres humains." She is willing to judge
a social order by how effectively its organization opens the way for the individual to recognize his/her obligations.
But she makes no prediction about what kind of collectivity best allows for such a social order. Although for Simone
Weil, as for Hegel, Kant, and Rousseau, the collectivity is where the human being must recognize his/her
obligation, it is not because the human being has any obligation to the collectivity as such. Rather, "...I“l n'y 2 pas

dobligations pour les collectivites comme telles.”

i. A Human Collectivity: Priority is Given to the Human Soul

“Weil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.9.
YKnox, ed., Philosophy of Rigkt, op. cit., p.109.
»*Weil, L Enracinement, op. cit., p.11.
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In L 'Enracinement introduces her two conceptions of “rootedness” and “uprootedness”. We have already
encountered her notion of uprootedness implicitly in her critique of history and her notion of rootedness in ber
thought on the tradition of “identical thought®. “Uprootedness” refers to any kind of human force that kills the
virtues of humanity thus preventing the human soul from both being oriented and orienting itself towards the truth.
"Rootedness” refers to a human environment that provides the soul with an awareness of that “identical thought”
issuing from the tradition described above which, in L 'Enracinement, is called the "spiritual treasures of the past”.
Simone Weil reacts to the reappearance of the idea of "eternal France® as fervently expressed by Charles Péguy
before the First World War.® She rejects Péguy's tendency to promote the imperialistic France by encouraging her
relation to the Romans. As we saw above, Weil hoped that France wouid see the inconsistency in her admiration
for imperialistic states, such as ancient Rome, and her love, as expressed by Péguy, for "the struggle of nations for
their independence”. Simone Weil completely rejects the idea of anything earthly such as a collectivity having an
eternal destiny: "Poser la patrie comme un absolu que le mal ne peut souiller est une absurdit éclatante .... La
nation est un fait, et un fait n"est pas un absolu. ™
It is only the human being who has an eternal destiny and thus deserves respect; and the only way to
express this respect is "par I'intermédiaire des besoins terrestres de 1’homme. "> Thus, the first obligation binding
on every human being is not to let another person suffer hunger as long as one can preven: this. Simone Weil argues
that this obligation has been recognized by the human conscience since time immemorial; it has always been 2
Christian value that one should never let another person go hungry. This is the first obligation, as it corresponds
to the most basic of human nead. But there are other such vital human nesds which should equally be fulfilled; some
like hunger are physical, and others, which are equally vital, are concerned with the human morale, These are the

needs of the soul,

Like Plato, Simone Weil understood how important the health of the human soul is for both the individual

¥Ses also John Hellman, Simone Weil: an introduction 10 her thought (Waterloo: Wilfred Laurier University
Press, 1982), p.37-38, for an analysis of Simone Weil's reaction to the fusion of France and Christianity which
arose again during the Second World War.

¥Weil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.168.

YWeil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.13.
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and the collectivity. Furthermore, she could see that it is only within the human collectivity that these needs could
be met. Thus, she argued that we must respect the collectivity — not because it is eternal but because it plays a role
analogous to food for human beings - it provides sustenance for the human soul.

On deit le respect & un champ de blé, non pas pour lui-méme, mais parce que c'est de la nourriture pour les

hommes.,
D’une manidre analogue, on doit du respect A une collectivité, quelle quelle soit ... non pas pour elle-méme, mais

comme nourriture d'un certain nombre d*imes humaines.™

But sometimes the respect owing to a collectivity demands that one risk one's life. That is why she must
give us some reasons for considering the collectivity worthy of one’s life. Simone Weil offers us three reasons —
all of which we seem to forget but which other peoples have fought for centuries to obtain: "D"abord, chacune est
unique, ct, si elle est détruite, n'est pas remplace .... La nourriture qu'une collectivité fournit 2 "ime de ceux qui
<n sont membres n'a pas d’équivalent dans 1'univers entier, ™

Simone Weil had to emphasize the uniqueness of each collectivity. She had seen in France during the
Second World War how easy it was for many French people to allow themselves to think that they could live under
the German values of the Nazi Regime, and how willingly they collaborated with the Germans. These peopie did
not see France as unique at all - at least their actions suggested that they did not. She summarizes how they must
have thought: “La France a eu la victoire en 1918 ... maintenant I'Allemagne essaie de I'accomplir; ne Ia geénons
pas.”® Imperialistic wars and colonization show an obvious lack of recognition of the uniqueness of another
collectivity. This leads to "uprootedness.”

The second reason why a collectivity is worthy of one’s total commitment in the form of defense, is
because of its continuity in time: "Elle contient de la nourriture, non seulement pour les ames des vivants, mais
aussi pour celles d’étres non encore nés qui viendront au monde au cours des sitcles prochains.™  Simone Weil

argues that the collectivity facilitates the nurturing of the kind of attention required to tumn away from the personal

®Weil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.15.

¥Weil, L Enracinement, op. cit., p.15.

“Weil, L"Enracinemens, op. cit., p.185. See also John Hellman, Emmanuel Mounier and the New Catholic Left
1930-1950 (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1981), p.158-182, for a description of the part played by
Personalism in this way of thinking in France during the war.

“'Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.16.
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part of the soul not only because it, if ordered properly, fulfills the needs of the bodies and souls of those who form
a part of it, but also because it plays a role analogous to food. The collectivity, because of its continuity through
time, contains "spiritual food” for the soul of beings bom into it.

This leads us to the third reason why a collectivity can demand a total sacrifice, a reason which also has

to do with our continuity in time. A collectivity is rooted in the past:
Elle constitue I'unique organe de conservation pour les trésors spiritucls amassés par les morts, I'unique organe de
transmission par 1'intermédiaire duquel les morts puissent parler aux vivants. Et 1'unique chose terrestre qui ait un
licn direct avec la destinde éternelle de 1'homme, ¢’est le rayonnement de ceux qui ont su prendre une conscience
complite de cette destinge, transmis de géndration en génération.

Thus, these "spiritual treasures® transmit the thought of texts like The New and Old Testament but re-cast
it in a way particular to each collectivity which prepares each of its citizens to receive and to make of this thought
a living reality. It is the fact that the collectivity can preserve the "time dimension® that makes a collectivity so
valuable to the individual and to humanity.

As was presented in Chapter Three of this thesis, Simone Weil argues that if we study history with attention
we can find "true greatness” in very small quantities in the past. This true greatness is the expression of love for
one’s collectivity in history, or it may be the expression of true genius in science, literature or art. However it is
expressed, it is only a particular collectivity which can preserve it and that is why Simone Weil argues that in
encouraging individuals to love their particular collectivity so that it may preserve true greatness, children must be

taught to love what is good from the past of that collectivity;

H 0’y a pas d’autre procédé pour la connaissance du coeur humain que I'étude de I'histoire jointe & Pexperience de
Iz vie, de telle manidre qu'elle s’eclairent mutuellement. On a I'obligation de fournir cette nourriture aux esprits
des adolescents et des hommes. Mais il faut que ce soit une nourriture de vérité....

L’histoire est un tissu de bassesses et de cruautés olt quelques gouties de pureté brillent de loin en loin. 5'il en est
ainsi, c’est d’abord qu'il y a peu de pureté parmi les hommes; puis que la plus grande partic de ce peu est et
demeure cachée. Il faut en chercher si 1'on peut des temoignages indirects.®

As I have pointed out above, Simone Weil argued that when the Romans conquered Greece, much of the

“Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.16.
“Weil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.292-293.
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beauty and truth of the Greek culture was lost. The ‘true Renaissance” was nothing but a revival of these spiritual
treasures. She thought that the Greeks had developed a profound understanding of the eternal destiny of human
beings. It is this awareness of the eternal destiny as manifest in the whole civilisation(in their tnystery religion, their
science, their drama, their art, and so on) which makes a particular culture at once precious and fragile.
Furthermore, this understanding of our eternal destiny is the only thing which gives continuity to time as it unites,
according to Simone Weil, the "tradition of ideatical thought™. As we saw, Simone Weil's whole critique of Western
history, science, philosophy, religion, etc., has been based on how much of this understanding she found manifest
in the thought and actions of the people of our past. In L'Enracinemenr her conception of rootedness is based on
the idea of preserving the awareness of this eternal destiny which is our only "continuity in time™. Anything that
seriously threatens this continuity leads to uprootedness.

A healthy collectivity preserves understanding through its institutions and it is ordered so as to make it
possible to do this. Simone Weil is careful to point out that the collectivity has no superior status over the individual;
quite the wontrary, it only has value insofar as it provides material and spiritua] food for the individuals who form
a part of it. So the only reason the individual should make a total sacrifice to preserve it in times of peril is because
it provides this spiritual food for oneself and others — without the collectivity one cannot receive this food. If the
collectivity is diseased, as Simone Weil certainly thought France was at the time(1943), then it devours souls. An
att*mpt must be made, she claims, to cure it — in this case it may be necessary to have recourse to "surgical
methods.”™ She does not elaborate on this but from the term surgical we can assume that she means that the diseased
part/s must be cut out of it, removed. She suggests that it is the obligation of those inside, as well as of those

outside the collectivity to carry out this surgery.

ii. The Leaders’ Duties
In contemporary societies, the state forms the organizing body of the collectivityand the leaders of the State

should consent to accept the obligation to respect all human beings by doing everything in their power "de remédier,

“Simone Weil elaborates on this point in “The Great Beast”, Op. cit., see pages 137-140.



422
dans Iordre de ses responsabilites et dans la mesure de son pouvoir, 2 toutes les privations de I"dme et du corps
susceptibles de détruire ou de mutiler Iz vie terrestre d'un étre humain quel qu’il soit."* In Simone Weil's social
and political theory the needs of the soul function as goals for the leader/s of the state, i.c., these needs may
function as political ideals.*

The recognition that all individuals have the same needs is for Simone Weil the indirect expression of the
recognition of the respect owing to cach and every individual because of the presence of a centre — a link with the
reality outside this world. This link is the combination of two facts which are an essential part of human nature:
"L’exigence de bien absolu habitant au centre du coeur et le pouvoir, quoique virtuel, d*orienter 1'attention et
I'amour hors du monde et d'en recevoir du bien...."? A leader cannot directly express his/her respect for the
buman being's link to this other reality because this link is beyond the reach of human faculties. Thus, the leader
can only take the means available; that is, he or she can indirectly express the respect inspired by the link; therefore,
he or she can do everything in his or her power to fulfill the needs human beings are subjected to because of their
"bondage to necessity” -- the needs of the body and soul. Simone Weil argues that there is a connection in human
nature which links our desire for good and our sensibility so that:

Par elle, lorsque, du fait des actes ou des omissions des autres hommes, 1a vie d'un homme est détruite ou mutilée
par une blessure ou une privation de I'ime ou du corps, ce n'est pas en lui la sensibilité seule qui subit le coup,
mais auss: I*aspiration au bien. Il y a alors sacrildge envers ce que I'homme enferme de sacré. @

Simone Weil attempts to define exactly what the needs of the soul are so that the state can be organized
in such a way that each individual will be physically and morally healthy and be uninhibited in fulfilling his or her
obligations towards others. In this sense, she tries to achieve a harmony between the souls of the individuals and
the collectivity as a whole just as Plato attempted to do in the Republic. However, Simone Weil, as we saw above,
was not prepared to exclude any of the human beings that formed a part of the collectivity from the mystical way

and thus from being assimilated with God. In fact, the collectivity was to be set up in such a way that each and

“Weil, “...obligations envers I*étre humain”, op. cit., p.78.

“Simone Weil recognizes that human needs, especially the particular needs of the soul are permanently opea
to revision, depending on time and place.

““Weil, “...obligations envers 1'etre humain”, op. cit., p.75.

“Weil, "...obligations envers 1"étre humain®, op. cit., p.77.
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every individual was to be given the spiritual inspiration that would best relate to his/her particular daily activity
(work) through biblical parables. This would allow them to become "attentive” to the impersonal part of the soul
because of the beauty of the parables that relate to what they know through their bodies. Marx bad a similar idez,
that is, to set up » working class culture. Many marxists tried to develop this idea, but because they did not
recognize what gives continuity to time and the uncreated part of the soul, Simone Weil argues that they were
doomed to fail. Plato, in the Republic, as I pointed out above, suggests that only some souls are predisposed towards
the Good because they are predestined, the elect.® Simone Weil, in contrast to Plato, is very clear about her
conviction that each and every soul should be directed towards the Good.

Simone Weil gives a special place to the workers and peasants in her ideal state. She argues that physical
labour should be the spiritual core of a well-ordered society. In fact, Simone Weil thinks that the vocation which
marks off the Western civilization from the Greeks and those preceeding the Greeks is to create a civilization basad
on the spiritual nature of work:

Les pensces qui se rapportent au pressentiment de cette vocation, et qui sont éparses chez Rousseau, George Sand,
Tolstoi, Proudhon, Marx, dans les encycliques des papes, et ailleurs, sont les seules peénsdes originales de notre
temps, les seules que nous n*ayons pas empruntées aux Grecs.®

Throughout this thesis I have argued that work with a method is a major part of human nature for Simone
Weil, Her understanding of oppression and liberty was based on whether or not industry and the State organized
around the central ideal of allowing eack and every human being to fully express his/her nature. In the third chapter
of this thesis I pointed out that physical labour took on a special spiritual significance for Simone Weil, due to the
fact that labour demanded obedience and self-denial out of necessity. Thus, physical labour is a metaxu to God. In
L'Enracinement, Simone Weil makes this idea of physical labour as merazu one of the central axes around which
she organizes her ideal state. The peasants and workers are given a central role in growing roots in France. Science
is given & new direction in that its study of the beauty of the world must be made manifest by providing the kind

of instruments which allow the workers to labour with method in mind. Finzlly, religion, through Christ’s parables,

*Simone Weil does not claim that this is Plato’s definitive judgement on the issue of whether other souls would
be excluded from this way.
®Weil, L ‘Enracinement, op. cit., p.125.
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must make the peasants and workers aware of the spiritual pature of work. Simone Weil interprets Christ’s words
and actions in the New Testament and the exile of Adam and Eve in Genesis to mean that physical labour should
be honoured above every other kind of activity. Thus, in Simone Weil's state, roots are at once spiritual and
physical. To make work the spiritual core of society, careful planning and also consideration for the buman being
doing the labour is necessary.

Simone Weil is careful to distinguish fundamental needs of the soul from “fortuitous needs;” particular
wants and desires cannot be classified as needs. The difference between & need and a desire is that needs can be
satiated, but desire by its very nature cannot be satiated, as explained in Chapter Three.

All of the needs of the body and of the soul are, according to Simone Weil, earthly needs which can be
satiated. Although the needs of the soul are the needs of the carnal part of the soul Simone Weil claims that they
are sacred. What makes them sacred is the fact that there is a link in human nature "entre 1"exigence de bien qui
est I'essence méme de I"homme et la sensibilité.™® As pointed out, these needs do change, sccording to Simone
Weil, in relation to time and place. Once they are defined for a particular collectivity they define the obligations
which are binding on the leaders of the State to fulfill:

L obligation fondamentale envers les étres humains se subdivise en plusiers obligations concrites par I'énumération
des besoins essentiels de la créature humaine. Chaque besoin est 1'objet d'une obligation. Chaque obligation a pour

objet un besoin.

Thus, in Simone Weil’s state the leaders have an obligation to make every attempt possible to fulfill the

fundamental needs of every individual in that State.

C NEEDS OF THE SOUL
Simone Weil's political ideals, the nesds of the soul intended for a democratic state, are similar in some
ways to the one Rousseau conceived of in The Social Contract. She held the democratic ideals that people should
be free to consent to obey the laws, and the goal of all public institutions should be to treat people equally.

However, Simone Weil also added a number of traditional political goals. She thinks of the state as an organism

$'Weil, "...obligations envers 1'étre humzin®, op. cit., p.77.
RWeil, "...obligations eavers 1'Etre humain”, op. cit., p.81.
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in which each part fits into the whole and plays an essential function in relation to the whole, This ides of the state
draws its form from Plato's Republic where the City-State was set up so that each of the three parts of the soul
carried out its function in each of the corresponding classes of people. Simone Weil also thinks that it is best if
different groups of people were to carry out certain necessary functions in the State because in this way ideally
everyone would be able to work. However, she does not, like Plato, suggest that the different functions are ruled
by different parts of the soul. Rather, in the Christian spirit and like Rousseau, she promotes a system of universal
education which would, ideally, open up to everyone the choice to orient his or her soul towards the truth.

Simone Weil set up most of the needs of the soul in pairs of contraries so that each of the pairs would
harmonize with its opposite and they would then become complementaries. These contrary needs can be harmonized
in the pythagorean sense.

Simone Weil's needs of the soul do accord with her dualistic philosophical anthropology. Some needs more
intimately link up with the eternal part of the soul than others; thus, the nead which have a more direct link to the
impersonal part of the soul have their contrary in the needs that are only indirectly connected to the impersonal.
For example, liberty belongs to human beings, according to Simone Weil, because of the impersonal part of our
soul; whereas obedience is that part of us which binds us to necessity, whether we agree to it or not. Thus,
obedience is more closely linked to our camnal nature. It is only through the recognition of the “reality outside the
world” that the leaders of the state can honour their obligations to the human beings under their rule, thus balancing
these contrary needs of the soul, Put otherwise, it is only by allowing this other reality to have existence in this
world that contrary obligations can be harmonized:

De méme que la réalit€ de ce monde-ci est I'unique fondement des faits, de méme I'autre réalité est 'unique
fondement du bien.
C’est d'elle uniquement que descend en ce monde tout Ie bien susceptible d'y exister, toute beauté, toute vérité,
toute justice, toute légitimité, tout ordre, toute subordination de la conduite humaine 2 des obligations.®

In my analysis, I will try to show how each need is rooted in human pature and how it barmonizes with
its opposite. The pairs of contraries are: liberty and consented obedience; equality and hierarchy; truth and freedom

of expression; punishment and honour; risk and security; personal property and collective property. The remaining

“Weil, "...obligations envers I"étre humain®, op. cit., p.74.
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needs are order and responsibility. The contrary of these two needs cannot be needs of the soul, because human
beings have bodies which bind them to a constant struggle with disorder and irascible desire, i.e., itresponsibility.

Order is the first need of the soul because it permits us to assuage “our thirst for the good” by allowing
us to fulfil all our obligations towards others. Thus, order is "un tissu de relations sociales tel que nul ne soit
contraint de violer des obligations rigoureuses pour executer dautres obligations."™ As discussed in Chapter Two
of this thesis, Simone Weil holds that the human being can only truly act in the world by ordering his/her thoughts
through language and then transforming matter in accordance with order, Thus, order is essential to human work
and also for allowing our perpetual desire for the good to be satiated. In Chapter Three we followed the expansion
of her view in which she asserts that it is by obeying the order of the world, obeying necessity, that human beings
express their love for God. Social order is important to the human being because, according to Simone Weil,
obeying social order is an imitation of and our way of obeying the order of the world.

Simone Weil recognizes that this perfect human order may not be totally realizable. Nevertheless, it must
always be in our thoughts, directing our actions, and in this way letting our actions be "lit by a great hope.” We
should be trying to reflect the beauty of the order of the world in our social order:

La contemplation des oeuvres d'art authentiques, et bien davantage encore celle de la beauté du monde, et bien
davantage encore celle du bien inconnu auquel nous aspirons peut nous soutenir dans l'effort de penser
continuellement & I'ordre humain qui doit étre notre premier objet.

Whea one is given, because of the social order, the real chance to fulfil! one’s obligations; then one has
real choice — one has "liberty.” Liberty and obedience are the needs of the soul that demonstrate whether or not
order exists in a society. As in the tradition of Rousseau and Kant, Simone Weil argues that citizens have liberty
when the laws are "assez raisonnables et assez simples pour que quiconque le désill'c et dispose d'une faculté
moyenne dattention puisse comprendre, d’une part I'utilité a laquelle elles correspondent, d’autre part les nécessités
de fait qui les ont imposées."*

Thus, unlike the English and American liberal tradition, liberty is not defined as freedom from government

*Weil, L 'Enracinement, op. ¢it., p.18.
Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.20.
%Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.22.
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interference but rather as something positive, the freedom to consent to laws which they can understand and see the
need for in order to have a stable society. The laws themselves should limit government interference because leaders
and public servants must fulfil their obligations too. In this way, people can incorporate these laws into their habits
because their minds would not resist. This kind of liberty, claims Simone Weil, has its basis in human nature;
thought is s essential to real choice as it is to true action. Thus, although the laws limit our sphere of action, we
do not feel coerced because we can understand the need for that limitation. QOnly those people who are not of good
will would feel coerced by such limitations on their actions — these people are like children,in so far as they fail
to aspire to the good because of lack of maturity. Simone Weil is here defining the list of obligations which the
leaders of the State must take as political ideals,”” The other conditions which make liberty possible are that authority
should inspire love and respect, and its rules should be sufficiently stable, general, and limited in qumber.

If the laws in a state were to fulfill al] of these conditions, Simone Weil thinks it would then take very little
effort for ﬁnc to choose to be obedient. Obedience, the need of the soul which complements liberty in a well-ordered
society, only becomes the contrary of liberty when the laws put in place are such that people cannot understand them
or there are too many laws. Obedience should presuppose the liberty to conseat or not. Thus, authorities who use
force or the hope of gain to motivate their citizens to obey their laws enslave their citizens. Citizens who are foresd
to obey are deprived of liberty and obedience, for they are not free to choose, nor are they given to understand the
laws. They are not free to consent to them as reasonable.

When citizens are asked to obey laws because they stand to gain something, they are not deprived of their
liberty; they are free to reject them. They are, however, being deprived of obedience because inner consent is based
on reasonableness and cannot be bought. Simone Weil claims that people who have accepted this latter kind of

bribery have mistakenly chosen slavery. She suggests that this is what afflicts the present Western nations ruled by

S'She does not mention her idea of liberty as defined in Réflexions sur les causes de la liberté et de | ‘oppression

sociale. However, we will see that when this idea of liberty is applied 1o rooting the workers in L ’Enracinement
it is the same as defined in Réflexions sur les causes de la liberté et de I'oppression sociale. This is because what
defines liberty for Simone Weil is the human being’s ability to think enough to make "real choices.” Thus, for the
workers this means being able to work with thought in mind as she argued in Réflexions sur les causes de la liberté
er de l'oppression sociale. 1 cannot agree with Dietz's claim that "the idea of individual liberty® has disappeared
in L Enracinement (Dierz, Between, op. cit., p.150). Simone Weil is not claiming here that it is the collectivity that
bas this need to be able to make "real choices.” Liberty is here defined as an individual need of the soul.
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political parties, Each party acheives power through leaders who make great promises of gzin for everyone.® Ske
points out that Rousseau’s "general will” was based on reason not passion.”

There is evidence in "Note sur la supprt&sioh générale des partis politiques,*® to suggest, | think, that
Simone Weil would agree with Plato that encouraging people to respond to their wants and passions is oot the way
to fulfill their need for obedience. QObedience, she says, would be a good method to use as the basis of a
Constitution.® Finally, Simone Weil argues that leaders should not be exempt from obeying a higher order than
themselves. Everyone should be able to see that the whole order is based on obedience. Thus she suggests that the
head of the State should be a "symbol and not a ruler,” and be more restricted by “etiquette than any citizen.”

The next need of the soul is responsibility: "le sentiment d'étre utile et méme indispensable. “® One class
of people Simone Weil is referring to here is the millions of unemployed people of the industrialized countries.
Unemployed people do not play any role in society and therefore have the feeling of worthlessness. The manuat
labourer, on the other hand, she says, is not in a; better position. As we saw above, hurman beings need "obstacles”
in order to work the mind and to prompt "real action.” Thus, when the factory worker is asked to do the same
piecework all day, he or she is not asked to make any decisions or to put any of himself or herself into the
enterprise as a whole.

Simone Weil argues that for a worker to bc responsible in his/her job: "Il faut enfin qu'il puisse
s'approprier par la pensée 1'oeuvre tout entidre de la collectivité dont il est membre, y compris les domaines ol il

n'a jamais ni décision & prendre ni avis 2 donner.” And for the human being to be able to come to such an

%See Simone Weil, "Note sur la suppression générale des partis politiques,” Ecrits de Londres et derniéres

lettres (Paris: Gallimard, 1957), p.126-148, where she talks about the problem of depending on the passions of the
people.

®This idea that obedience or consent is not something which can be sold reminds us of Marx's claim, in
Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844.Marx claims that money transgresses the natural order of things.
It does this by allowing false relations. Marx gives the example of the rich man who is ugly but still able to have
the company of a beautiful woman. He quotes Shakespeare to make his point that gold is the supreme deity which
*transforms the real essential powers of man and nature into what are merely abstract conceits and therefore
imperfections. "Karl Marx, "Economic and Philosophical Manuseripts of 1844," The Marx-Engels Reader, ed.
Robert C. Tucker, 2nd ed. (New York and London: W.W. Norton & Company, 1972), p.105.

“Weil, "...1a suppression générale....", op. cit., p.130-131.

€1See also "Idées essentielles pour une nouvelle Constitution,” Ecrits de Londres et derniéres letires (Paris:
Gallimard, 1957), p.93-95 where she argues this.

“Weil, L 'Ernracinement, op. cit., p.25.
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understanding, “il faut qu*on la lui fasse connaitre, qu'on lui demande d'y porter intérit, qu'on lui ea rende seasible
Ia valeur, I'wtilité, et s°il y a lieu la grandeur, et qu’on lui fasse clairement saisier la part qu'il y prend.”® Thus,
if all this is lacking for the factory worker, thea the unemployed person is completely uprooted. This particular kind
of uprootedness causes modern societies to be diseased. As noted earlier in this chapter, Simone Weil asserts that
work has “spiritual value.” Thus to deprive people of work is to demonstrate complete disrespect for thess human
beings by depriving them of one of the most essential metazu provided by the social order.

The next pair of contrary needs are hierarchy and equality. Like Plato and Hegel, Simone Weil argues that
hierarchy is needed if everyone is to have a function in society for which he/she is responsible. Some have to make
the rules and organize things, others have to grow food, and still others will be artists: "La hiérarchie est I'échelle
des responsabilités.™ And also: “La vraie higrarchie a pour effet d*amener chacun i s"installer moralement dans
la place qu'il occupe.™ Thus, those who rule will be the superiors. However, their superiority is only based on
their roles as symbols of that which is truly superior. They must be constantly aware of this, True hierarchy would
not conflict with equality, according to Simone Weil, because everyone would know that the leaders reflect that
higher order, and that all human beings are equal in so far as they have the sacred part of the soul.

Simone Weil was not content simply to say that all human beings are equal nor to have it said in the
Constitution; she argues that this equality must also be reflected in the institut'ions and customs of the collectivity:
Elle (I"égalité) consiste dans Ia reconnaissance publique, géuérale, effective, exprimée réellement par les institutions
¢t les moeurs, que la méme quantité de respect et d’égards est due a tout &tre humain, parce que le respect est di
a I"atre humain comme tel et n'a pas de degrés,%

Since humans are to 2 great extent determined by the society in which they grow, it is important that this
respect be perceptively evident. Simone Weil learned through her experience in the factories that if this respect is
not evident, one can fall into a kind of bitter resentment; this causes one to escape into fantasy. Thus, she tries to
conceive of 2 way in which differences in vocations would not imply differences in the degree of mspect. The way

to do this is to set up a balance betweea equality and inequality. Simone Weil agrees that the principle of equality

©Weil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.25.
“Weil, "...obligations envers I"étre humain®, op. cit., p.81.
“Weil, L 'Enracinemenr, op. cit., p.30.
“Weil, L Enracinement, op. cit., p.26.
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of opportunity is useful, but she does not think that this principle by itself would bring about the balance. It suggests
that the reason one occupies an inferior position is because one cannot do better; this in itself causes bitterness. One
then perceives oneself to be inferior.

The way around this is to set up a situation in which the ascending movement towards the top is balanced
by a descending movement. To achieve this we need not expect, for example, that the Prime Minister’s son become
a factory worker, but rather, by imposing greater burdens to accord with the level of social power/status to cohere
with one's vocation. Also, greater penalties should be imposed on those higher status people if they do not fulfiil
their duties. This would make the elite aware of the risk of taking on such power. Simone Weil argues that criminal
law should punish those with the greater power more severely. This would help to keep the social hierarchy in line
with the true order. If one receives a certain veneration and devotion because one is the symbol of a higher order,
then when one’s actions fail to reflect this éymbolic order one has transgressed one's proper function. Simone Weil
thinks that this would have a devastating effect on the social order and should be punished accordingly.

A solution she suggests to balance equality and inequality is to remove differences of a "quantitative
character” as much as possible and leave only differences of kind, which, of course, always exist. In order to do
this she argues that money and idolatry have to cease to be the sole motives for actions. Ideally, all vocations would
be seen to be necessary and of equal importance: "L'égalité est d*autant plus grande que les différentes conditions
bumaines sont regardées comme etant, non pas plus ov moins I'une que Iautre, mais simplement autres. ™

Honour and punishment are the next pair of antithetical needs. As was pointed out above, people need to
be able to perceive that society recognizes their efforts and devotion. Simone Weil maintains that one of the main
symptoms of oppression is that people are deprived of the honour of their "social organisms,” such as in the
workplace — one should be allowed to share in "le souvenir des trésors de grandeur, d’héroisme, de probité, de
générosité, de génie, dépensés dans 1"exercice de la profession.”® This should be publicly recognized honour.

Certain professions are constantly praised in the public eye. The heroic efforts of these people go down

in history — for example, scientists and musicians fill the papers and television daily. However, as Simone Weil

“"Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.29.
*Weil, L ‘Enracinement, op. cit., p.31.
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points out we rarcly hear about the heroic efforts of fishermen or of the miners. They, themselves, do not record
these events for posterity.

Simone Weil points out that there are sectors of our society which are entirely excluded from social
consideration and therefore do not participate in the honours allotted to social institutions. For instance, prostitution
is ope such institution which admits of no honour and the individuals who participate do not even receive the respect
due to & buman being as such. Simone Weil argues that a social category of this kind should not exist. Since these
people are more often than not fcreed into this way of life by coercion or need, these people are not criminals.
Therefore they should not be treated inhumanely, for “Le crime seul doit placer I'étre qui I'a commis bors de la
considération sociale, et le chitiment doit I'y réintégrer.™® In other words, the society should attempt to attend to
these people’s needs thus erasing this degradation and the social category that goes with it, These people should be
given an honourable place in society. The state should try to prevent such catepories from existing; that is, there
should be no human beings existing within the bounds of the ziate that are treated, with the state’s blessing, as
slaves, human beings deprived of ail respect.

Simone Weil identifies other groups of people which had, in France at the time (1935-40), a similar
degraded status: ex-convicts, police agents, and colonial immigrants. If punishment, which is the complementary
need to honour, has its desired effect according to Simone Weil, ex-convicts should not experience the stigma
attached to their past crime. The whole goal of penal punishment she argues is to bring the human being, who of
his/her own accord committed 2 crime which places him/her "hors du réseau d’obligations éternelles qui lie chaque
&tre humain 2 tous les autres,” back into society.™ The penal code in France, she claimed, was no more than "un
procédé de contrairiz par la terreur.” To create fear in 2 human being is not a way to appeal to that which is
impersonal in the human being. To appeal to this, the penal law and everything connected with it should be the
symbol of higher order. Punishment should be regarded "comme une éducation supplémentaire qui oblige  un plus

grand degré de dévouement au bien public.”” For the need for punishment to be satisfied "Iz duretf deg peines

®Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.32.

®Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.33. Simone Weil also recognizes that there is 2 need for disciplinary
punishment.

"Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.33.
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réponde au caractere des obligations violSes et non aux intéréts de la sécurité sociale. "™

Simone Weil poiats out that in France, during her time, a greater penalty was given for *dix menus vols
que pour un viol ou pour certains meutres.”™ This makes, she thinks, what is called punishment undeserving of its
pame. For Simone Weil “La justice consiste  veiller A ce qu'il ne soit pas fait de mal aux hommes.* Thus, & system
of penal law that judges the taking of someone’s material property as a more serious violation of obligation than
the inflicting of harm which lacerates the soul through rape or the complete negation of another's liberty and life
through murder would be, itself, criminal. Any dignified human being would, in his or her heart, be able to feel
the injustice of such laws and judgements.™

Simone Weil's claim here seems to be that values are expressed through the severity of punishment assigned
to the obligation being violated. She does not want to suggest that punishment is a way of getting revenge by those
harmed - her point is simply that the punishment must aiso accord with people’s sense of justice.

Finally, Simone Weil tries to overcome what she identifies as 2 very difficult political problem: “La
question du meilleur procédé pour empécher qu'il s"établisse en haut une conspiration en vue d’obtenir I'impunité
....”™ The main political problem — discussed in the Republic through Thrasymachus and Glaucon —is of how to
prevent leaders from abusing their political power to cbtain impunity. Her suggestion is that those who have & higher
status in the state — those who are higher up in the hierarchy of the state -~ should receive a greater punishment for
their offensive or criminal act, because it shows a greater disrespect for the law by those whose status should imply
more respect for it. Also, she thinks it would be a good idea to put in place people whose duty it is to prevent the

leaders or the people of higher status from forming 2 clique, thus exempting themselves from the law.

™Weil, L ‘Enracinement, op. cit., p.33.
®Weil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.34.
“Simone Weil agrees with Hegel's view of punishment as he expresses it in Philosophy of Right. Hegel argues

there that punishment is the criminal’s own right: punishment negates the evil done and reforms the criminal if he
or she wants 1o be reformed. Hegel also rejects the purely deterrent theory of punishment, a5 does Simone Weil,
because it treats a criminal as if he/she were not free. See Knox, ed., Philosophy of Right39-101, where Hegel
discusses the details of this. Also, see Hugh A. Reyburn, 7he Ethical Theory of Hegel: a study of the Philosophy
of Right (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1967) for a more in depth study of Hegel's objections to the deterrent theory
of punishment.

™Weil, L Enracinement,. op. cit., p.34.
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The next pair of contrary needs of the soul are freedom of opinion and truth.™ Simone Weil argues that
the feaders should punish the excesses of public opinion when it comes from the press. But like John Stuart Mill,
Simone Weil argues that expression is so close to thought that it should not be stifled. Freedom of opinion is
necessary 1o give complete liberty to the intellect. She says that one must be absolutely free to express whatever
opinion one has, without exception. Although opinions may be false and, therefore, contradict the truth, we must
be permitted to express them because this is the only way to permit real choice. This is one of the ways to prevent
totalitarian regimes from getting power.

However, Simone Weil does not think that the intellect is really fres in all of its roles. For example, the
intellect is enslaved when dealing with technical problems because the objective is pre-defined and there is no room
for invention. And the intellect is powerless in the face of throwing light on which path one should follow, so it
should not express anything at this point. However, when it is alone and engaged in pure theoretical speculation,
then and only then should the intellect possess sovereign liberty. Simone Weil thinks that the ideas or opinions one
has during speculation should be permitted to be published. Hegel suggests that opinion is more than just a thought
= it also becomes an act if it incites others to action, and so it ¢can be quite dangerous. The provisions Simone Weil
makes for freedom of opinion shows that she also thinks that opinions can be dangerous:

«--(I)l serait désirable de constituer, dans la domaine de la publication, une réserve de liberte absolue, mais de
manitre qu'il soit entendu que les ouvrages qui s'y trouvent publiés nengagent 2 aucun degré les auteurs et pe
contiennent aucun conseil pour les lecteurs.”

The way to prevent readers from taking these opinions as prescriptions for action is by making sure that
it is publicly recognized that these thoughts are not intended to influence people’s actions.

As the above passage indicates, Simone Weil does think it is necessary to restrict what is being printed in
publications destined to influence action:

Au contraire, les publications destinées A influer sur ce quon nomme |’opinion, ¢'est-a-dire en fait sur Ja conduite

de Ia vie, constituent des actes et doivent &tre soumises aux meémes restrictions que tous les actes. Autrement dit,
elles ne doivent porter aucun préjudice illégitime 2 aucun &tre humain, et surtout elles ne doivent jamais contenir

®Freedom of opinion is defended by most English and American liberal thinkers today, in a tradition which

begun with John Stuart Mill. See the classic exposition John Stuart Mill, On Liberry (New York: Liberal Arts Press,
1956)

™Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.36.
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aucune négation, explicite ou implicite, des obligations éternelles envers 1'3tre humsin, une fois que ces obligations
ont été solennellement reconnues par la loi,™

Simone Weil argues that writers who publish things which obviously show disregard for the moral
principles of the state should be punished by discrediting their work. Freedom of opinion, she claims, has to be
balanced by "une protection contre la suggestion, la propagande, I'influence par obsession.” She points out that such
works are methods of restricting other people’s freedom by imposing ways of behaving on them. The law should
rigorously control such materials. For instance, she suggests that publicity constrains the individual to behave in
accordance with the collective way. This is dangerous because one should always be at liberty to choose one's
actions in accordance with one's thought.

Finally, Simone Weil argues that repression of journals or radio programs which express ideas that
demonstrate “la bassesse du ton et de la pensée, le mauvais godt, la vulgarité, pour une atmosphire morle
sournoisement corruptrice™™ is necessary in order to maintain moral values, The journalist could start another
newspaper, one that would respect the morality of the people: “Une telle répression peut s’exercer sans toucher si
peu que ce soit & la liberté d*opinion.™

This may not be an acceptable position for liberal thinkers who, following John Stuart Mill, would claim
that it is more dangerous to censure than it is to accept the consequences of propaganda. The liberal reasoning holds
that there is no way to prove causally the effects of such materials. From Simone Weil's view of human nature this
material is dangerous insofar as it occupies the imagination, thus leaving little space for the mind to think
independently and frezly. Also, Simone Weil thinks that from the practical point of view, suggestive materials or

propaganda are like incitations, and some people are bound to behave accordingly. Nevertheless, in so far as human

™Weil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.36-37. Compare this to what Hegel says in the Philosophy of Righs: “To

define freedom of the press as freedom to say and write whatever we please is parallel to the assertion that freedom
as such means freedom to do as we please. Talk of this kind is due to wholly uneducated, crude, and superficial
ideas.” Knox, ed., Philosophy of Right, op. cit., p.206. It becomes clear that Weil, unlike Hegel, did not think that
the State should control the minds of the people who form a part of it even though she agreed that thoughts easily
become actions. However, she considered freedom of opinion important enough to look for other ways to get around
this problem of people being influenced by the expression of opinions in magazines, etc.. To give human beings
direction is one thing but to control their thoughts is entirely a different matter; such control becomes propaganda
and, as we saw above, leads to a totalitarian State,

PWeil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.40.
®Weil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.40.
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beings and scientitific rescarch are imperfect, the causal relations will never be perfectly established. Thus, itisa
matter of judging from a moral perspective what is harmful and what is not harmful,

Simone Weil attemnpts to maintain a balance: absolute freedom of expression in a designated area and
freedom of expression controlled, according to the moral principles of the state, in printed materials and radio
(which we can expand to understand other broadcast media) which are mass media.

She argues that it is the individual who is capable of forming an opirion, so that it is no infringement on
the individual's need for expression to close down a newspaper or a radio station. In fact, Simope Weil is
completely opposed to any group or institution being permitted by law to express an opinion. It is for this reason
that she rejects the party system of politics. Parties, she says, stifle the individual's intellect. She claims that party
atrife Kills democracy because at some point one party will decide that democracy is unhealthy and will try to
overthrow it. Especially, she argues, if this party decides that democracy prevents it from having absolute rule over
the people.

Her solution is not to completely do away with associations of people but rather to separate the associations
concerned with interests from those concerned with ideas. Also, both kinds of association should be held in check
50 that they never become so monstrous as to be out out of control. Associations concerned with interests should
make justice their prime concern. On the other hand, the association concerned with ideas should never be permitted
to excommunicate a member because of an opinion. Such an association should publish and circulate a pamphlet
representing its ideas. If the pamphlet showed that there was too great a uniformity of opinion, the association could
be considered as tending towards totalitarianismand dissolved. The essential discrimination to be made is between
providing a means for freedom of opinion while at the same time not permitting opinions and propaganda to direct
the conduct of people’s lifes.

Freedom of opinion is necessary to Jeave the intellect free to seek the truth. Truth is the most sacred of
all the needs of the soul, because to desire the truth is to love, and is the only path to God. However, the most that
the intellect can do in the search for truth is to clear the path 50 that one can pay attention. The intellect does this
by understanding things, making relations until a limit has been reached. At this point the human being must wait:

“Le passage au transcendant s’opire quand les facultés humaines — intelligence, volonté, amour humain - ge
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heurtant 2 une limite, et que 1'3tre humain demeure sur ce scuil... sans savoir ce qu'il désire et tendu dans
Tattente. ™"

Thus, if the literature and newspapers one reads are full of falsehoods, then there will be nothing to try
to understand in order to help one to reach one’s limit. When one is dealing with falschoods one is working in the
realm of pure imagination — the imagination which deludes — and unless one bas the means to check and find out
for oneself that these are falsehoods, there is no way to escape this realm. That is why Simone Weil claims that
when people rely on literature, newspapers and other written materials to acquire knowledge that they cannot acquire
themselves in the course of their work, it is criminal for them to be fed falsehoods.

It is commonplace, she claims, to be suspicious of things written in the newspapers. But being suspicious
is not enough, because unless we check we have no way of knowing the truth. Thus, she suggests, special judges
and courts be set up to punish those who publish falsehoods when they could easily have known better. Of course,
the judges would have to be specially selected and trained for such a task. Even so, this may be difficult to regulate.

The next pair of antithetical needs, security and risk are, Simone Weil thinks, psychological needs that have
been ignored in the capitalist countries: "La sécurité signific que 1"me n"est pas sous le poids de la peur ou de la
terreur, excepts par 1effet d'un concours de circonstances accidentelles et pour des moments rares et courts."®

Simone Weil points out that the fear of unemployment almost always creates panic and immobilizes people.
This especially afflicts those people who have worked in factories and have no special skills on which to rely. What
can they do when the house they bought in a factory town becomes worthless because the factory closes down? Such
situations weigh heavily on those people directly affected but also on those threatened by it: * La peur ou la terreur,
comme états d’ame durables, sont des poisons presque mortels, que la cause en soit la possibilit€ du chomage, ou
la répression policidre, ou la présence d’un conquérant étranger ... ou tout autre malheur qui semble surpasser les

forces humaines. "®

However, security should not stifle people, as it does sometimes when people get into & position with the

NWeil, La connaissance surnaturelle, op. cit., p.305.
BWeil, L '‘Enracinement, op. cit., p.48.
®Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.48.



437
state bureaucracy: “L'absence de risque suscite une espice d'ennui qui paralyse autrement que la peur, mais presque
autant,"™ Lack of risk would be equivalent to lack of facing up to obstacles which always confront a human life.
This would surely mean the domination of the imagination. Nevertheless, one must judge which risks are in
&ccordance with one’s obligations and which are not. For instance, Simone Weil argues that a gambler’s risk-taking
for the sake of gain is not as fine a stimulant as to 2 risk taken in order to fulfill one’s obligations.

The final antithetical needs of the soul are private and collective property. To strike a balance so that each
family has some private property, and yet shares in the collective property of the State is perhaps not so easy a task,
especially with the large city phenomenon. But, for Simone Weil, private property is a need of the soul which
should not be ignored. In the examination of "Science et perception dans Descartes™ in Chapter Two of this thesis,
I noted that Simone Weil argues that instruments are like extensions of the body. They are designed to operate in
places where it is too painful or impossible for the body to be used. She claims that people should not be deprived _
or be threatened with being deprived of these extensions of themselves, for in & real way, these things do belong
to the people who use and need them. According to Simone Weil, people who depend on certain necessities and
certain instruments for their livelihood are also psychologically dependant on these things. This dependancy is not
unhealthy, it is simply a part of human nature to use instruments to extend the reach of the body so that the
necessities of life can be taken care of. There is no reason, Simone Weil thinks, to deny this physical and
psychological need. People need to know that they have shelter from the cold and that the instruments they need
to provide for this shelter are there for them. Thus, not only does a family need a house and a small piece of land,
but workers, she thinks, should own the tools with which they work, because: *Tout homme est invinciblement
porté & s*approprier par Iz pensée tout ce dont il a fait longtemps et continueliement usage pour le travail, le plaisir
ou les neessités de la vie, "

To own one’s tools, or for the workers to own their factory, might increase their security as well. Simone
Weil's idea of private property is an interesting compromise between Marx’s idea of the workers’ appropriating all

of the property, thus doing away with private property altogether, and the Capitalist idea that those who have the

“Weil, L ‘Enracinement, op. cit., p.49.
BWeil, L ‘Enracinement, op. cit., p.50.
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money bave the property. Like Marx, she recognizes that those who do the actusl work should own their own
instruments and have the necessities of life which their work would provide for them. But unlike Marx, she does
not see the problem to be with the idea of private property. Rather, the problem lies in how the social order is
organized. People’s physical and psychological needs (not desires), she thinks, ¢can be given first priority.

Collective property, however, has more to do with one's state of mind than of actual ownership. All
citizens should feel as though they own public monuments and gardens. Furthermore, the ceremonies arranged by
the state should include the poorest with the richest. Simone Weil argues that all the honour which goes to make
up a collestivity of any kind should reflect upon all the members of that collectivity. If this were to be the case, then
modern factories would need to be organized in a complately different way. Simone Weil argues the present relation
between money and property is a false relation and must be transformed: "Il o'y & aucun liaison de nature eatre
la proprité et I'argent. La liaison <tablie aujourd’hui est seulement le fait d'un systdme qui a concentré sur I"argent
1a force de tous les mobiles possibles. Ce systéme étant malsain, il faut opérer la dissociation inverse, "%

Simone Weil's view of gaining property is in keeping with the Marxian-Hegelean tradition that one gaisis
property through labour. Just as the gardener recognizes his/her tools and the garden as his/her own, so too, should
the factory worker be able to see the machines and the product of his/her work as his/her own: “Toute espice de
possession qui ne satisfait chez personne le besoin de propricte privée ou collective peut raisonnablement &tre
regardée comme nulle. ™

Simone Weil's application of the principle of the unity of contraries to the needs of the soul allows for what
would otherwise be seen as a disruption to public order. Order is seen here as that which allows for a "just blend”

of the spiritual and the profane.

D UPROQOTEDNESS
Rousseau brought to political theary his unique expression of human nature as being essentially good and

only corruptible by society, and the idea that progress does not necessarily move towards & better state. Similarly,

WWeil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.52.
YWeil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.52.
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Simone Wil brought to political theory her unique analysis of how the modem state can re-direct itself by
connecting with spiritual roots that have been severed rather than nurtured throughout Western history. Simone Weil
attempts to distinguish what she sees to be the healthy roots from the diseased roots in Western thought. The
diseased roots, she claims, can be cut out without any loss at all because they have been spreading and
contaminating the healthy ones by replacing them in the minds of human beings. Only human beings can carry these
roots forward to future generations. That is why she thinks it is very important to make the distinction between those
spiritual roots which can nourish future generations from the heritage which can only stifie them.

Simone Weil identifies that which, from our past, suffocates human beings as uprootedness. She draws an
analogy between how uprootedness can be a kind of suffocation when we are cut off from our roots, and plants,
which depend upon being rooted in the ground, even though the source of their growth comes from the light.
Human beings, who are rooted in human collectivities, also derive the energy to maintain those roots and keep them
growing from that “reality outside of this world.” Thus just 2s plants have chlorophyll to use the sun’s energy,
buman beings have the impersonal part of soul to receive grace.

The analogy breaks down when one considers that human beings can choose to nurture the roots and carry
them on to future generations or to cut the roots, thereby suppressing the knowledge which acknowledges the
impersonal part of the soul. Simone Weil’s notion of rootedness is universal - everywhere, every culture that
provides a bed of nourishment for the souls that form a part of it does supply those souls with the roots they need
and allows for a healthy existence — one that prepares them for their eternal destiny. Thus, there could be many
such environments/cultures. And the fact that each one is securely rooted means that they do not have to close
themselves off from each other. This allows them to communicate with one another openly, acknowiedging the
uniqueness and splendour of each. Simone Weil suggests the exchange between cultures should have the effect of
each one confirming its own originality through its encounter with the other. It should be similar to the experience
2 great painter has when he/she visits the gallery where other great works of art exist. As she says:

Les échanges d'influences eatre milicux trés différents ne sont pas moins indispeasables que L'Enracinement dans
I'entourage naturel. Mais un milieu détermin€ doit recevoir une influence extérieure non pas comme un apport, mais

comme une stimulant qui rende sa vie propre plus intense .... Quand un peintre de réelle valeur va dans un musée,
son originalité en est confirmée. Il doit en &tre de méme pour les diverses populations du globe terrestre et les



différentes milieux socizux.™

Thus healthy roots are grown and maintained through one's own particular culture and through relations
with other rooted peoples.

Before we tumn to how nations can grow roots again, according to Simone Weil, we must look at the details
of what she perceives to be the main causes of uprootedness. Much of what Simone Weil claims to be the causes
of uprootedness in L 'Enracinement .stem from what I have shown 10 be one of her main criticisms of Western
civilization in Chapters Two and Three: that we base the organization of society, our view of history, our view of
science, and our conception of Christianity, on a belief in progress. Again, in L 'Enracinement Simone Weil makes
the same point. However, hers she subsumes her critique of this unwarranted belief into her conception of
*uprootedness” and she applies it to the modem collectivity, the centralized Nation-State, relating ber analysis
particularly to France. In the following pages, I will analyse Simone Weil’s understanding of how the Nation-State
of France has become, in her view, uprooted, and what she thinks are the manifestations of this uprootedness. I will
then analyse her positive suggestions of what might be done to root the Natjon-State so that it can be a meraxu for
the individuals that form 2 part of it. Since what afflicts the organism in its general ideology and organization must
afflict the parts in their particular ideology and organization, I will also analyse how the problem of uprootedness,
according to Simone Weil, afflicts the workers in the cities and the peasants in the country.

As I have illustrated earlier in this final chapter, the workers and the peasants, the physical labourers play
a large part in rooting the collectivity spiritually in Simone Weil's idcal State. Thus, I will consider Simone Weil's
proposals of how to re-root these physical labourers. Throughout, 1 will concentrate on how she thinks being
uprooted fails to nourish the souls of human beings, thus preventing the individual from attending to the impersonal
part of his/her soul and how her proposals to grow roots again do provide the proper environment for the individual
to become aware of histher spirituality. A neceséary part of growing roots again in Western civilization, especially
in France (as this is the particular Nation-State to which Simone Weil addresses her analysis) is, she argues, for

science and religion to re-unite. Finally, I will consider why she thinks this is necessary to the rooting of the

BWeil, L'Enracinement, op. ¢it., p.61-62.
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individual in the collectivity.

i Uprootedness of the collectivity

Simone Weil argues that the Nation-State, from its inception, has been the main factor in the uprootedness
of the collectivity in the Western countries. She attempts to demonstrate this point through an analysis of the history
of th.e inception of the Nation-State in France. She shows that France had been built by conquering the many other
kinds of geographical human collectivites that previously existed, for example, a people could belong to one town,
a collection of villages, or a province, or even a particular region. However, France, like many other Nation-States,
made sure that all of these smaller collectivities became one thing: "La nation, c’est-a-dire I'Etat; car on ne peut
pas trouver d’autre définition au mot nation que 1'ensemble des territoires reconnaissant 'autorit€ d'un méme
Ewmt."™ Thus, argues Simone Weil, human beings have been coerced into giving to the state their most valuable
worldly possession — their continuity in time. This could have been a good thing except that the state fails to play
the role of a metaxu: "En somme, le bien le plus précieux de I'homme dans Iordre temporel, ¢'est-d-dire la
continuité dans le temps, par dela les limites de Iexistence humaine. dans les deux sens, ce bien a &€ entidrement
remis en dépot a I'Etat."*®

According to Simone Weil's analysis, the state did not fulfill its obligation to root its people in their past
because it was conceived in its inception to be an absolute power, thus it only idolizes itself. Consequently, the state
only preserved those ideas from the past which allowed it to set itself up as this absolute power: "Il (I'Etat) s& posait
comme un absolu ici-bas, c’est-2-dire comme un objet d"idolitrie ....""

Simone Weil argues that what actually caused France and the other Nation-States of the West to become
uprooted collectivities is at once ideological and historical. She claims that the ideology of progress espoused by
the Encyclopedists caused the French to see the French Revolution as a break with the past rather than as a

continuation of a tradition. Simone Weil argues that particular historical figures, through their ambition for power,

PWeil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.129.
Weil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.131.
"Weil, L ‘Enracinement, op. cit., p.165.
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belped to make this interpretation of the French Revolution a reality.

Before I turn to my analysis of Simone Weil's perspective on Freach history and the idsology of progress
which surrounds the Revolution, I think it is necessary to remind the reader of Simone Weil's method of interpreting
history. In Chapter Three I pointed out that Simone Weil holds that, as historians are dependant on documents for
their interpretation of history, and because the documents preserved are generally the ones favoured by the
conquerors, the historian should go to history with the attentive eye which comes from the impersonal part of their
soul. This means, according to Simone Weil, that history must be written not only by presenting the facts correctly
as much as possible but also by presenting them in their true perspective relative to good and evil. It is this moral
perspective that Simone Weil adopts in her interpretation of the history of France.

She searches for signs of “true greatness™ amidst what she takes to be the general transmission and praise
of false greatness. Simone Weil adopts this perspective because, as [ have pointed out, she thinks that it is oaly from
history that individuals growing into the collectivity can receive the knowledge of what there is in one’s collectivity
which is worth loving and preserving: "H n'y 2 pas de patrie sans histoire.*™ Thus, Simone Weil adopts this
moralistic and even mystical perspective on history.

Simone Weil claims that there are two historical events leading to France’s uprootedness. The first, actually
a series of events, was the fault of the many kings of France. She claims that the French must admit that the forty
kings who; over a thousand years made France; often treated the people of the territories owing allegiance quite
brutally and as if they were conquered people.”

Simone Weil argues, contrary to chauvinistic opinion, that the kings of France did not peacefully assimilate
all those people who had previously only owed allegiance to the king. Some people were brutally conquered. The

prime example she uses is the conquest of the lands situated south of the Loire at the beginning of the thirteenth

"Weil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.292. As Ivo Mallan points out in L 'Enracinement de Simone Weil: essai

d'interprétation(Paris: Librairie Didier, 1961), p.42-53, Simone Weil follows Taine or Renan who, after the defeat
of Sedan, felt that the only thing they could do was to try to understand in the history of France what might be
contributing causes of the defeat.

® Arthur Wills in The Need for Roots(New York: Octagon Books, 1979), p.106, points out that “the forty kings
who in a thousand years made France” is a reference to the motto heading the front page of the royalist organ,
Action Francaisebefore the war.
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century:
Ces territoires od existait un niveau élevé de culture, de tolérance, de liberté, de vie spirituelle, &taient animés d'un
patriotisme intease pour ce qu'ils nommaient leur “langage”; mot par lequel ils désignaient la patrie. Les Francais
€taient pour eux des étrangers et des barbares, comme pour nous les Allemands.®

Simone Weil was aware that the French were not solely responsible for all of the crueltics that the
Albigensians and the people of Toulouse underwent. Nevertheless, Simon de Montfort did lead Pope Innocent II1's
crusade. Perhaps because he was French, Simone Weil puts the blame on the French: "Pour imprimer
immédiatement la terreur, les Frangais commencirent par exterminer la ville entidre de Beziers, et ils obtinrent
I'effet cherché.™ Also, she thinks that after the Albigensians underwent defeat after defeat, the Cathars were
completely annihilated. The Catholics of Toulouse, she claims, also tried 1o defend the Cathars but failed, and
Toulouse was from then on treated like a conquered country:
Par la suite, le destin de ce pays (Toulousz) eut longtemps encore quelque chose de tragique. Un sidcle et demi plus
tard, un oncle de Charles V1 le traitaiten pays conquis, avec tant de cruauté que quarante mille hommes s’enfuirent
en Aragon. Il eut encore des frémissements & I'occasion des guerres religieuses, des luttes contre Richelieu, et fut
maintes fois ravagé; 1'exécution du duc de Montmorency, mis 2 mort 2 Toulouse parmi la vive douleur de la
population, en marque la soumission définitive.™

She cites several other examples: Burgundy in the 14th century, the Bretons, the Franche-comté, and the
Corsicans.” Simone Fraisse points out in "Simone Weil et le monde antique” that Simone Weil objected to the many
French thinkers who studied in latin and were nurtured by a positive attitude towards the Romans:
...l faut bien dire que les Frangais qui faisaient du latin ont €té nourris par De viris illustribus... A la veille de 1a
premidre guerre mondiale, il y avait eu politiquement un retour en faveur des Romains, en particulier 2 I"Action
Frangaise. Dans son livre Barbares et Romains, Maurras répdte a longueur de pages qu'il est romain, et c’est un
texte auquel il tenait beaucoup. Dans I'entre-deux-guerres, les esprits sont redevenus plus sereins...((cependant))
en 1934, Jéréme Carcopino a écrit Les érapes de l'impérialisme romain, ouvrage... favorable aux Romains...™

What concerned Simone Weil was that the French had forgotten the anlaysis of the writers of the 18th

century, such as Mentesquieu and Mably, who showed how there was a paralie] between the way Rome conquered

MWeil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.138.

"Weil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.138.

*Simone Weil, "L agonie d'une civilisation vue 3 travers un potme Epique,” Ecrits hisioriques et politiques
(1960; Paris, Gallimard, 1979), p.73.

VSec Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.139-142 for the detailed historical indictments,

"Simone Fraisse, "Simone Weil et le monde antique,” Simone Weil; Philosapke, historienne et mystique (Paris:
Aubier Montzigne, 1978), p.193.201.
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people and the way the French Kings conquered people, What was the worst for Simone Weil was the way in
which the French and other modern states followed the Romans in believing that they bad a mission to conquer
people in order to civilize them. Simone Fraisse endorses Simone Weil's analysis of the parsllel between the
Romans and the modern states on this point:

-+ Les Romains ...mais ils étaient tellement persuadés de leur supériorité et du cadeau qu'ils faisaient aux peuples
conquis en installant les institutions romaines chez eux, que je crois que son parallele des conquérants, des
impérialistes, des colonisateurs. Cette vaste confrc-tation est, 3 mon sens, ce qu'il y a de meilleur dans les vues
de Simone Weil sur I'histoire romaine, et nous donne beaucoup 2 penser.™

Simone Weil in L'Enracinement is objecting to this same tendency, that is, to put a good “historical”
interpretation on &»scntially bad actions. She points out with these examples of conquered people in France that
kingdoms and states which build their country and culture by uprooting other smaller collectivitieskill the spiritual
roots of their own past. If France valued justice before she had conquered these people, then after she would have
lost claim to such a value because of her actions. Military conquest assumes the value which nurtures a totalitarian
state: the cause of the strong is more just than that of the weak. France, Simone Weil claims, has built its nation
by uprooting people from their spiritual past and forcing them to believe that might is right. But, she claims, these
conquered peoples knew this was not true justice. They knew that true Jjustice occurs:
Si on est le supérieur dans le rapport inégal des forces, 2 se conduire exactement comme s'il ¥y avait égalité,
Exactement 2 tous égards, ¥ compris les moindres détails d*accent et d'attitude, car un détail peut suffire & rejeter
I'inférieur & I"état de matidre qui dans cette occasion est naturellement le sien....'®

We know that Simone Weil intends this idea of true justice to apply equally between one collectivity and
another because, as we saw above, she applies this definition to the actions of the Athenians in Sth century B.C.
in the massacre of the people of Melos as described in Thucydides. '

Simone Weil judges the actions of the French, in their military conquests, from the same moral perspective.
She argues that they transmitted evil to these people because in brutally uprooting them they did harm to these
people’s desire for the good. This lack of respect paid to another’s collectivity harms the soul of each of the

individuals belonging to that collectivity because each one's love for his/her nation is one of the manifestations of

"Fraisse, "Simone Weil et le monde antique”, op. cit., p.194-195)
‘®Simone Weil, Attente de Dieu(Paris: Editions Fayard, 1966), p.129.
'Weil, Arrense , op. cit., p.130.
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his/her *desire for the good®. Furthermore, France has robbed these people of their metaxu.

As I pointed out earlier in this chapter, Simone Weil thinks that it is sacrilege to destroy a human being’s
metaxu because human beings cannot live without the relative and mixed blessings of home, country, traditions,
culture, etc., which warm and nourish the soul. In judging France’s historical actions in this way, Simone Weil
applies her conception of morality in order to point out to the French peopie that there is a serious problem with
the way France has conducted its foreign affairs in the past.

The French revolution was the second historical event, according to Simone Weil, to contribute to the
uprooting of the French people from their past. She claims that two different conceptions of the term revolution
emerged from 1789, The conception Simone Weil favours "consiste 2 transformer la socicté de manitre que les
ouvriers puissent y avoir des racines...” The conception of the revolution that Simone Weil disparages s the one
she thinks the Encyclopedists spread and the one which she thinks has caused society to be uprooted: “I‘autre
consiste & dtendre & toute la société la maladie du déracinement qui a &té infliglée aux ouvriers.”'®

The conquered people, as well as many others, Simone Weil argues, threw themselves into the revolution
with the hope that a new system would bring true justice to their country. This hope for true justice, she claims,
was the true val.uc which inspired the French Revolution. ButAthe value of true justice did not go down in French
history as the value which inspired the Revolution. These values, she thinks, were killed by the Encyclopedists, who
were obssessed with the idea of progress. We see here Simone Weil's old criticism of the idea of progress, prevalent
in Réflexions sur les causes de la liberté et de l'oppression sociale being cited as one of the main causes of
uprootedness in the history of France, In L'Enracinement, Simone Weil claims that the Encyclopedists were mainly
responsible for the transmission of this idea that the French Revolution constituted progress because it constituted
a severe break with the past. The Encyclopedists, she claims, are at fault for preventing the liberating value, true
Justice, which she thinks actually did inspire the revolution of 1789 from being preserved in France.

If the Encyclopedists had seen that the French people desired true justice and that is why they were

prepared to die in a Revolution, then they would not have recorded the Revolution as a break with the past. The

'“Weil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.67.



436
desire for justice is, according to Simone Weil's moral theory, the same as the desire for good, which is a desire
for the supernatural virtue to descend. These eternal values give continuity to time. This is what she deems is
valuable in the history of a particular collectivity. Thus, when the Encyclopedists claimed that the French Revolution
was a complete break with the past, they did not understand the people’s need for eternal values, true justice, and
that it is only in the past that human beings can find these etemnal values:

Le passé, quand I'imagination ne s’y complait pas - au moment ol quelque rencontre le fait surgir dans sa purété -
est du temps A couleur d'éternité....

Le présent, nous y sormmes attachds. L’avenir, nous le fabriquons dans notre imagination. Seul le passé, quand
nous ne imagination. Seul le passé, quand nous ne le refabriquons pas, est réalits pure.'®

In analyzing this event, Simone Weil is indirectly addressing the Communist ideals of a prolctanan

revolution. She argues in two essays written in London, later published in Oppression er liberté, that revolution
never gives the power to the "weak,” the lower classes, but only strengthens the power of those who have already
gained power through hard work."™ She cites certain historical events to support her argument. One of the main
ideals of the proletarian revolution is for the weak, that is, the proletariat, to gain force or power. Her reasoning
is that force cannot magically one day be on the side of the weak. This is a contradiction. If the weak are strong
and have force on their side, then they ceass to be weak.
Lillusion constante de la Révolution consiste i croire que les victimes de la force étant innocentes des violences
qui se produisent, si on leur met en main la force, elles la manidront justement. Mais sauf les &mes qui sont assez

proches de la sainteté, les victimes sont souillées par la force comme les bourreaux. Le mal qui est 2 {a poignée

du glaive est transmis 2 la pointe. Et les victimes, ainsi mises au faite et envirdes par le changement, font autant
du mal ou plus....'"

Since revolutionary materialism, according to Simone Weil's analysis in "Perspectives: Allons-nous vers
la révolution prolétarienne?,” operates only within the realm of necessity, as all wars do according to Hegel, the
wezk have no way to tum their weakness into strength, Thus, according to the logic of the Communists, if the weak
become strong it is by becoming a force over others through a revolution, as Simone Weil says:

Le matérialisme revolutionnaire de Marx consiste 3 poser, d'unc part que tout est réglé exclusivement par la force,
d’autre part qu'un jour viendra soudain ol la force sera du c6té des faibles. Non pas que certains qui étaient fribles

1OWeil, La pesanteur, op. cit., p.175.

1“Simone Weil, "Examen critique des idées de révolution et de progres,” and "Y-a-t-il unc doctrine marxiste?"
Oppression et libert#(1955; Paris: Gallimard, 1981), p.178-185, and 221-254, respectively.

WWeil, La pesanteur, op. cit., p.176.
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deviendront forts, changement qui s est toujours produit; mais que la masse entidre des faibles, demeurant la masse
des faibles, aura la force de son coté.'®

According to Simone Weil, if a peoples” motives for throwing themselves into a revolution is, in their
bearts, a desire for true justice, then they must usc the language which expresses what is in their hearts. This is the
language of justice. However, when the Marxist intellectuals, promoting the revolution, think and speak of the
revolution as a desire for power; that is, they use the language of rights, Simone Weil thiks that revolution
becomes, instead of a fight against oppression, 2 mechanism for further uprooting oppressed peoples from their
spiritual past.

These two historical events from French history help us to understand how Simone Weil's conception of
uprootedness works within one particular historical setting. Simone Weil argues that when a state is built by
bringing together uprooted peoples, the ideals of the State remain impure. We saw in the historical analysis done
in Chapter three, Part two that Simone Weil found the westem conception of the nation-state to be totalitarian in
its inception. In French history, we saw that Weil had traced this totalitarian conception of the state back to
Richelieu. In L'Enracinement, she argues that a state which ssts itself up as the absolute value cannot be a metaxu
for the people. Thus it cannot, according to Weil, fulfill the individual's need for order because only 2 state which
strives to imitate a higher order can be organized in a way so that individuals will not be faced with contradictory
obligations.

A state that idolizes itself and enslaves people’s minds is what Simone Weil calls the Great Beast. This idea
comes from the Republic (Book VII). She agrees with Plato that the Great Beast is a collectivity symbolizing a
transcendent social idolatry for those who are educated to think that their country should be the absolute.'®? Thus,
the power of the Great Beast usurps God's place in the soul; in effect the collective becomes ascendent: "Le
collectif est I"objet de toute I'idolatrie, c’est lui qui nous enchaine 2 la terre. L'avarice: 1'or est du social.

L'ambition: le pouvoir est du social. *'®

"*Weil, "...doctrine marxiste?”, op. cit., p. 252.

'“"See Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.177, where she compares the way the Freach of 1943 viewed the
history of France as the story of France’s growth - as if France were like a farm animal. It is here that she quotes
Plato on the Grezt Beast.

"*Weil, La pesanteur, op. cit., p.160.
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The problem with taking the state as one’s absolute value is that one makes the mistake of accepting the
relative good which is correlative 1o evil rather than the absolute good which has no correlative, The only way to
see the true role of the State is to break out of the social and, as was pointed out above, only the individual can do
that: "Il 2"y a que par I'entrée dans le transcendant, le surnaturel, le spiritucl authentique que 1'homme devient
supérieur au social. Jusque-13, en fait et quoiqu'il fasse, le social est transcendant par rapport & I'homme. ' When
the state sets itself up as an absolute value, the individual is not encouraged to place the Good above the state. In
this way, the collective mistakenly replaces the good. In other words, it is up to the state to educate its people to
value the Good above all. This is how the state plays the role of an intermediary meraxu. In France, according to
Simone Weil, the State was formed by uprooted people (under the influence of the Encyclopedists) who believed
that it was possible to have justice in a society where the ruling value was one of *might is right” and so they threw
themselves into the hands of the State which further uprooted them.
La perte du passé, collective ou individuelle, est la grande tragédie humaine, et nous avons jeté le ndtre comme un
enfant déchire une rose. C'est avant tout pour éviter cette perte que les peuples resistent désespérement A la conquéte
... Mais le developpement de I'Etat épuise le pavs. L'Etat mange la substance morzle du pays, en vit, s’en

engraisse, jusqu'a ce que la nourriture vienne & s'épuiser, ce qui le reduit & la langueur par la famine. La France
en €tait armivée 13."°

The way that the people of France demonstrated their uprootedniess, she claims, was by their attitude
towards the state and politics, especially in tl;le period between the two wars. After losing so many lives in a very
bitter first world war, people had begun to realize that the state demanded more loyalty and love than it inspired,
for: "L’Etat est une chose froide que ne peut pas &tre aimée ... ainsi on est force de 'aimer, parce qu'il n'y a que
Iui. Tel est le supplice moral de nos contemporains.™'** Implicitly, Simone Weil thinks that people felt that the state
did not offer them true liberty and they showed this by their lack of obedience and their disdain for politics; people
cheated the state whenever they got a chance. A strange paradox had developed: a democracy in which people hate
public institutions and the value of politics was decried. '

What Simone Weil saw the French doing in 1943 was using the old nationalist ideals of the great French

™Weil, La pesanteur, op. cit., p.162.
1oWeil, L Enracinement, op. cit., p.154.
UWeil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.148,
U2Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.154-156.
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Empire to build the spirit of the people to fight for their country. This, she thought was to deay the French people
the truth about France's ways in the past. The French Empire, like the Roman Empire, had a false conception of
greatness. In a time when the truth was essential to the building of their morale, lying to them was criminal. Simone
Weil argues that it was precisely the setting up of an idolatrous state in order to fulfill the desire to build an empire
that had gotten France into its predicament of 1940. Nazi Germany was the contemporary embodiment of
"triumphant nationalism. " Thus, Simone Weil challenged the Free French not to use the ideology of false greatness
which was, at that very time, causing the people in France to suffer and which the people had already begun to
question in their minds,

Furthermore, she argues that the Free French could not speak about the French State as an absolute value
because one's country is something earthly where good and evil are always mingled together. Thus, to talk about
clernal France was, she argued, a sort of blasphemy. France was a nation: "La nation est un fait, et un fait n’est
pas un zbsolu, ™"

Simone Weil criticized the ideology of the French State because she hoped that it might come to terms with
what she saw to be its mistake: that is, separating itself from those universal values which are related to the
Absolute Good. She believed that a state, by setting itself up as an absolute value in the eyes of the people, sets
itszlf up to be hated when it fails to be Gie absolute power it claims to be. When a people’s sense of honour is
dependant upon false greatness, they quickly recognize the hollowness of this so-called honour when they become
the victims of the false greatness of another state.

This phenomenon of self-idolatry was the lie that infected the notion of patriotism in France from the
thirteenth century on. Before military conquest was equated with greatness, there were feelings of patriotism which

were pure; "... Vercingétorix est vraiment mort pour la Gaule; les tribus espagnoles qui ont résisté 2 la conquite
romaine parfois jusqu'a I’extermination, mouraient pour I'Espagne ...."'"* Simone Weil finds in the Middle Ages

many diverse forms of pure expressions of patriotism:

Le patriotisme était diffus, errant, et s"¢largissait ou se resserrait selon les affinités et les périls. 11 était mélangé

"Weil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.168.
Weil, L '‘Enracinement, op. cit., p.134.
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3 des loyautés différentes, celles envers des hommes, seigneurs ou rois, celles envers des cités. Le tout formait
quelque chose de trds confus, mais aussi de trds humain. Pour exprimer le sentiment d'obligation que chacun
&prouve envers son pays, on disait le plus souvent “Je public,” "le bien public,” mot qui peut & volonté désigner
un village, une ville, une province, la France, la chrétienté, le genre humain,'*?

15Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.135.
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E FALSE AND TRUE PATRIOTISM

According to Simone Weil's historical analysis around the early part of the 18th century there was among
the peasants a pure flame of patriotism. As pointed out above, it foreshadowed the Revolution, which the peasants
believed would bring true justice to France. This pure flame of patriotism was, Simone Weil argues, arrested by
the Encyclopedists, when they preserved only the values that went with progress in their writings. As a result,
Simone Weil thinks that a less pure form of patriotism grew out of the Revolution. The reason is because patriotism
was cut off from the Good by making the absolute state its object. These uprooted people, assisted by the
Encyclopedists, savered any ties they had with their past: “Ainsi il y a eu en France ce paradoxe d'un patriotisme
fonde, non sur I'amour du passe, mais sur la rupture la plus violente avec le passe du pays.™"®

The quality of being French she argues, was not so much a natural fact s a choice to be a part of the first
sovereign nation. The way Simone Weil saw history unfolding was that this kind of patriotism had no lasting effect
because as soon as national sovereignty was recognized as an illusion, it could no longer be the object of patriotism.
According to Simone Weil's analysis of the illusions surrounding the idea of a revolution, this was inevitable
because force defiles those who use it and either they become oppressors or the oppressors return. Thus, the
meaning of patriotism changed and the object of it became the state.

Simone Weil does not think that the ideology behind the state can inspire a sense of patriotism based on
love of one's country because of its totalitarian tendencies. Thus, the Revolution, inspired by a revolt against the
injustice of the kings and a popular desire for liberty, ended up creating the very thing it had hoped to eliminate:
an oppressive society.

According to Simone Weil's analysis, the people of 1789 did not choose the correct words to express
themselves: they cried out for their "rights” rather than for “justice.” This suggested that they did not recognize their
obligation towards the collectivity. She argues that the notion of rights is always connected with the idea of force.'”

Simone Weil cites the Reign of Terror of 1792-94 as an example of a situation in which verbal expressions such

UoWeil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.142.
I7See Simone Weil, “La personne et le sacré,” Ecrits de Londres et derniéres lettres(Paris: Gallimard, 1957),
p-26.
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as "Give us our rights” are suppressed with force. She argues that a protest against injustice should be expressed
as a cry from the depths of the heart, and then it may awaken an impulse of charity on both sides. The use of the
word “rights® only serves to increase the alienation between the people and the rulers.

Si I'on dit 3 quclqu'un"qui soit capable d'entendre: "Ce que vous me faites n’est pas juste®, on peut frapper et
éveiller & la source I'esprit d"atteation et d*amour. 1! n'en est pas de méme de paroles comme: "J"ai le droitde ...*,
" Vous n'avez pas le droit de ..."; elles enferment une guerre latente et éveillent un esprit de guerre.!™

In order to propagate a false patriotism the history of France is taught like a story about its growth,
assuming that the military conquests it had achieved were necessarily a "good® thing. Thus, she says, Plato was
right to compare the collectivity to an animal in so far as those who are blinded by its prestige: * “ appellent justes
et belles les choses ndcessaires, €tant incapables de discerner et d'enseigner quelle distance il y 2 eatre I'esseace
du nécessaire et celle du bien”."'"” Simone Weil claims that when history was being taught in the schools, morals
ceased 10 play a part: "l n’est jamais question des obligations de 1z France a I'exterieur, '™

All morality is reduced to the lower planes of private life so that there is no longer any sense of what is
good for the collectivity (one’s own or another's collectivity). As 1 pointed out above, Simone Weil thinks that
history should be taught and written in relation to good and evil. In other words, historical events that have a
relation to good should be, according to Simone Weil, praised whereas those that are cruel and have no relation to
Justice should be denounced. This way students will know what is good and worthy of love in a country’s past and
denounce what is not worthy of love.

What Simone Weil sees is that the state gains prestige, not becausc it stands for certain moral values of
Justice and goodness, but rather because it stands for the glory it gains through military conquest — false greatness.
Thus, the superior prestige of the nation is bound up with the exaltation of war. That is why war is so important
1o a nation that bases its patriotism on false greatness. In peace time, it is not necessary to foster any patriotic
fervour because there is no glory to be gained. Therefore, she points out, people can cheat the state or hate the

police without feeling unpatriotic.

"*Weil, "La personne et le sacré”, op. c¢it., p.26.
"Weil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.177.
™Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.177.
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A collectivity that gives no attention to the general morale of its people and bases its patriotism on glory
and nationat egoism does not have the patriotic fervour, after it loses its glory which eventually always happeas,
to weather outside threats. The state expects its people 10 support the injustices it inflicts on other nations while
gaining its glory and to decry the injustices that other pations inflict on it while gaining their glory. But according
to Simone Weil's moral theory, people should never support injustices nor can they truly love a state which inflicts
injustices on others. All of a people’s moral sustenance, she claims, is drawn from the Good or that which has a
relation to the good. A state or a collectivity which fosters a kind of patriotism based on false greatness and
"prestige” has no relation to the Good, That is why the people who belong 1o this lstter kind of state have no moral
strength nor any true love for their state. Thus, when their state loses its prestige, these people turn to another state
whick has prestige even if it is their enemy, because they were taught to believe that prestige is what sustains them.
This 15 what Simone Weil saw happening in France with the collaborations of 1943.
Quand on a pris I"habitude de considérer comme un bien absolu et clair de toute ombre cette croissance au cours

de laquelle la France a dévore€ et digéné tant de territoires, comment une propagande inspinée exactement de la méme

pensée, et mettant seulement le nom de 1'Europe A 1a place de celui de la France, ne s*unfiltrera-t-elle pas dans un
coin de I"ame? ....

Les collaborateurs actuels (1943) ont a I*égard de I'Europe nouvelle que forgerait une victoire allemande
I"attidude qu'on demande aux Provengaux, aux Bretons, aux Alsaciens, aux Francs-Comtois d’avoir, quant au passé,
& 1"égard de la conquite de leurs pays par le roi de France. Pourquoi la différence des époques changerait-elle le
bien et le mal? On entendait couramment dire entre 1918 et 1919, par les braves gens qui espéraient la peix:
*Autrefois il y avait la guerre entre provinces, puis elle se sont unies en forment des nations. De la méme manidre
les nations vont s'unir dans chague continent, puis dans le monde entier, ¢t ce sera la fin de toute guerre.” ..., Les
braves gens qui parlaient ainsi connaissaient en gros "histoire de France, mais ils ne réfléchissaient pas, au moment
ob ils parlaient, que I'unité nationale s'était accomplie presque exclusivement par les conquites les plus
brutales....Quoi d'étonnant si une partie au moins de leur dme s'est mise & penser: "Pour le progrés, pour
I"accomplissement de 1'Histoire, il faut peut-étre en passer par 127" Ils ont pu se dire: "La France a eu Ia victoire
en 1918; elle n*a pu accomplir I'unité de I'Europe; maintenant I'Allcmagne essaie de 1'accomplir; ne la génons
pas.'I:I

The patriotism which grows out of the idolatry of self is false because it is based on a lie; that is, that one’s
collectivity is the only collectivity that is unique and has the possibility to be glorious; thus, the need for a new sort
of patriotism becomes obvious. This new patriotism must be bascd on the idea that one’s collectivity is unique and

2 metaxu, but the collectivity of others is also unique and a metaxu for them. For, each healthy collectivity nourishes

'Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.184-186.
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the souls of those who form a part of it.
Les vrais biens terrestres sont des meraxus. On ne peut respecter ceux d'autrui que dans la mesure od I'on regarde
ceux qu'on possdde sculement comme des metaux... Pour respectar par exemple les patries étrangires, il faut faire
de sa propre patrie, non pas une idole, mais un ¢chelon vers Dien, '™

The new sort of patriotism that Simone Weil conceives is one that encourzges compassion for one’s nation;
one that would endure the storms of peril. The way to do this is: "Donner aux Francais quelque chose 3 aimer. Et
leur donner d'abord 2 aimer la France. Concevoir la réalité correspondant au nom de France de telle manidre que
teile qu'elle est, dans sa vérité, elle puisse &tre aimde avec toute I'ime, ™13

In order for one's country to be & meraxu, which is the individual's proper relation to the collectivity, one
must love one's collectivity with compassion. This pure love gives the impetus needed to overcome the contradiction
inherent in patriotism: the country is something earthly which is limited and yet it must ask its people for unlimited
loyalty. The main reason for having such compassion is because the needs of the soul of one's compatriots are being
met by this collectivity. The recognition that this is so, and the compassion which follows, makes one want to
preserve one’s country even at the cost of one’s life. This shows that one loves one’s country as a meraxu to God.
La charit¢ peut et doit aimer dans tous les pays tout ce qui est condition du développement spirituel des individus,
c’est-a~dire, d’une part, I'ordre social, ...d autre pant, le langage, les cérémonies, les costumes, tout ce qui participe
au beau, toute la poésie qui enveloppe la vie d’un pays.'™

Compassion is desire turned totally towards the infinite Good. But this does not protect those who do have
this compassionate love and can contemplate the country’s misfortune and give everything to try to remedy it from
suffering greatly both in their contemplation and through their efforts to remedy the situation.

However, for the State to give the French people France to Jove she must cease to be an Empire. She did
not think that France should abandon these territories to their own devices, rather it should keep up the contact but
only as one free nation does with another free nation, as she says: *Il n'y a échange que si chacun conserve son
génie propre, et cela n'est pas possible sans liberté, *'=

As has been previously noted, Simone Weil approaches history from an ethical perspective. She was deeply

'=Weil, La pesanteur, 0p. cit., p.148.
**Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.200.
“Weil, La pesanteur, op. cit., p.164.

*“Weil, L ‘Enracinement, op. cit., p.208.
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concerned about the fact that France had formed its Nation-State by conquering the people south of the Loire Vallcy.
She thought that this certainly weakened these people's love for France. However, Simone Weil recognized that
the past cannot be changed. But what she thought could be changed is the recognition on the part of the French that
what they did was wrong and they could show a willingness to repair what they could for past wrongs.

Simone Weil did not think that France should or could totally repair the past but she thought what they
could do is allow these people to restore some of their spiritual treasures and even eacourage them to do so. It is
only to repair past wrongs and not to justify future wrong-doings that Simone Weil could agree that: “il n'y a pas
incompatibilité entre 1'amour de la petite patrie et celui de la grande. '™ Nevertheless, she thought that even with
all of these people's regrets over their loss, the passage of time has brought about many new "organic ties” and that,
for this reason, they should recognize that to give France away to Germany, out of bitterness, would not repair past
wrongs done to them and it would worsen their situation by destroying the existing organic ties.

The solution is not, according to Simone Wei!, to totally forget the past, but to realize that it cannot be
changed by continuing to uproot one’s present collectivity. Instead, she suggests that the solution might be to put
one's heart, as much as possible into that which now exists as one's native land so as to prevent further alienation.
Car de cette manidre un homme de Toulouse peut regretter passionnément que sa ville soit jadis devenue frangaise;
que tant de merveilleuses églises romanes aient été détruites pour faire place 2 un mediocre gothique d'importation;
que I'Inquisition ait arrété 1"épanouissement spirituel; et il peut plus passionnément encore se promettre de ne jamais
accepter que cette méme ville devienne allemande.™

One thing that could be done, to preserve the past for those people who have lost something precious, is
to set up what Simone Weil calls a "nucleus” between people in different nations because they share a common
heritage. These nuclei could connect certair bits of French territory with other non-French territories where the
people have certain affinities between them and share common ideas. The example Simone Weil gives is that
Brittany. Brittany, Wales, Comwall, and Ireland might feet themselves, in regard to certain things, to be parts of
the same environment. Through these nuclei people could form organic bonds of attachments between nations, Were

France to allow these bonds of attachment to form between peoples of her nation with peoples of similar ideas from

*Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.207.
“Veil, L’Enracinement, op. cit., p.207.
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another nation, France would demonstrate that she is a nation which offers her people the liberty to preserve their
own genius,

Simone Weil's idea is that France could show the conquered people that she does regret the brutality of
her history and that she would like to belp these people capture some of their past. Simone Weil hoped that this
would have the effect of easing some of the bitterness conquered people feel and, furthermore, she thought it would
allow these peoples to recognize that now they have come to feel some good feelings for France. Once the bitterness

is removed, some of the positive feelings they might feel for their present collectivity could surface.

i The duty of a State: to inspire true patriot love

Although Simone Weil claims that it is always the state’s primary duty to secure the national territory, she
also argues that this is not the state’s sole duty towards its people. Her reasoning is that if the state only secures
its territory with military force and no more, it would be as though it did nothing at all, because people would be
able to forget that their state is a reality they cannot do without. They might begin to entertain the false ideas that
they can do without it as the collaborators in France had imagined. With such ideas in .thc people’s minds, the state
could not preserve itself in situations when real threat is being imposed on the national territory. Without
compassion in the peoples’ hearts for their present collectivity the state will not be able to get the kind of support
it needs 1o secure its territory. Simone Weil suggests two ways in which France or any other nation could be
presented to its people in times of social stability: "... la patrie luj est présentée comme une chose belle et précieuse,
mais d’une part imparfaite, d"autre part trds fragile, exposée au malheur, qu'il faut chérir et préserver....”1

This way, she thought, the French workers and peasants would be able to closely identify with it —
especially since their own pasts have been full of misfortune. They would undsrstand, she thinks, that all that they
have must be protected for themselves and future generations. However, this also depends upon the changing of
their conditions of existence in a way that confirms to them that France respects the role that they play in making

France what it is — their labour is essential to the life of the country. Simone Weil has not forgotten the horrors

*FWeil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.224.
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she experienced as a factory worker, nor the exhaustion of her days in the fields in the south of France. She
understood very well how difficult it would be for a worker, who looked to Russiz for relief from oppression, to
want to fight for his/her country when the war broke out. The worker’s heart would not be with France. She also
understood how the peasants, who threw themselves into the Revolution with great hopes, felt abandoned by
everyone who focused their attention on the workers® conditions and wages in the factories.

Thus, Simone Weil thought that this would be a good time for the Freach government to attend to the needs
of the soul of the workers and rural people. She argues that this is truly the only way to obtain consented obedience
from one's people -- 2 people who are oppressed will not consent to obey. That is why, Simone Weil argues, France
must study how the workers and peasants have been uprooted in the past and take measures to remedy this situation.
The people constitute the morale of the country ~ if they are oppressed the country can have all the armed forces
it can muster together but it will not have the morale of its people behind it. This will cripple the country from
within. This was a problem studied by many political thinkers - Plato, Rousseau, and Kant. Simone Weil suggests
how to build the morale of the people from within; these suggestions tend to be socialistic as well as atteative to
ways that their work could have a spiritual orientation. She emphasizes that their conditions of existence and needs
of the soul should not be improved for the sake of the state itself, rather cach and every individual soul among the
people remains the most important motive for changing their life conditions.

Simone Weil thinks that physical l.bourers should form the spiritual core of Westem civilization. Thus,
she thinks that the workers and peasants should be given a special role in the re-rooting of the nation-state. Simone
Weil has argued throughout her life, as I have shown in this thesis, that work and especially work with a method
is an essential part of the human condition. She thinks that what distinguishes the Western civilization is that its
greatest thinkers, in moments of illumination, have recognized the spiritual value of human labour. Thus, she
thought that France should have, after the Second World War, led the Western nation-states by organizing itself so
as to give work its true dignity.

My analysis of how Simone Weil thought that the workers had been uprooted and could be rooted again
takes France, following her, as the place to examine. I think that with some adaptations, however, her suggestions

could be applied to most Western nation-states. Weil’s suggestions for reforming the whole raison d’étre of worl
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and thereby the conditions of work for manual labourers are intended to give to work its true dignity.

F. ATTENDING TO THE PARTICULARS: IDEAS FOR RE-ROOTING WESTERN CIVILISATION

i. Workers: work with a method

Simone Weil holds the Encyclopedists partially responsible for uprooting the Nation-State in its inception.
They helped to uproot the French culture in particular (and the Westera culture in general) through the militant
revolutionaries, the workers and the peasants. They were responsible, she argues, insofar as they bequeathed to us
the ideology of progress and the corresponding conception of the French revolution as a complete brezk with the
past rather than as a struggle for "true justice.” The Encyclopedists spread the disease of uprootedness throughout
the whole social body in France, she claims, through their special form of education. Since they believed so
whole-heartedly in progress they conceived of education as a means of teaching people how it is that the Western
civilization became the most highly civilized culture and how the past is nothing but a linear progression towards
our present Western culture. Simone Weil cites as an example of this way of thinking: "On croit couramment qu*un
petit paysan d'aujourd hui, €léve de I'école primaire, en sait plus que Pythagore, parce qu'il répéte docilement que
12 terre tourne autour du soleil. "™ This education is based on a particular view of progress which is measured by
technical success. This, with its emphasis on technical progress, has cut the Western culture off from its Gresk
roots, its spiritual roots:
Il en est résulté une culture qui s'est développée dans un milieu trés restreint, séparé du monde, dans une
atmosphire confinée, une culture considérablement orientée vers la technique et influencée par elle, trds teintée de
pragmatisme, extrémement fragmentée par la spécialisation, tout & fait dénuce  la fois de contact avec cet univers-ci
et d’ouverture vers I"autre monde. ™

The young, Simone Weil argues, arc taught to have equally narrow goals in learning. Thus, they become
obsessed with their marks because their only concern is suceess. They are unaware of their need for truth, and even

though some may still desire truth, Simone Weil does not think the education system inherited from the

Encyclopedists could offer them truth. Whereas the youth are obsessed with success due to the ideology of

‘*Weil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p. 64.
*Weil, L ‘Enracinement, op. cit., p.64.



463
progress, the working class demonstrate their uprootedness through an obsession with their paycheques. Simone
Weil considers money another poison of the social body and it especially afflicts the wage-caming class.

L “argent détruit les racines partout ob il péndtre, en remplagant tous les mobiles par le disir de gagner...

11 est une condition sociale entidrement et perpétuellement suspendue i 'argent, ¢’est le salariat, surtout depuis que
le salaire aux pidces oblige chaque ouvrier & avoir I"attention toujours fixde sur le compte de sous.™

According to Simone Weil's anzalysis, the Encyclopedists® ideology of progress is equally responsible for
the fact that these people are not provided with other motives to stimulate their desire to work. Her reasoning is
that the militant revolutionaries, marxists, and socialists alike were mainly influenced by this faith in progress; that
is, that any break with the past way of doing things, especially with past systems, would be good. Marx, she argues,
did not follow the Encyclopedists in their conception of the revolution as 2 break with the past. Rather, he knew
that the revolution needed to be rooted in the past and that is why, she claims: "Marx... a tenu & faire remonter
cette tradition aux ages les plus lointains en faisant de la lutte des classes 1'unique principe d'explication
historique.”'> Simone Weil follows Marx in encouraging the French to reclaim their past by recognizing that their
system of trade-unionism has been inherited from the guild spirit of the Middle Ages. This is the only way to put
an end to the proletariat conditions. She argues that the uprooted revolutionaries will never succeed, on purely legal

grounds, to improve the workers® conditions because their distress is material and spiritual uprootedness:

On ne détruira pas la condition prolétarienne avec des mesures juridques, qu'il s’gisse de la nationalisation des
industries-clefs, ou de la suppression de la propriété privée, ou de pouvoirs accordés aux syndicats pour la
conclusion de conventions collectives, ou des délépués d’usines, ou du contréle de I"embauche.'?

Even Marx, she says, did not seem to realize that his own analysis demanded other solutions than the ones
he ended up suggesting which, like the revolutionaries, remained purely legal. Capital, she argues, shows that Marx
knew better. In order to find a remedy to the proletariat condition, Simone Weil analyses why the workers agreed

to the legal proposals of the time. She thinks that although these legal proposals are not the solution to the proletariat

condition, they responded to some particular need of the souls of the workers. They demanded control of

MWeil, L ‘Enracinement, op. cit., p.63.
¥Weil, L ‘Enracinement, op. cit., p.71.
13 Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.73.
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engagement and nationalization because of their need for job security: "... ils sont obsedes par la peur du
déracinement totai, du ch8mage.”"™ Earlier in this chapter we learned that for Simone Weil, unemployment is one
manifestation of uprootedness. Given her desire to make work the spiritual core of society, we can urderstand her
horror. Also, she claims that if the workers want the abolition of private property, it is because they have been
deprived of their need for property for so long that they chose any way offered to them to set it right.

Simone Weil attempts to respond to their "cries of woe” and to find a way to cure them. Sae suggests that
a young person should not be allowed to leave school at twelve or thirteen to enter a factory. This produces such
a shock and creates a kind of bitterness which, she claims, caa rule out all love of work. Also, she argues, that
there must be a change in the system with respect to the concentration of attention on work. Workers need other
stimulants besides "fear and extra p2y” to keep their attention focused. They should be able to be responsible and
show initiative in their work.

Technical research, Simone Weil suggests, could be done with another objective in mind besides the usual
double objective of increasing profits and pleasing the consumer. This other objective would be to improve the
factory machinery in such a way that it suits the people who work them. Simone Weil argues that technicians should
be taught, as part of their instruction in engincering and technical schools, to be thinking of those who do the work
whea creating their machines. She thinks that technicians could certainly resolve the problem, if posed to them, of
designing machinery which would have a more pesitive effect on the moral well-being of the workers. This is,
according to Simone Weil, the main problem with factory life. Her ideal was:

Si la plus grande partie des ouvriers étaient des professionnels hautement qualifies, ayant & faire preuve assez
souvent d'ingéniosit¢ et d'initiative, responsables de leur production et de leur machine, la discipline actuelle du
travail n'aurait plus aucune raison d'tre, ™

These professionals could share workshops or work at home. They could all communicate and work
together when they need to — this structure would do away with piece work. People could work at normal speed
because they are not aiming for over-production. Finally, work would no longer be a prison-like situation as exists

in the factories, as she says:

™Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.73.
"Weil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.81-82.
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Ce serait autre chose que de savoir qu'on doit répeter indefinime.i le méme geste, imposé par un ordre, jusqu'a
la seconde precise ol un nouveac commandement viendra imposer un nouveau geste pour un durde qu'on ignore.
Il y a une certaine relation avec le temps qui convient aux choses inertes, et une autre qui convient aux cratures
peasantes. On a tort de les coniondre.™

Simone Weil maintains that workers should be highly qualified proiisionals. To this end, workers would
work with a method in mind. Thus, it is apparent that methodical thinking remains an essential element of Simone
Weil's philosophical anthropology in L'Enracinement, contrary to Mary Dietz's claim that methodical thinking is
completely absent in L 'Enracinement.'”

Rather than continue the trend, begun by the Encyclopedists, to reject anything that has to do with the pa;-:!.
Simone Weil wants 1o re-introduce a system similar in style to the old guild system of the Middle Ages — wheee
young people went through a course of apprenticeship, usually learning from their fathers or mothers, This would
prevent the young from experiencing that shock of factory life at thirteen or fourteen -~ they could gradually leam
the work and they could begin after school when they are young, innocent, and curious about their parent's
occupations. The principle Simone Weil uses in her ideas of reform is that when people are in distress over their
situation —you do not try to provide them with what they believe they want, rather you ook for the best method
to rid them of their distress altogether.

Since the capitalists have been so negligent in the area of apprenticeship, she claims that it will have to be
up to the state to szt that practise in place:
11 faut faire savoir une fois pour toutes 2 tout le pays et aux intéresses eux-méme que les patrons se sont montrés
en fait incapables de soutenir les responsabilités que le systeme capitaliste fait peser sur eux. Ils ont une fonction
2 remplir, mais non celle-la, parce que I'experience fait voir que celle-12 est trop lourde et trop vaste pour eux. Une
fois cela bien entendu, on n'aura plus peur d'eux, et eux de leur c6té cesseront de s’opposer aux réformes
nécessaires; ils resteront dans les limites modestes de leur fonction naturelle. '™

Simone Weil also criticizes the trade unions for their negligence in this area of apprenticeship, as well as

in defending the extremely oppressed factory workers, such as the youth, women, and immigrant workers. Generally

these people were abandoned to their misery: "La somme entiére de leur douleur comptait beaucoup moins dans

13Weil, L'’Enracinement, op. cit., p.82-83.
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la vie syndicale que le probieme d'une augmentation de salaire pour des categories déja largement payées. ' The
reason youth, women, and immigrant workers were abandoned to their suffering has, according to Simone Weil,
to do with human nature. Human beings are naturaily repelled by those in misfortune — it is a law of seasibility that
is, human beings have the propensity to feel contempt and revulsion for those in misfortune. But this does not
excuse the trade unions. On the contrary, it demonstrated, according to Simone Weil, how the workers® trade-
unions, like the capitalists, have betrayed their calling. The Jeunesse Ouvritre Chrétienne had taken some measures

to relieve the misfortunes of the youth workers.

ii. Ideas for rooting 2 nation or a people

Simope Weil argues that the Western nations have fallen prey to the disease of specialization and she
suggests that they have the desire to spread this disease all over the world. In "Perspectives: Allons-nous vers la
révolution prolétarienne?” and in Réflexions sur les causes de la liberté er de I'oppression sociale she criticized
industry for the same problem. There, she argued that the specialization of labour, the division of labour was one
of the central causes of oppression. Here again, she claims that the specialization of culture is one of the main
causes of its uprootedness. Like all uprootedness we have examined in L 'Enracinement, cultural uprootedness is also
the result of the ideology of progress bequeathed to us by the Encyclopedists. To value the ideology of progress is
to value the new and to reject the old — the traditional. It is this chase after the absolutely new that leads to
specialization and deals a death blow to continuity in time, according to Simone Weil’s dualistic perspective. The
transmission of the continuity in time from one generation to the next that makes a culture 2 meraxzu.

One symptom of 2 culture’s uprootedness is.’ she thinks, when the workers and peasants are completely
uncomfortable in the world of ideas. The wisdom that could be obtained in reading Racine’s Phadre is not available
to those who are led to think that the world of ideas belongs to a special class of people. Simone Weil thinks that
if there is truth transmitted by someone of a particular culture, then everyone in that culture could be made so

familiar with this truth; in this way, it becomes a lived reality among the people. Culture, she thinks, should be

"WWeil, L 'Enracinemenr, op. cit., p.86.
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something unique and shared by everyone who belongs to this particular culture, thus keeping it alive. If the culture
is to be a meraxu for each and every soul that forms a part of it, then it must attempt to nourish each and every
soul, not only the special few. Simone Weil realizes that her ideas on this point are not easy to enact, nevertheless,
she thinks that Western cultures need just such a stimulant. Simone Weil proposes that France take the lead in
building an industrial population of a new type. The industnal youth, she thought, should bave not a purely

professional training, but also a general education: “I1 faut qu'ils se sentent chez eux dans le monde de la pensée™®

Simone Weil recognizes that the topic of a working-class culture had been very popular throughout France,
Germany, and other European countries ever since the Bolshevik revolution --and no doubt before. However, she,
unlike the Marxists, did not perceive the workers™ material conditions of existence to be the main obstacle to the
people sharing in a culture. Simone Weil points out that if the workers were being offered a little pure truth they
would be able to receive it as would any human being disposed to allowing the truth enter his/her soul. She argues
that: "Lz vérité illumine |'ime a proportion de sa pureté et non pas d'aucune espece de quantité, *'¢

Thus, she argues, it is not material obstacles that prevent them from receiving the purer treasures of the
culture, it is rather that the people who should be transmitting these truths to them have not themselves given their
attention to these "treasures from the past.” Again, this is due to the influence of the Encyclopedists who have
discouraged paying attention to the past in any form. That is why they talk, not in terms of translating, but of
popularizing culture. As Simone Weil points out:

Non pas prendre les vérités, déja bien trop pauvres, contenues dans la culture des intellectuels, pour les dégrader,
les mutiler, les vider de leur saveur; mais simplement les exprimer, dans leur plénitude an moyen d’un langage qui,

selon Ie mot de Pascal, les rende sensibles au coeur, pour des gens dont la sensibilité se trouve modelée par ia
condition ouvridre.!€

Translation or "transposition” of truths, she thought, are necessary because the language in its original use
is not always transparent and could easily give the opposite message than the intended one. The point being that

sometimes parables can be mis-read. Therefore, the human beings who have reached the level of attention and thus

Wweil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.88.
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have received the truth of the text should transpose these truths for those who have not had the time to develop this
attention.

This idea of “transposing truths" is borrowed from science. Simone Weil thinks that if there is truth in a

text then it should be able to be expressed in many different ways - the same truth in different manifestations of
it. Likewise, when a scientist discovers something through experimestation, the other scientists should 2lso be able
to come up with the same results in their experimentations otherwise the original discovery did not preseat us with
a truth about that which was being studied. So just as transposition is a criterion of truth in science, Simone Weil
thinks transposition should 2lso be a criterion of truth in the other aspects of a culture, as she says: "Ce qui ne peut
pas &tre transposé n'est pas une verité ...""? She argues that learning and practising the art of transposing truths,
thereby transmitting cuiture to the people, could be a "precious stimulant® for culture itself. This might succeed in
bringing culture alive among the people rather than it being another form of specialization. The culture of specialists
is an uprooted culture, and the signs of this are that relations between disciplines become cut; each discipline is seen
to be an end in itself. Simone Weil’s favourite example of the kind of culture we have developed is that of the way
geometrical necessity is taught to the young, that is, as not having any relation to the world. As she argues:
La plupart ignoreront toujours que presque toutes nos actions, simples ou savamment combinées, sont des
applications de notions géométriques, que I"univers ou nous vivons est un tissu de relations géométriques, et que
la necessite péométrique est celle méme a laquelle nous sommes soumis en fait, comme créatures enfermées dans
I'espace et le temps. On presente l2 necessité géométrique de telle manidre qu'elle parait arbitraire. Quoi de plus
absurde qu'une necessite arbitraire? Par definition, une nécessité s’impose. '

Simone Weil suggests that the way to teach geometrical necessity to the youth is by introducing it through
training schools. such as the "Chantier de jeunesse,” associating theoretical study and the workshop, ™ Children
should construct objects which would relate certain geometrical angles and theorems o a project. Other tasks, she

suggests would be to give them problems which are known to be geometrically impossible. Once they discover that

they cannot complete this task they would be asked to demonstrate its impossibility. This way, Simone Weil thinks,

1W'eil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.92.

1Weil, L ‘Enracinement, op. cit., p.93.
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education.
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they would encounter necessity.

Simone Weil argues that only the "first class™ works of literature should be taught to the workers, since
Literature is the study of the human condition. Only those works that really relate human misery in a way that
pierces the heart could capture their attention. For example, she argues that 2 worker "qui & 1"angoisse du chdmage
enfoncée jusque dans la moelle des os comprendrait I"état de Philoctits quand on lui enldve son arc, et le désespoir
avec lequel il regarde ses mains impuissantes, ='%

These reforms are meant to replace the working class’s lack of culture with a very real working-class
culture and should have the effect of totally erasing their slavery. Most of all, Simone Weil hopes that such reforms
would free their minds for the highest forms of thought. According to Simone Weil's philosophical anthropology.
the workers have been easlaved because they have been deprived of their human capacity to think. This prevented
them from having the choice to give attention to those spiritual treasures from the past which transmit a knowledge
of the eternal destiny of human beings. For the collectivity to be a meraxu for the workers, they must not be
deprived of this choice. Thus the state must, in order to fulfill its obligations to these people, make every attempt
to provide them with this choice by making the appropriate reforms. Liberty of mind is one of the vital needs of
the human being and the workers, she thinks, have been deprived of this. The reforms should allow the workers
to be thinking people in their work; then, their minds would not be oppressed and they could if they chose spend
a couple of hours reading or studying at the end of the day. Simone Weil insists that any worker reforms not
dealing with their spiritual impoverishment show a misunderstanding of their primary needs.

Finally, Simone Weil suggests a number of other concrete reforms. For example, iarge factories could be
abolished; instead, a number of small workshops could be dispersed throughout the country, all connected to one
central assembly shop. The workers could all go and visit the central shop occasionally. Workers, she thinks,
should acquire technical knowledge about the products being developed. She thought it would be a good idea to
have a workers™ university near the central assembly shop - this university should be associated with the managers

of the industry, but it should not be their property.

Weil, L'’Enracinement, op. cit., p.95.
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The machines in the workshops should be the property of the workers either individually or collectively. This would
take care of part of their nced for private property. But, she argues, each worker should also bave his own house
and a picce of land. All of this could be accomplished through the administration of the state.'?

Simone Weil's suggestions were intended to be real and possible for the state of France to enact. If her
views scem Utopian and impractical, it is perhaps because we continue to live within a capitalist or Marxist
ideology. It is possible, though, to consider Simone Weil's suggestions as political ideals which would bring about
a novel kind of state: one retaining something of the present system and replacing other of its more brutal wavs with
better systems and goals to root us in our past.

Simone Weil's social reforms centre around the idea of providing the physical labourers with a sense of
dignity in their work. These people, she thinks, should know that their work has as much spiritual value as
intellectual labour. Thus, she finds the capitalist's and socialist’s use of money as a motive for work degrading and
uprooting. Money, and all the material possessions it can buy, offers no spiritual awareness nor dignity to the
individual in his/her work. Dignity comes from being responsible and knowing that one’s work is an important and
essential contribution to the collectivity. In work one learns how to willingly accept the way of things and obey the
order of the world. This knowledge gives work its spiritual value. Above all, this idea of making work a spiritual
bridge informs Simone Weil's view of a social order:

En tout cas, un tel mode de vie sociale ne serait ni capitaliste ni socialiste. ...
1l aurait pour orientation, non pas, selon la formule qui tend aujourd hui & devenir 2 la mode, lintérét du

consommateur ~ cet intérét ne peut tre que grossidrement matériel - mais la dignité de I'homme dans le travail, ce
qui est une valeur spirituelle. '

ili. Rural People : the Relation to Necessity through the Beauty of Nature is at the heart of rooting a Nation

It has now become difficult to imagine the countryside as an artist such as Van Gogh saw it. In a relatively
short time, the uprootedness of the countryside has become almost total in the Western nations. Transmigration from
rural to urban areas has depopulated the rural regions. Simone Weil noticed how disatisfied the peasants bave

become with life on the farm and that their ambitions were to move to the towns and cities - to become factory

“"WVeil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.98-103.
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workers.

Simone Weil analysed the cause of uprootedness in the countryside. She noted that more attention had been
given to the problems of factory workers in industrial society and to artisans in pre-industril society than to the
peasants. Thus, she claimed, the peasants suffer from a "lack of honour.* reducing them to an inferior status in the
face of the workers. This produces an exodus: peasants leave the country to go to the towns to become workers.
The workers subscribe to the notion that they are superior to rural people and take every opportunity to let them
know it. The leftist intellectuals have encouraged the situation by focusing most of their efforts in helping the
workers. Conssquently, the rural population has remained, for the most part, supporters of the right, politically.

Most of the intellectuals Simone Weil is referring to have been raised with the belief that an agriculturally
based society belongs to the old feudal system. This is cspcciall}:'true of the Marxists, who in the 1930's, were
working towards industrializing all socicties so that they could liberate all the workers at once. They were propelled
by their faith in progress - technology would liberate us all from labour. They inherited this optimism from the
Encyclopedists in whose footsteps they followed - from the scientific revolution to liberation through technology.
Simone Weil constantly reminds us of what is lost along the way. Our humanity is thrown away for the sake of &

future filled only with our imaginings.

The peasants’ problem of feeling ignored is not based on their imaginings; rather, it is based on real events.
She traces the process of devaluation and uprooting of rural life to as early as the fourteenth century when “les
paysans €numeérent, avec un accent déchirant, les cruautés que leur font subir toutes les classes de la société, y
compris les artisans.™*** The number of events have only increased since then. Another example Simone Weil talks
about, one that continucs to afflict the Western countries, especially France, is how people are continually deserting
the land. She predicts that the trend, if continued, will result in the death of society.

Simone Weil remarks that the state appears to be helpless in the face of the peasants® uprootedness. During
the economic crisis in France, which had begun in 1931, the government secmed able to do anything but stand by

and watch as the rural people flcoded into the cities to work. To Simone Weil, this was a clear indication that the
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workers' problems were intimately connected to the peasants® problems. If the displaced rural people are always
there to replace the striking workers, then the unions and all the workers' efforts would be rendered useless. Thus,
Simone Weil argues that whatever effort is made to help relieve the workers® oppression and improve their morale,
an equal effort must be made for the rural people.

The first need to consider in trying to help the farmers feel rooted is their need for property. She argues
that if it were recognized that “the need of property” is sacred and not simply one of "legal title," then it would be
recognized that the land worked by the peasants should obviously not be owned by the people of the town. If it is
necessary to have Iarg«_: agricultural enterprises then, like the workers, the rural people could form co-operatives.
It is quite conceivable that they could organizz themselves to produce what is needed.

Other needs of the soul that go wanting among rural people are their needs for security and risk. Simone
Weil suggests that those ready to retire be given old age pensions. This would give them some security. On the
other hand, for the young rural boys and girls too much sacurity can be stifling. Simone Weil has noticed that, at
first, when they begin working on the farm they consider it enjoyable, "the work is pure poetry™ for them. But later,
whea they are older, work ceases to be a poetic experience and boredom sets in. Programs must be put in place
to prevent boredom from taking hold. Simone Weil suggests that the young peasants be encouraged to travel, free
of charge, in the countryside of other parts of France or in other countries. This would assuage their thirst for
adventure and they would then be expected to return home and begin family life.

Also, she suggests setting up a form of education suitable to a rural way of life. Science, she thinks, could
be taught in a poetic way to rural people, especially as it relates to their work.

Pour les paysans, tout devrait avoir pour centre le merveilleux circuit par lequel I'énergie solaire, descendue dans
les plantes, fixée par la chlorophylle, concentrée dans les graines et les fruits, entre dans I'homme qui mange ou
boit, passe dans ses muscles et se dépense pour I’aménagement de la terre.'®

For science to be taught like this to the rural people Simone Weil thinks we would have to begin to see it
as the Greeks saw science, that is, as the study of the beauty of the world. Only then could science be taught in such

& way as to emphasize not only the mechanical aspect of nature but clso its beauty,

WWeil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.114-115.
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Simone Weil argues that rural people need to have their own “culture of the mind." To develop this, rural
schoolteachers have to have a special kind of education — one appropriate to teaching rural children. One way could
be for them to be trained to teach the “folklore* of France, and then by way of contrast and comparison, the
folklore of different countries around the world. Most of all, she thinks that school teachers could be taught to
appreciate the experience of rural life — its bardships and its beauty — so that they can teach the children to absorb
the poetic side of rural life and love this.

Finally, she raises a very controversial issue: the importance and value of religious education in France.
For Simone Weil, a religious education, obtained through the churches and in the schools, has the value of fulfilling
the need for truth. She argues that the parables about the countryside that Christ used to privilege work on the land
should be used to nourish the souls of the peasants. This could not be accomplished routinely through the village
priest because many of Christ’s parables are not included in the liturgy. Thus, she argued that religion must also
be taught in the schools.

She argues that the secularization of education does not give children a neutral education. Schoolteachers
can be as fanatic about their ideas of what is neutral, as religious zealots are concerning their beliefs. It must be
recalled that in Simbne Weil's view, the state and the social order must have as its primary obligation that of acting
as a meraxu for each and every individual in the state. With this primary obligation in view, we can appreciale her
claim that secular education harms children because it covers up the spiritual treasures of the past — which as we
saw above issue from Christianity and the tradition of “identical thought™. Simone Weil's solution to the problem
is to bring religion back into the schoois — not only through Christianity, but also through other religions: "La seule
attitude & la fois légitime et pratiquement possible que puisee avoir, en France, I'enscignement public 2 I'égard du
Christianisme consiste  le regarder comme un trésor de la pensée humaine parmi tant dautres."'*

She thinks it is absurd that graduates would leave university without having read the Bible, especially since
they would have read poetry, literature, and philosophy "impregnated with Christianity.” To address this problem:

T 0’y aurait qu'a dire aux futurs instituteurs et aux futurs professeurs: la religion a eu de tout temps et en tout pays,
sauf tout récemment en quelques endroits de 1'"Europe, un réle dominant dans le développement de Iz culture, de

15'Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.120.
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la pensée, de la civilisation humaine. Une instruction dans laquelle il n'est jamais question de religion est une
absurdité, D'autre part, de méme qu'en histoire on parle beaucoup de la France aux petits Frangais, il est naturel
qu'étant en Europe, si 1'on parle de religion, il s"agisse avant tout du christianisme. '

People, she thinks, should be permitted to know their spiritual past and receive these treasures as much
as they are open to them. On the one hand, we should, she says, not hide the fact that dogma has played a very
significant role in our countries’ past, and we should learn that very eminent people have believed in it. On the other
hand, we should not hide the fact that the very same dogma has been badly used to inflict the worst cruelties on
people. Simone Weil thinks that children or young adults might then come to understand that religion can be very
beautiful and true, but in the hands of certain people it can be used as a front for idolatry and the like. At least, she
argues, the peopie should be given _thc chance to have some contact with the beauty of Christianity. This can only
happen if they are introduced to the religious texts. Teachers, she thinks, could comment on the Bible "in the spirit
of the text.” The idea is that the text may inspire students simply with its beauty. Dogma, Simone Weil claims, is
a part of our heritage and it should be taught as such. Yet, she insists that teachers should not be permitted to make
any negative or affirmative judgement on it. Rather, children should be left to find the truth in it, or not, as they
can. This way, Simone Weil hopes that the people would be attracted to it on their own accord:

Le contact avec la beauté chrétienne, présentée simplement comme une beauté 2 savourer, imprégmersit
insensiblement de spiritualité la masse du pays, si toutefois le pays en est capable, bien plus efficacement qu’aucun
enseignement dogmatique des croyances religieuses, '

For the rural people, the text that would best nourish their souls is the New Testament. Particularly apt,
Simone Weil thinks, are those passages from Christ's description of rural life, such as the Gospel of St. Mark,.
Chapter 4, where Christ uses the analogy of the Word of God being like a seed that is sown in the soil. If the soil
is good the seed will take root, and with the help of the sun it will grow. Simone Weil takes this analogy to express
how the mechanism of growth reflects the supernatural mechanism; a peasant might come to understand and see
that daily [abour has this rigorous necessity about it which is the reflection of how God sows the seeds in the hearts

of people. This, she thinks, should give them another perspective on the nurturing process. Also, all the efforts they

make to prepare the soil properly brings about a fatigue which makes them even more appreciative of the beauty

Weil, L'Enracinement, op. ¢it., p.120.
9Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.122.



475
of the successful crop. In this way they are prone to understanding, much better than human beings who labour less
and experience much less fatigue, the supernatural mechanism and the glory which is God's when the word, sown
in the human heart, takes root and flourishes. It is the knowledge that their work is analogous to God's work which
gives work its “true dignity.” That is why Simone Weil thinks that: "La tiche de 1’$cole populaire est de doaner
au travail davantage de dignit€ en y infusant de la pensde, et non pas de faire du travailleur unv chose i
compartiments qui tantSt travaille et tant6t pense, ™'

Simone Weil thinks that work should begin to seem less like prison and more like hard work done with

the thought of the wonder of the natural mechanism of which one forms a part and of how this reflects the
supermatural mechanism. She presents another analogy which helps to make this point clear:
Une jeune femme heureuse, enceinte pour la premidre fois, qui coud une layette, pense A coudre comme il faut,
Mais elle n*oublie pas un instant I"enfant qu'elle porte en elle. Au méme moment, quelque part dans un atelier de
prison, une condamnée coud en pensant aussi 3 coudre comme il faut, car elle craint d'¢tre punie. On pourrait
imaginer que les deux femmes font au méme instant le méme ouvrage, et ont I'attention occupde par la méme
difficult€ technique. Il n'y en a pas moins un abime de différence entre I'un et 'zutre travail.'$

As | pointed out above, Simone Weil argues that it is the vocation of our age to create a civilization which
is based on the spiritual nature of work. This means that just as the young pregnant woman was attending to her
sewing and all the while thinking of the child she is carrying, so too, should the peasant or worker have present in
his/her mind the double beauty of the natural world and the world beyond. For us to make this our vocation requires
that the schools, the churches, trade unions, literary and scientific circles, and political circles would all have to
cooperate.

Thus the problem Simone Weil has struggled with tthughout her life is how to unite thought, in the various
disciplines, so as to converge on the spirituality of work. As she conceived of it, each sector of culture has its role
in the creation of a social order in which the spiritual nature of work is at the centre. Thus far we have seen how
the Nation-State could be conceived to make it possible for people to live together as one people with each individual

having a specific role. The workers, we saw, would be set up by the State with the proper working conditions,

supplied by the engineers, technicians, and education, and the proper spiritual education supplied by the teachers

\*Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.123-124,
155Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.124.



476
of science and religion. The rural people would have property, special equipment also supplied by engineers and
technicians, and a spiritual education in science and religion. Now Simone Weil's problem is: what must be done
for this to become a reality? This is a problem Plato had to face in the Republic and that is why he introduced the
Philosopher-King who was the only one who could know the Form of the Good. Simone Weil faces this problem
by dirceting all thought and action in & Nation-State towards what she saw as our vocation of creating "une

civilisation fondée sur la spiritualité du travail,”

G. ROOTING THE STATE

Throughout her analysis Simone Weil points to the different ways that particular sectors of society can
become rooted again, However, this depends, for the most part, on how well the State can organize the society.

All the ways of rooting the peasants, the workers, and the people generally in the Nation-State depend on
two conditions. Firstly, politics must be seen to be like an art, for political action demands the concentration
comparable to that of an artist and its object, justice, is every bit as important as the object of art, beauty. Secondly,
political leaders must find a method which is appropriate for breathing inspiration into a people. Plato, she points
out, realized that there was a need for such a method - he alludes to it in his Politics.

For a political leader to be like an artist, he/she must be able to think on multiple planes at once because
this is the law of artistic creation. Thus the leader must be able to think about all the different groups of human
beings that must be harmonized to form the nation and be a moral example for all of these people, because his/her
goal is to create a just state. In order to do that he/she must first be very attentive to the impersonal part of the soul
in himself/herself, and then to awaken that part of the soul in his/her citizens. To do the latter, a leader must find
the method of inspiring a people with a desire for good.

Simone Weil argues that to find such a method may seem like an impossible task. But, she thinks, if it is
possible for St. John of the Cross to write a treatise on the method to achieve a perfect state of mystical
contemplation, then it should be possible to find a way to awaken the desire for good in a people. Simone Weil does

not agree with the writers of the 16th century who claim that although matter can be methodically controlled, ...
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les choses de 1°ame sont ou bien arbitraires, ou bien livres 3 une magie, & P'efficacité immediate des inteations et

des mots."'* Rather, she claims:

A vrai dire, depuis une antiquité indéterminée, bien antérieure au christianisme, jusqu'a la deuxitme moitié de la
Renaissance, il a toujours &té universellement reconnu qu'il y a une méthode dans les choses spirituelles et dans tout
ce qui a rapport au bien de 1'ame.'¥

It is for this reason that she thinks it would be very probable that a method to breathe an inspiration into
a people could be found.

Simone Weil claims we must conceive of a definite notion of public action as a mode of education for the
country. This notion of public action is to “((i))ndiquer ce qui est avantageux, ce qui est obligatoire, ce qui est bien
<en."13 and that is the main goal of politics as a means of education. Simone Weil points out that public activity has
previously used five different methods of education: fear and hope, brought about by threats and promises;
suggestion; expression; example; and the modalities of action themselves, and those of organizations created for
purposes of action.' The first is a very bad means, often used by totalitarian regimes. The second is not good, but
a very powerful one - propaganda. It is powerful because it uses repetition and it aims to conquer the force inherent
in the group. Simone Weil prefers to use the final three methods, because they offer a possibility to appeal to the
best in people not to try to manipulate them using force or mind control.

Expression requires a leader to be very sensitive so as to know what thoughts are hidden in the people’s
hearts. The leader must understand that it is a characteristic of human nature that all kinds of thoughts lay
unformulated and unexpressed in the mind. Simone Weil scems to be assuming that some of these thoughts
constitute the yearning for good in the hearts of people. Thus, if a political leader were to publicly express these
thoughts, then they would have a stronger hold over the minds of people. Some might even bring about an inner
transformation to the soul. The reason thoughts, publicly expressed, can infuse comfort, energy, and, as it were,
a "spiritual food" into people is because it is 2 need of the soul of each and every individual to hear these truths.

When the people are nourished by the truth, they are also motivated to pay attention to, and follow the direction

1%Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.238.
$"'Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.238.
1%Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.240.
1¥Weil, L'Enracinement, op. ¢it., p.190.
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of, their leader. It is only then that a politician’s incitations can prompt collective action without stifling the
individual mind. Indeed, such action awakens the individual and stimulates growth as his/her need for truth has been
satisfied.

Simone Weil realizes though that a people do not caly need to be motivated towards the good, but that they
also need to be motivated towards the useful. When trying to motivate the people towards the useful, leaders must
use the kind of words which appeal to the camnal part of the soul, whereas when trying to motivate people towards
the good, they must use words which cohere with the Christian postulate expressed in the words of Christ in the
Gospel according to Matthew:

"Est-ce qu'on récolte dans les épines des grappes mires, ou dans les chardons des figues? Ainsi tout arbre bon fait
de beaux fruits; I'arbre pourri fait des fruits mauvais. Un arbre bog ne peut pas porter de mauvais fruits, ni un arbre
pourri porter de beaux fruits, "'

Only words which are good in the spiritual sense can appeal 1o the eternal part of the soul. In times of peril
it is words of the latter kind which may awaken those rare individuals who obey a direct and individual order from
God. The important thing is to choose words that have the appropriate effects and to examine all the possible effects
the different incitations might produce in different circumstances, Simone Weil claims that the pacifists of France
who came out of the First World War did not sufficiently examine the consequences of their incitations for peace.
This was, she claims, a grave error on their part. &'

However, as was pointed out above, the only way a leader could be depended upon to put aside his/her
obsession with power and respond to his/her obligation to the people and the state is if the leader recognizes his/her
“symbolic function” as the "sacred ruler” of the state. Then the leader could be the example par excellence of moral
action, thus indicating to the people that the state is the symbol of the higher value of justice. This would predispose
the people to recognize their obligation to obey the State. Their consent would be free because they would be
inspired by truth and justice which they had received through the public expressions and public actions of their

leader.

"Weil, L ‘Enracinement, op. cit., p.253-254.
% See L ‘Enracinement, op. cit., p.256, where Simone Weil outlines her rigorous method for overcoming this
problem.
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The hierarchical state was the only way Simone Weil could conceive of to bring truth and justice into the
state and to motivate everyone towards the good. This seems impractical to political thoorists such as Conor Cruise
O’Brien and Phillipe Dujardin.'® O'Brien criticizes Simone Weil's stand against political party life. As has been
discussed, Simone Weil agrees with Rousseau that party strife automatically destroys the Republic. Thus, she
proposes in "Note sur la suppression générale des parties politiques® that the party system be completely abolishcd.
O’Brien points out that a state (he says a France) built on Weilian lines "would bave no political parties, no trade
unions, no freedom of association... It would be organiz=d on hierarchical lines, although we are not told just what
these lines would be.”'® O°Brien claims that politics in fact does proceed by associations of people, and that
Simone Weil had a deep rooted aversion to such associations. He then quotes a passage from The Need for Roots
in which he claims Simone Weil expresses herself as a rigorous enemy of the "we.” O'Brien argues that to be an
enemy of the "we" is to be antihuman. He cites Aristotle's idea that man is a political animal and he concludes from
this that to be antipolitical is to be antihuman,'®!

The first criticism made by O*Brien of Weil’s stand against political life is based on the idea that she is
against freedom of association. It is not entirely correct to say that Simone Weil is against freedom of association,
as such. What Simone Weil says in the cited section on freedom of opinion, is that freedom of association is not
a need of the soul, but an expedient employed in the practical affairs of life.

She points out that there are two kinds of associations: those concerned with interests, and those concerned
with ideas. The first kind of association, she says, is a good thing because people must be allowed to group
themselves together to protect their interests. It is the second kind of association that Weil saw as dangerous. She
considers that these kinds of associations suppress freedom of opinion. Freedom of opinion is a need of the intellect,
which rcs.idcs only in the individual. There is no such thing as a collective exercise of the intellect. When a group

has opinions, it tends to impose them on its members. Then the individuals find that they cannot express opinions

'*2See Conor Cruise O'Brien, "Patriotism and the Need for Roots: The Antipolitics of Simone Wetl,” in G.A.
White, ed., Simone Weil: Interpretations of a Life(Amherst: The University of Massachusetts Press, 1981), p.95-
110; Phiiiipe Duie-amn, Simone Weil: idéologie et politique(Grenoble: Presses Universitaires de Grenoble, 1975).
Mary G. Dietz outlines and responds to Dujardin criticisms in Berween The Human and the Divine 181-187.

'8Q"Brien, "...antipolitics....", op. cit., p.96.

140 Brien, "...antipolitics....", op. ¢it., p.96.



480
opposed o the collective opinion, unless they wish to leave it. Thus Weil is an enemy of only those associations
concerned with ideas.

It is true that she is an enemy of a certain kind of "we," but, as Mary Diet points out, Simone Weil is
not an enemy of all kinds of collectivities, rather: "By exposing patriotism’s bloody relatives, and demystifying the
idolatry of the State, she would create a healthy "we” — a coberent and moral patriotism — as an altemative to a
sick and deracinated one, *'®

In fact, one of the main focuses of L ‘Enracinement is how to create a state that would allow the individual
to be a member of 2 collectivity without being oppressed by it. Being rooted means above all else to Simone Weil,
that "... on doit du respect & une collectivité, quelle qu'elle soit —- patrie, famille, ou tout autre —, non pas pur elle-
méme, mais comme nourriture d'un certain nombre d*imes humaines., "'*

This does not suggest that Simone Weil is an enemy of the "we" as such, but only of those "we" states
which devour souls - totalitarian states, like the Nazi one or others. 3imone Weil is not anti-political she is merely
anti-totalitarian, against the kind of state which idolizes itself rather than attending to the nourishing of the souls
that form 2 part of it. That is why she compares the modern form of State, modelled ss it is after the Roman State,
to the Great Beast, following Plato’s use of the notion in the Republic (VII 492a-494a). Sin;one Weil recognizes,
2s did Alain before her, that political party leaders have 2 tendency to be like the sophists as described in the
Republic (4932-494a).

One of the most difficult questions to address is not OBrien's query about how to organize a society along
hierarchical lines, because we can look to Rousseau and to Simone Weil's suggestions as outlined below, but rather
how such a state would protect us against totalitarianism. What is the mechanism which would guard us against
totalitarian rulers pretending to be symbols but really being dictators? I do not think that Simone Weil has a better
answer to this problem than did Plato or Rousseau. But, she, like Rousseau, does attempt to allow the people to
choose, as in a true democratic state. She proposes that the magistracy choose, from among the highest magistrates,

2 President of the Republic. As Plato and Rousseau always emphasize, it would be no good putting people in public

"**Dietz, Berween, op. cit., p.180.
1“Weil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.15.
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positions which are meant to be the highest expression of justice if these individuals w=re not just. That is why a
proper education is so essential to the highest officials of a state, as she says:
Les juges doivent avoir une formation spirituelle, intellectuelle, historique, sociale, bien plus que juridique (le

domaine proprement juridique ne deit tre conserve que relativement aux choses sans importance); ils doivent 2tre
beaucoup, beaucoup plus nombreux: et ils doivent toujours juger en &quité. La I€gislation ne leur sert que de guide.

Les jugements precedents aussi.
Mais il y aurait une Cour spéciale pour le jugement des juges, avec chitiments tres sévares.'”

The President would be named for life. Then he or she would name a Prime Minister, whe would be put
in place for a 5-year term -- but for the first three months be or she would be on probation. The President could
bring the Prime Minister or any member of the Legislative Chamber in front of the Supreme Court of Justice for

transgressing his/her obligations.

The people would elect the Legislative Chamber every five years. Their duties would be:

1. connaitre les besoins, les aspirations, les pensées sourdes du peuple:

2. les traduire en idées claires sous forme de lois;

3. surveiller comment le gouvernement effectif du pays et la magistrature s’inspirent de 1'esprit de la I€gislation,
et en instruire régulidrement la peuple.'s

Those who are not renewed after their 5-year term is up would have to go in front of a tribunal that would
examine why they were not re-elected. The hearings would be publicized. .

Finally, every 20 years, the people would be asked in a referendum whether they find (given human
imperfection) public kife satisfying. To guard against arbitrariness, she suggests that: “Le referendum est proc2de
d'une longue periode de réflexion et de discussion, ou toute propagande est interdite sous peine des chitiments les
plus graves.™'® If the people’s answer to the referendum is that the public life is not satisfactory thea "...le

Président de la République tombe automatiquement, et se trouve automatiquement soumis jusqu'a la mort & une

97Simone Weil, "Idées esseatielles pour une nouvelle Constitution,” Ecrits de Londres et dernires lettres (Paris:
Gallimard, 1957), p.95.

1Weil, *...pour une nouvelle constitution”, op. cit., p.94.

1"Weil, "...pour une nouvelle constitution™, op. cit., p.97.
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degradation sociale dont on fixerait les modalités."'®

Such measures taken to preveat totalitarianism from settling into a state may or may not be effective, but
in any case we could not accuse Simone Weil of paying no attention to the problem of guarding her political State
against that tendency. One thing is certain though, she gives an important role to the people as is the spirit of a true
democracy.

Thus, the role of the leaders as examples is reinforced by the way the state and the political process is
organized; leaders are severely punished so that the people can see that the transgression of their obligations is a
very grave matter. This is intended to guard against the kind of cynicism that often sets in among the people of
democratic states. However, no matter how sincerely political Jeaders treat politics as an art, as long as they are

not backed by the institutions of science and religion it would all be for naught.

H. GROWING ROOTS: THE REUNION OF SCIENCE AND RELIGION

Throughout Simone Weil's thought we receive hints, in the form of criticisms, of the need to imbue science with
the spirit of truth and religion with the true conception of God, and to re-unite the two, with science taking its
proper place in the hierarchy of thought following religion. We have earlier considered the conflict betwecn science
and religion, now we arrive at Simone Weil's idea of a resolution.

Truth, Simone Weil says, is a need of the soul and it is mysteriously united with the Good: "La verité et
la beauté habitent ce domaine des choses impersonnelles ... Cest ui qui est Sacré:"'"'. But the only way to dwell
in truth is to Jove -~ because 1o love is to practise a form of attention and this is the only way to reach that realm
where the truth resides.

L'amour réel est pur et par lui-méme wpnt de vérité. C'est le Saint-Esprit. Le mot grec qu'on traduit par esprit
signifie littéralement souffle igné, souffle mélangé 2 du feu, et il désignait, dans I"Antiquité, la notion que la science

désigne aujourd’hui par le mot d*¢énergie. Ce que nous traduisons "esprit de verité” signifie I’énergie de la vérité,
la vérité comme force zgissant. L'amour pur est cette force agissante, I"amour qui ne veut 2 aucun prix, en aucun

bt

"®Weil, "...pour une nouvelle constitution”, op. cit., p.97.
"'Weil, "La personne et le sacré”, op. cit., p-17.
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cas, ni du mensonge ni de 'erreur.'™

For the scientist to love like this he/she must love the stuff of his (her), p.investigations, which is the
universe. And what can be loved in the universe is its beauty: "La vraie définition de la science, c'est qu’'clle est
I'étude de la beauté du monde, ='™

As we have seen from Simone Weil's religious metaphysics, beauty consists of the thought of a net of
relations: *...des relations qui saisissent matidre et force dans un réseau iavisible, impalpable et inaltérable d*ordre
et d*harmonie '™

This net of relations is God"s orders left for us to contemplate: "C'est que 1°objet de la pensée humaine
est, lui aussi, de la pensée. Le savant a pour fin 1'union de son propre esprit avec la sagesse mystéricuse
éternellement inscrite dans I'univers.™™ Thus, according to Simone Weil's conception of the universs, of religious
metaphysics, and of science, there is no opposition "...entre Iesprit de la science et celui de la religion...” because:
"L'investigation scientifique n'est qu'une forme de la contemplation religicuse, ™'

This idea that the object of human thought is itself thought suggests that Simone Weil is 2 monist, not &
dualist. But Simone Weil always insists that God is outside of the universe, that: "Dieu fait exister cet univers en
consentant & ne pas y commander, bien qu'il en ait le pouvoir...."'” What allows Simone Weil to reconcile science
and religion, as she finally makes explicitin L 'Enracinement, is the fact that she remains a dualist throughout. She
defines the scientists task in much the same way as she defines the task of any human being who truly desires that
pure good descend. It is Simone Weil's conception of God as an impersonal Providence in this world which
transforms the way we view the universe and God's relation to it as well as our own.

As I have pointed out earlier in this concluding chapter, Simone Weil's state must be heirarchical. As we
saw above, this means that the leaders of the state must be symbols of a higher order. But, as Simone Weil saw

it, present-day science, with all of its prestige, undermines this idea of there being such a higher order. As this

™Weil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.319-320.
™Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.329.
“Weil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.329.
1"5Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.329.
"Weil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.329.
"Weil,Arrente, op. cit., p.146.
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thesis points out, Simonc Weil thinks that science has gone astray in its theory of the universe. Furthermore, as
analyzedin Chapter Two, she thinks that science has taught us that there is no moral authority outside of buman
reason. Thus, each individual should conduct himself/herself in accordance with his/her own reason. This would
be fine except that Simone Weil thinks that it is very difficult for the individual to attain this independent reasoning
capacity. As pointed out in Chapter Two of this thesis, the social realm, through "language,” transmits to the
individual a whole culture of ideas and ways of conducting himself/herself before he/she attains the capacity to
think. In L'Enracinemens Simone Weil claims, I suggest, that these cultural roots bave the added advantage of
transmitting spiritual treasures to the individual. However, if these spiritual treasures are rooted in religion, as they
are for Simone Weil, and religion has lost its claim to authority on these matters, as she thinks it has, then this
thought will not be transmitted, certainly not in the way that Simone Weil thinks it should be. Consequently, the
leaders of the state could not act as moral examples of this higher order. Thus, it is the schism between science and
religion which must be overcome for the state to provide for the Order conducive to allowing human beings to fulfill
their obligations and to the nurturing of the souls of those who form a part of it.

In Chapter Two of this thesis, I pointed out that Simone Weil thought that had science followed Descartes’
moral teaching, the schism with religion might not have occured. However, she claimed that Descartes had himself
gone astray in the sense that he had not discovered a way of preventing the order, conceived by the mind, from
being imposed on the world. Thus, one of the ideas she found in Descartes'thought which was to root modem
science in Greek science had not been, Simone Weil thought, successful.

In L 'Enracinement, Simone Weil claims that Descartes® project was bound to go astray because to succesd
Descartes would have had to confront the Church's conception of God. As we saw above, Simone Weil argued that
the carly Christians had carried on the Greek view of God which issues from the tradition of identical thought, but
that the Romans, when they took over Christianity, transformed it and the connection to the tradition of identical
thought was lost. The connection was the relation between the Order of the World and Christ’s Incamation being
the completion of the Order by inscribing the Image as the Beauty of the World which leads by desire to God's
Love. The Roman’s lost sight of the Image by sezing our ability to meet necessity on her own terms as an indication

of our role as being one of Mastery; that is, as being the image of the All-Powerful God and thus sharing God's
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Power over All. Weil’s argument is that this is not the point of the Image, rather the way of Christ is quite the
contrary; it is an abdication of imaginary power which reveals the Beauty of the Image and the Reality of the Love
at the basis of Creation; the abdication of our imaginary power over nature matches God's abdication of His Power
to allow us to be free. So, God is All-Powerful but He, in his Love, desires our consent and so He expressed this
Love by creating a distance between Himself and His Creation at Creation; yet, as we saw this distance is bridged
by Love ~ the impossible Love.

Simone Weil argues that this shift in thinking between Greek science and Modern science is the result of
this transformation that had taken place in religion. But, she says, this does not have to continue because:
Il ne s°agit pas de 1'avinement du christianisme. Le christianisme originel, tel qu'il se trouve encore préseat pour
nous dans le Nouveau Testament, et surtout dans les Evangiles, Stait, comme la religion antique des Mystres,
parfaitement apte a &tre I'inspiration centrale d'une science parfaitement rigoureuse.'™

Her analysis of Christianity under the Romans and Early Christianity found in the New Testament has
uncovered two different conceptions of Divine Providence. In the Gospels of the New Testament she found a
conception of an impersonal Providence, and she quotes two passages from the Gospels in support of her claim.

The first:

"Devensaz les fils de votre Pere, celui des cieux; car il fait lever le soleil sur les méchants et les bons, et fait tomber
Ia pluie sur les justes et les injustes ... Soyez donc parfaits comme votre Pere céleste est parfait, '™

She understands this passage to be saying that what is being offered as a model of perfection is
=...I'impartialits aveugle de la matidre inerte, c’est régularité impitoyable de l'ordre du monde, absolument
indifférente 2 la qualité des hommes ....™"™ For the scientist, she argues, this would mean that he/she could
contemplate the order of the world, that is, the order God has inscribed in the world (without further interveation).
Thus, claims Simone Weil, this passage also suggests that in the same way as the sun shines down on all, and yet
it depends entirely upon the conditions it meets as to whether anything grows by its light, is purely rigorous, also,
the way God's grace falls down on all of us and depends entirely on the conditions grace meets within the soul of

a human being as to whether it will be able to plant its seed of Love and grow is as rigorous as a mechanism:

1™Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.330.
Y®Weil; L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.330, quoted from Matthew 5, 45,
WWeil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.330-331.



486
La grice tombe de chez Dicu dans tous les étres; ce qu'elle y devient dépend de ce qu'ils sont; 1 ob elle péndtre
récllement les fruits qu'elle porte sont I'effet d°un processus analogue i un mécanisme, et qui, comme un

mecanisme, a lieu dans la durce, '

The second passage is one Simone Weil often quotes from the Gospels, and she thinks that it, even more
clearly, expresses "la non-intervention de Dieu dans |"opération de la griice ....":
“Le royaume de Dieu, c’est comme si un homme jette du grain dans la terre, puis dort et veille la nuit et le Jjour,
€t le grain germe et pousse sans qu'il sache comment. Automatiquement la terre porte le fruit; dabord la tige, puis
I'¢pi, puis Ia plénitude du grain dans 1'¢pi."'®

Simone Weil's main point is that God does not make any choices as to who will receive grace, in the sama
way as the sun does not choose which seed will germinate and be a tree which will bear good fruit, If it is a good
seed and the carth provides the conditions needed and the sun shines on it, the seed will germinate and grow. The
same applies to the human being in relation to gn;ce. If a human being has a real desire for pure good and the
collectivity he/she is born into provides the proper conditions of existence, then this desire for good will grow and
God’s Good will descend and the germination of grace will take place.

With the proper conception of God, that is, of a God who does not intervene in the Order of the universe,
Simone Weil thinks that science would not conflict with religion. Both would hold the same view of the Universe
as being equal to the Order God inscribed here. The state could then set up the human order so that the individual
human beings, scientists included, could be nurtured to love God's Order. It is only in and through the State that
human beings can leam about the order of the Universe and about our human destiny. Thus Simone Weil thinks
that St. John of the Cross, and of course Plato, had the right approach in searching for 2 method to attain the pure
state of mystical contemplation. In fact, she argues, their works are nothing but "...une étude rigoureusement

scientifique des mécanismes sumnaturels. "' This is because there are certain conditions to be fulfilled in order to

achieve such a state, and Simone Weil was certain that: "Quand les conditions sont remplies, Dieu ne refuse

"'Weil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.331.
"SWeil, L’Enracinement, op. cit., p.331, quoted from Mark p-4, p.26.
"OWeil, L ‘Enracinement, op. cit., p.333.
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jamais, "i#

The Gospels, claims Simone Weil, suggest the way a human sou! could attain a purc state of mystical
contemplation. For example in the passage quoted from Luke 14:11, “"Quiconque s’éléve soi-mame sera abaissé,
quiconque s"abaisse soi-méme sera leve™; the human soul is divided between two sides of a balance. In one of the
scales is the carnal part of the soul and in the other scale is the divine part. Thus, when one’s attention is focused
on the divine part of the soul, that is, the humbler one, the scale eventually tips and one receives grace. However,
the more one gives over to the camnal part of the soul, the scale tips the wrong way. Simone Weil argues that the
Saints have verified that there is a supernatural physics of the human soul. However, in the case of the Saints, "la
vérification est constituce par la marche vers la perfection....”™

Simone Weil locates what she deems to be the main source of Western uprootedness — our misconception
of God and God’s relation to the Universe — in the historical twist of events. She claims that when the Roman
Empire made Christianity its official religion "On fit de Dieu une doublure de I'Empereur.*™ The Romans, she
argues, condoned this conception of God because they saw themselves as Masters. Simone Weil argues that the
consequences of this were manifold: the Romans infected everything with slavery:

s ont déshonoré les suppliants en les forgant 2 mentir. Ils ont deshonoré la gratitude en la regardant comme un
esclavage atténug; dans leur conception, en recevant un bienfait, on aliénait en échange unc partic de sa liberté. Si
le bienfait était important, les moeurs courantes contraignaient & dire au bienfaiteur qu'on &ait son esclave.'”

Thus, as we saw in the above historical analysis, she claims they persecuted the Pythagoreans, exterminated
the Druids of Gaul, annihilated the Egyptian religious cults, "noyé dans le sang et déshonoré par d’ingénieuses
calomnies I"adoration de Dionysos..", and finally, persecuted the early Christians.”™ But, argues Simone Weil, the
Romans needed a front, "1"dcorce exterieure d'une tradition religieuse authentique” so they adopted the “wom out”
Christians. Simone Weil claims that the Roman conccptic.m of slavery is not to be confused with Christ's conception

of slavery as used in The New Testament. Christ, she says, uscs the term slave to refer to people "qui ont voulu

4Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.332,
SWeil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.334.
"Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.341.
'Weil, L ‘Enracinement, op. cit., p.342.
WWeil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.347.
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de tout leur cocur se donner 2 Dicu comme esclaves. ™™ These people are free and consent to be God's slaves in
Christ’s conception of slavery. But in the Roman conception, which she argues is the more cornmon conception,
slaves are property - they are not free to consent to work, rather they are forced to be slaves. Simone Weil thinks
that they attributed to God the same master-slave relation that has been set up between human and human.

The Roman conception of Providence is one of "une interveation personnelle de Dieu dans 1'univers pour
ajuster certains moyens en vue de fins particulidres. "™ This view anthropomorphizes God because it claims that
this intervention is subjected to the same kind of causality as that of the interveation human beings make in acting
in the world. As she says:

Dieu viole I"ordre du monde pour y faire surgir, non ce qu'il veut produire, mais des causes qui ameneront ¢e qu’il
veut produire & titre deffet....
ces suppositions correspondent exactement a Iz situation de 1'homme devant la matidre, '

She claims that the Roman Master conception of God has ruled over almost the whole of Christianity -
the only exception being the Mystics. She points out that with the Roman conception we end up with quite absurd
analyses of history, such things as what she encountered in a Catholic review on the anniversary of the discovery
of America: "Elle disait que Dieu avait envoyé Christophe Colomb en Amérique afin qu'il y et quelques sidcles
plus tard un pays capable de vaincre Hitler. ™'

(It also leads to even more absurd interpretations of how God intervenes to affect individuals in their private
lives. For example, Simone Weil points out that individuals are known to think that God has intervened to save
him/her from lightening. But she argues if this were true in one individual case it would have to be considered true
for all the individuals in the world who were not hit by lightening. This, she points out, reduces the whole idea of
intervention to absurdity.)

An essential problem Simone Weil finds with the Roman conception of God is that it is incompatible with
what she thinks is the true scientific conception of the universe, « a net of relations which are necessary. Simone

Weil argues that the reason science and religion had to go their own ways was because religion held the wrong

"“Weil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.348.
‘OWeil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.351.
"'Weil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.352.
"Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.354.
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conception of God. Divine Providence, she argues, cannot be a disturbing influence to the order of the world
because it is *he regulating principle of the Universe. She thinks that many religious texts from the past have carmied
forth this truth; she cites some of the beautiful and pure parts of the Old Testament: in Greece among the
Pythagoreans and all the sages, in China with Lao-tse, in the Hindu seriptures, and in the Egyptian Book of the
Dead.'®

This deviation, (from the tradition of religious thought) bequeathed to us by the Romans, Simone Weil
thinks, led science astray. Because science, she claims, no longer recognizes that it is & symbolic mirror of
supernatural truths. Simone Weil argues that the only way for the Western civilization to re-integrate into the
tradition is "de méditer le vieux récit de la Genise, en le situant dans le milicu qui est le sien, celui de la pensée
antique.™™ What Genesis tells us is that we, as human beings, have placed ourselves “hors de 1’obéissance. ™ Thus,
we must consent to the punishment which is ours, labour and death: "Par conséquent e travail et la mort, st
I"homme les subit en consentant & les subir, constituent un transport dans le bien supréme de "obéissance i Dieu, '®"

Simone Weil organizes her ideal State around the idea that the soul’s needs must be considered prior to
and yet at the same time as material needs - in 2 sense, the two can be harmonized and this is what Weil attempts
to do in making the notion of physical labour the spiritual core of her State. The way that the physical labourer
through work with a method in mind encounters necessity i for her a constant death or otherwise said renunciation
of self; thus, a consent to God's Order. However, this is not to be confused with a conception of work as a means
of mastering nature, but rather as a means by which the individual can encounter necessity which is very different.
The focus in the latter case is on the "encounter with necesity” thus understanding is one of the conditions of it. Not
only does this notion of "physical labour as the spiritual core of the State” accord with her dualistic conception of

human nature, but she also intends for it to accord with the teachings of Genesis. She claims that the Old Testament

WSee L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.285-289, where she quotes from many of these sources, which express the

impersonal conception of God and the view that the universe is governed by necessity.

“Weil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.377.
1%Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.377. To consent to death does not entail wanting to die or acting in such

a way as to bring death to oneself, i.e., suicide as Weil did not condone such practises; rather, it condones an

acceptance of death as a condition of necessity and that humans can prepare their souls; thus, the desire to stay alive
is related to the desire to be ready.
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brings forward the truth that physical labour is the most honorable activity of human beings.'™ But she insists that
we have misunderstood Genesis. The conventional interpretation is that physical labour is Divine punishment (which
she agrees with) and that those who Jabour most are the least honored. It is this latter part that she contests.

Simone Weil asserts that to labour is to consent to God's chosen punishment and to restore God's Order
which was inscribed in the universe at Creation by means of the Second Person as the Ordering Princple. God's
order can also be restored by consenting to death. In L 'Enracinement, Simone Weil argues that one cannot readily
consent to death before the time Providence has chosen. That is why, she thinks, we have been given a way to
consent to death in life through physical labour.

Physical labour is conceived as a daily death, as it does violence to human nature in two ways. First, in
submitting our body and soul to matter, we exhaust our supplementary energy. Second, we experience something
of the extremity in the way in which labouring hours or days drag. Simone Weil argues that if we can continue to
consent to suffer this violence daily, then we have come as close 2s possible in life to obeying God:
Immediatement aprés le consentement 2 la mort, le consentement & la loi qui rend le travail indispensable & la
conservation de la vie est I'acte le plus parfait d’obéissance qu'il soit donné 2 I"homme d accomplir.

Dis lors Jes autres activités humaines, commandement des hommes, €laboration de plans techniques, art, science,
philosophte, et ainsi de suite, sont toutes inférieures au travail physique en signification spirituelle.'

Endnotes: Chapter Four

I Simone Weil defends the view that there are and have been such things as "miracles”. She argues against the view

that "miracles” can be defined as "a fact contrary to the laws of nature.” David Hume makes this claim in his

refutation of miracles in An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding (Indianapolis: Hackett, 1977), p.89.
This definition of miracles assumes that we know the “laws of nature,” but she argues: "Nous ne connaissons
pas les lois de la nature. Nous ne pouvons faire a leur sujet que des suppositions.” (L 'Enracinement, op. cit.,
P-355). It is equally absurd, she claims, to attribute miracles to the will of God because, as she has taken pains
to demonstrate, God does not intervene in the affairs of the world. Concerning God's will, she claims:

Nous savons seulement, d’une maniére générale, que tout ce qui se produit, sans aucune exception, est conformé

i la volonté de Dieu en tant que Créateur; et que tout ce qui enferme 2u moins une parcelle de bien pur procide

de I'inspiration sumnaturelle de Dicu en tant que bien absolue. (L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.335)

"%See Weil, L'Enracinement, op. cit., p.372-374. Weil cites many accounts from ancient texts that implicitly
or explicitly consider physical labour in this way.
W"Weil, L Enracinement, op. cit., p.379-380.
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Hume, however, does not rely on "necessity,” instead he relies on the testimony of common sease, which strictly
speaking, cannot comprehend most of science, let alone miracles.
Simone Weil argues that we should not make miracles our reason for accepting the words of a Saint. Rather it
is the “saintliness” of one who performs the miracle that should compel us to trust what a saint says. The
miracle, she argues, is only & physical phenomenon; one which accompanies ua abandon total de 1'dme au bien
ou au mal.” Simone Weil uses an analogy to emphasize this point. The mechanism it obeys, she says, is
analogous to the mechanism which produces tears when one is feeling sorrow. A mechanism, she argues, is not
supernatural, that is why it is the saintliness which must be judged, not the miracles. Also, because there are
diabolical miracles, and one who performs diabolical miracles is not a saint. This person has abandoned
himsalf/herself to evil, whereas the saint has abandoned his/her soul to the good.
Miracles, she argues, have no "apologetical value” for Christianity because they are not a supernatural fact (they
are very common in India and were very common in Greece in its decline). Christ, she thinks, should be judged
not by the miracles he performed by His holiness: ... la puret€ de sa vie, la parfaite beauté de ses peroles, et
le fait qu'il exergait ses pouvoirs sculement pour des actes de compassion. 11 resultant de 1a seulement qu'il était
un saint. (L ‘Enracinement, op. cit., p.338)
It was also on the basis of Christ’s saintliness that people were certain that when He said: "He is the Son of
God," it was true. The purpose of the miracles was only to draw people’s attention. Thus, Simone Weil argues
Christ did not do miracles for the purpose of making believers out of non-believers. Moreover, she says faith
has no relation to credulity because faith is certainty and belief is a lack of certainty. In order o have faith one
has to move out of the realm of opinion (pistis) toward that of certainty. Simone Weil defines faith in the
following way:
La foi dans la Providence consiste 3 &tre certain que 1"univers dans sa totalit€ est conformé & la volonté de Dieu non
seulement au premier sens, mais aussi au second; ¢'est-a-dire que dans cet univers le bien I'emporte sur le mal. 1l
ne peut s'agir 13 que de l'univers dans sa totalité, car dans les choses particulidres nous ne pouvons
malheurcusement pas douter qu'il y ait du mal. Ainsi I"objet de cette certitude est une disposition ternelle et
universelle constituant le fondement de 'ordre invariable du monde. La Providence divine m'spparzit jamais
autrement, sauf erreur, ni dans les textes sacrés de la Chinc, de I'Inde et de la Grice, ni dans les Evangiles,
(L Enracinement, op. cit., p.341)
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CONCLUSION

In this thesis, I have argued that Simone Weil's philosophical anthropology remains consistently dualistic
throughout her work. However her idea of the exact way in which human nature is dualistic does change from her
earlier thought to her later thought, The continuity of her thought can be seen in the coberence of her dualistic
philosophical anthropology with her dualistic religious metaphysics. This dualism is first shown in her theory of
knowledge: she establishes it in relation to Descartes’ epistemology and mind-body dualism. Weil particularly
emphasizes the link between Cartesian science and Greek science from whence it originated and departed. In my
analysis of Weil’s early thought, 1 have argued that Weil's concern about the direction of science stemmed from
her realization that our conception of human nature is determined by how science perceives the relation between
bumans and nature. Critiques of Classical science and its mechanistic tendencies were not uncommon in Weil’s
intellectual environment. What was uncommon was Weil's dualism; phenomenologists and existentialists were very
involved with the project of re-establishing the role of the human subject in science thus following thinkers like
Husserl and Hume. What sets Weil's analysis apart is her insistence that we cannot simply emphasize the human
subject and thus ignore necessity: Weil neither adopted the positivistic tendencies nor the subjectivist theories
prevalent in her time. I have argued that she perceived that the human imagination in perception plays & very
significant role in establishing the essential link not only for every individual®s relation to the world, but also for
the scientists’ relation to the world. Furthermore, in Weil's analysis, this link allows the scientist to encounter
necessity; this link also allows the worker who works with method in mind to encounter necessity. | claimed that
it was possible for Weil to maintain this dualistic conception of human nature whilst avoiding the problem of trying
to get out of the self to act in the world because in her theory of perception itself there is this link between sight
and movement; it takes a special effort of mind to control the body from reacting to the initial response o the
messages received from the imagination. So, the link to the world is a problem for the subjectivists because they
fail to see that all of our ideas originate in our imagination which is for Weil, as it was for Descartes, intimately
linked to the body. We see with our eyes and feel with our bodies; yet we no sooner see and feel and our body

reacts and Weil argues that this is by way of the imagination.
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My thesis is that Weil saw the true problem to be one of moving in the world in a way that allowed the
human being to be equal to necessiiy; she saw that the human mind working in cooperation with what was perceived
could acquire all that was needed to meet necessity on equal terms. Thus, I have argued that Weil claims that
humans get from necessity all the mathematical relations through the imagination that the mind needs to devise a
method of action with which it can then return to the world and act in accordance with necessity. I do not agree
with Professor Springsted that Weil held that "thoughts which come from the understanding™ give us 2 capital M-
ncca;sity and the world as force presents us with 2 small n-necessity. I realise that the necessity that confronts us
as force appears to be other than that which we can conceive of; but I think that it is not for Weil other than that
which we can conceive of as it is simply that which is not in our control because we have not conceived of it at all
or propesly; but, even when we meet necessity on its own terms we are not in total control of necessity; it is always
beyond our total control. Thus, as Weil argues those of us who are deceived by our “imaginary power,” are
shocked, when we meet necessity as force. We, then, realize that we have not really understood the extent of her
dominion. My argument is that, for Weil, the fact that there is a necessary gap between us and the world does not
prevent us from knowing necessity as it exists in the world apart from us. The imagination is an imperfect link and
thus allows for error but it does not prevent us from being certain about the laws of nature once we establish them
beyond & reasonable doubt. Already stated in Weil's early thought is this idea that we can know the laws of nature —
God guarantees us that - but we are not God so we must remember the limits; when we encounter force, we
encounter necessity as the limits. Thus, Weil's emphasis on the necessary relation between mind and body (or
necessity) and the ability for the mind to remove itself from the world and sort out the ideas brought to it through
the imagination( which includes language and mathematical relations) from the world is her early conception of the
relation between epistemology and philosophical anthropology. Weil's argument which she arrived at through an
analysis of Descartes, Kant, and the Greeks is that if the world is opposed to us as an obstacle, then it is first
opposed to us as an obstacle through our own bodies; that is, the imagination which like the obstacle is the source
of our clear ideas and the source of confused ideas. The intellect must discern which is which.
I have argued that although Weil not fully develop her duzlistic philosophiczl anthropology in relation to

her religious metaphysics in her early thought, however, later the seeds of it were already there and germinating.
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Also, I have argued that when she began her political and social activity in the concrete world of work and work
with a method, she was already equipped with her dualistic conception of human nature; she criticized the marxicis
and Marx himself from this basis. Weil was not drawn into scientific socialism like those around her in the Unions
and the Communist circles because she held another conception of human nature which made her question rather
than assume the one-sided perspective she found therein. She perceived, although she was not aware of Marx's
thought at first, that there was something missing in the way that the unions and Communists were directing the
workers. She was concerned that the promised cultural life in which each worker would not only be a labourer but
a thinker as well might never arrive; Soviet Russiz looked to her more of the same kind of oppression as occurred
around her. Thus, I have argued, Weil took it upon herself to analy<s Lenin's conception of the Communist goals,
its epistemology and implied conception of human nature; she wanted to see if there was in their thought itself an
oppressive element. My view is that Weil's critique of Marx and the marxists is firmly grounded in her dualistic
conception of human nature; she was able to see that this thought was steeped in the humanist conception of progress
which she had already perceived was based on a science that took as its main goal to master nature, Weil had begun
her political and social activity with the view that the socialistic goal was to reform society in such a way that
Capitalism would no longer oppress the workers. But, she learned that the source of the problem was more complex
than merely uniting the workers in a battle against the Capitalists. Furthermore, she realized that her conception
of liberty for the workers was only partially in agreement with that of the marxists. Weil always had her ideal of
the worker as one who should be given the opportunity to achieve an understanding of necessity in the process of
work in the back of her mind. However, she, like the marxists whole-heartedly wanted the workers 1o have better
conditions of existence; yet, she was not convinced that the power struggle method would achieve even that goal
for them. Her analysis of the factory and the Taylor system, adopied by Soviet Russia itself, convinced her that the
problem had also to do with the mechanistic system itself; it was being used to extract the most out of each and
every human body.

The problem was that the domination of nature had become the domiration of human nature; therefore,
Marx was right, what we face is a problem of power relations between humans. But, Weil’s dualistic conception

of human nature prevented her from accepting Marx® solution to the problem of this ancient power struggle. Work
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is not the result of the relations between classes because the encounter with necessity is essential to buman beings
as it continually maintains our conscious awareness of our duality; thus, it should not be a goal of society to try to
rid ourselves of work. For Weil, the best way for humans to deal with necessity is to attempt to meet ber on equal
terms by understanding and obeying her laws; thus, she argues that that part of the humarn being that thinks and is
made for liberty can be taken to be the prime goal of the society and industry,

Weil claimed that even if the workers were to have control of the state, there would always be that element
of human nature that desires domination to contend with -- Marx had not conceived of a way to balance what is
intrinsic to human beings; that is, some are strong and others weak. It could not be assummed that if the workers
were to take power, they would not become the new oppressors. When the force is in the hands of the other side,
there is no guarantee that they will be just, Weil thought that Marx had realized that what needed to be changed was
the system of production, but he had not conceived of how to change it in a way that would be best for the
individual soul. Weil argues that it had to be changed to accord with the essential needs of an individual, especially,
the need to work with method in mind and the other needs of the soul. But, there was still the problem of the
tendency of the strong to oppress the weak to cope with. Weil dealt with this problem in her later thought.

Weil's critical analysis of the marxist conception of the Communist ideal state and how it has nothing in
place to prevent those in power even if they are the workers from becoming the new oppressors is drawn from her
conception of human nature and from her historical analysis of the French Revolution; the bourgeoisie, who were
10 be the new liberators, became instead the new oppressors. Weil saw that her view of human nature had 2
spiritual side to it that was held in contempt by the marxists. Religion was the opium of the people. But, Weil began
to see that the conception of progress that fed and motivatsd marxism was the new religion of the people and it was
not a “true religion”. This analysis and the upcoming political events that Weil engaged in with the Communists
and Socialists led to her claim that the social element and pressure involved in group or party politics prevented any
reasonable dialogue between individuals. Dissent should always be considered 2 healthy and welcome stimulant to
sny group and none of this was permitted in the pre-war politics that W;'.il faced with her insightful analysis of how
the Communists® and Socialists’ support of Stalinist Russia did nothing to resist Hitler's National-Socialism. After

& long struggle with Marxism which was quite a social force in her time, partially because it had made common
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cause with the leftist Hegelians (it adopted the Hegelian view of the historical process and reconstructed it), Weil
rejected the overall thrust of the idea that there would be liberty at the end of long power struggle with the
Bourgeoisie and Capitalists. She rejected the historical process thought completely and bepan her own analysis of
the upcoming war based on her view of human nature.

Weil already had, in her early analysis of human nature, already an understanding of what gave human
beings the ability to gain power over nature and human nature. However, her further analysis in Oppression and
Libe:ty confirmed her view that necessity as force is always present to remind us that the power of an individual
ts always limited. So, although Weil realized that power and prestige are illusions and eqﬁally a part of necessity,
she thought that human beings were made for something other than social oppression and the kind of liberty that
bumanism promised. That is why, 1 argued, she began her search for a way to balance the strong and the weak
through a search for a way to inspire a people with the virtues of humanity which transcend necessity. As I have
argued, this led Weil towards Christian Mysticism and in search of its source in that long lost tradition of “identical
thought”.

I kave argued that Weil was directed, in her search, by the desire to root Christianity in a past it had
separated itself from. Her conviction was that this past held the true Christian roots. Weil’s method of approaching
the past was similar to the one used by Jean Guitton who was contemporaneous with her. There was this true desire

" among them to understand how the Westera civilisation had lost a relation to the virtues of humanity that could only
come from a knowledge of the supemnatural which is the true Christian message: secular society did not permit this
knowledge to live among human beings because it directed them towards desiring worldly goods (utility) alone and
this orientation is contrary to-how the sou-l must be directed in order to nourish the spirit. | have argued that Weil's
claim was that the soul should be oriented towards the truth and worldly goods are received in recompense. The
point being that she saw that we assume the opposite; that is, that worldly goods are the precondition of this
orientation but Weil is ¢claiming that it cannot be.

1 draw out of Weil's conception of the past her analyses of the “identical thought” that she found in the
ancient traditions of many civilisations. I have presented a few of her analyses of the ancient civilisations mﬁnly

to get the general conceptions which she found to have been living realities in those civilisations. | have shown that
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Weil saw in ancient Indian thought - Hinduism -- a true mystical thought which bad as its true revelation the idea
of a “mystical union with God by means of the perfection of the soul”. We saw that Weil found that the conception
of equilibrium was prevalent in this thought and led them to conceive of a method of detachment that was another
manifestation of the one practised later by the Greeks. Their ancient texts also showed a knowledge of the Trinity
and of the virtue of Justice. Thus, Weil realised that the knowledge of these conceptions of equilibrium, Justice,
and the Trinity had been passed on to Egypt and Greece and the West from the Far East and that each civilisation
gave expression to a different manifestation of this same "identical thought™. Egypt’s revelation was the way Justice
and Charity were one through a "Love of thy Neighbour™; this gave rise to a positive conception of Justice - the
human virtue that showed an understanding and a respect for God's Order. The Egyptians thought that the act of
giving bread with attention to the afflicted was a way of transmitting Gods Love and thus transforming the soul
of the afflicted.

The Greeks had inherited the Egyptian conception of Justice and Charity and had had their own revelation;
that is, of the distance between God and the Universe which led them to discover another method of directing the
soul towards the truth; this was the method of the contemplation of necessity or God's Order through science which
connecled the Order and Beauty of the World. 1 argued that Simone Weil claimed that Pythagoras had bad a
revelation through his discovery of the geometric mean, that is, the incommensurable; his discovery of the
incommensurable led him to see that the science of geometry is the science of physics. Pythagoras saw his discovery
of the "geometrical image” of the mean between the segment of the two lines which make up the diagonal of the
square to have issued from "divine Love®. This discovery was only possible by seeing the "image” of the point of
unity between the segments which were equivalent in their unity to two whole numbers. In other words, there was
no way to mediate between twe whole numbers mathematically until Pythagoras had (re)discovered the
incommensurable; and it is evident if one compares the geometrical image of the incommensurable with the
mathematical expression of it that it is possible to see the perfect image whereas it is not possible to give a perfect
expression of this image. Thus, what Pythagoras saw contradicted all the mathematical relations possible between
numbers. Not only did this comfirm for him that there was mediation between one thing and another thing in the

world so that unity was at the source of diversity and unity; and, the Order of the World was seen to be essentially
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dualistic, but also by reflecting on this image Pythagoras became aware of how the Beauty of the World was
connected to the Order of the World and that it was the Beauty that orieated the soul towards the truth by way of
desire.

The way that the image contradicted all possible mathematical expression suggested to Pythagoras that that
which mediates and is the source of number transcends necessity — thus, it must come from God who Himself is
outside of the Universe at the same time as God is the Mediator Himself. But, if God is Mediator and known
through the Image, then, the Image of God must have descended in order to leave His Image imprinted in the
Universe as Beauty; Weil's claim is that Pythagoras® revelation was that there had been a Mediator that appeared
on earth as the Image of God and that this Mediator inscribed in the QOrder of the World the Image of God as the
Beauty of the World. According to Weil's analysis, the other implication of Pythagoras® revelation was that the role
of science was to construct the geometrical images and reflect on them because that was equivalent to desiring to
see the Image of the Mediator Himself; science provided the means of expressing the Greeks® desire to bridge the
distance betwsen humans and God. The way that the image of the geometrical mean contradicted mathematical logic
and yet was visible to the eye made the early Greeks privilege the geometrical image over all algebraic formulations.
For them, "God is ever Geometer™ as Plato had claimed. Thus, all other images, such as in art, literary and plastic,
which attempted to express the ultimate contradiction of our duality as could be seen in the geometrical image, took
on a special significance in the Greek civilisation. Weil argued that that the Greeks were dedicated in their search
in the world for ratios and proportions (that could only be known by means of the geometrical mean) and in their
construction of all kinds of images that imitated these ratios and proportions. Their desire to build the perfect bridge
to God eventually led to a conception, inspired by pure desire, of the perfect bridge and this led God to sead His
Image through His only Son, Christ. Weil saw in Plato’s conception of the "perfectly just man” 2s portrayed in the
Republic ( but seen in combination with other of his dialogues) the perfect image of how God's Son who, for Weil,
is God Himself could appear on earth. For, just as the geometrical image contradicted all mathematical logic but
nonetheless could be seen, so too must the Image of God contradict all the force of necessity which for the human
being is the power and prestige of society. Thus, Plato’s image of the "perfectly just man ® as a man stripped bare

of all prestige and power and made to suffer this ultimate degradation as well as physical torture was the only way
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that the Image of God could appear on earth -- this total renunciation of the force of necessity, that is of His Power,
was the Image of the Act of God's Abdication of Self at Creation. The perfectly just man — the human God - bad
to appear to us as though he were a common criminal and this image of the perfectly just man was the ultimate
contradiction equal to that perceived by Pythagoras. And as Weil had argued, for humans to know Justice itself
which is the Model of God's Act at Creation, this Model must appear to them in the only reality they can know:
in human flesh on earth. This meant that humans must see in the the image an imitation of reality itself; but, to do
this, the appearance of the image is necessary. The claim is not that each and every human being must see the Son
of God in the flesh, but rather that Christ left His Image inscribed in the Beauty of the World which we can
perceive and which our desire for love compels us to imitate. Thus, we have the Image of the equilibrium or the
unity of unity and diversity which is inscribed in necessity; and humans can perceive this unity and direct their
whole lives accordingly because each image of reality hes, although the same as it is an image of reality, a different
manifestation depending on the aspect of life it must relate to. For example, the image of the balance relates to
measuring things in the world; whereas, the image of equilibrium relates more generally to how we can see and
understand the universe; and, the image of Justice relates to how we can direct our actions in the world. These
images are essentially manifestations of the Image of Mediation Himself,

I have argued that Weil's conception of the Trinity based as it was on Pythagoras® revelation {and other
fragments that showed the relation of the geometric mean to the identical thought of the tradition) of the umity of
contraries did not exclude the possibility of there having been other Incarnations previous to that of Christ. For
example, we saw that she suggested that the Egyptians had witnessed an Incamation of the Son of God an¢ that
Mclchesidich was also an Incarnation. She thought that those civilisations which she saw to have had Revelations,
such as China (in Tao - "I am the way” ) and Persia, and India (Buddha} as well as others thought that they had
witnessed an Incamnation of the Image of God, I think that because of the amEiguous ¢laims she makes on this issue
(sometimes she says that these Images are the Son of God and sometimes she says that they are images which
demonstrate a profound desire for the Image to be a living reality) that she may have thought that it was possible
for there to have been other Incamations. My tentative conclusion is that she thought that the Second Person of the

Trinity was inscribed in the Order of the Universe at Creation and that to imprint the Beauty in the images of the
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Universe the Second Person had to be Incamated and that this may have happened at other times before Christ; but
that, whether there was an Incamnation before or not. for sure, Weil thought Christ was the Incamation. Weil
thought that it was because of the profound desire expressed by certain individuals for a human environment in
which the whole was imbued with the Wisdom of the mystical path and its relation to the Order and Beauty of the
World and who felt the depths of the spiritual poverty of human beings without this knowledge — she expressly
claimed this about Plato — that God would feel compelled to send His Image, His Son. Simone Weil argued that
there is a grave imbalance between the spiritual and the profane. This imbalance manifests itself in the world and
appears to us — as the images are our signs — in the form of an excess of force. Weil argues that an excess of force
remains an imbalance whether it be the hands of the guardians of the spiritual or in the hands of those who guard
the profane.

Christ was the Incamnation and He left the Image of Himself inscribed in the Beauty of the World for us
to contemplate; Christ’s life and death were for Weil many expressions of the duality which defines existence — to
be born of Love and to always desire this Love and yet to be miscrably separated from this Love, The Passion
expressed the ultimate in duality because Christ went the furthest distance from God's Love in His affliction and
yet He continued to Love God ~ the ultimate contradiction and the unity of the contraries by means of God’s Love.
Christ's Passion was for Weil the Model of the Eternal Cry of affliction and the proof that at the basis of all,
especially affliction, is God's Love. Christ’s affliction tells us that the poor and afflicted are privileged because they
are already the way of Christ — they know the ultimate distance from God's Love and the ultimate misery of that
distance. The echo of Christ’s ¢ry can be heard if one can hear it in all of those afflicted human beings that are,
like Christ was, the outcasts of society. Weil's greatest horror was that they did not know it and so they could not
complete the way of the Cross. Thus, the Christian Mystic, St. John of the Cross, according to Weil, had rightly
understood that the most certain way to God's Love was by means of the Cross { Weil thought that all is possible
for God). Thus, Weil saw no problem with the idea of Christ being acce vted by all as the Son of God as Christ's
Word cohered with the knowledge which issued from the tradition of “ident'cal thought”.

Weil's study of the mystical tradition of “identical thought™ confirmed her dualistic conceptior of human

nature. She does, however, make one considerable change from her early philosophical anthropology as & result
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of her understanding of the degree to which necessity in its manifestation as foree rules human existence. Weil
realizes that the part of the soul that is an opening to God's Love - the uncreated part of the soul — is for want of
a better term 2 small part of the soul. This is a significant change because she sees clearly that the intellect can use
its capacity to formulate a method of action for the purpose of the domination of nature and human nature rather
than to accord with virtue. She more clearly expresses the view that the intellect must be directed towards the truth
for it to have the effect of orienting the whole soul towards a union with God’s Love. In other words, the intellect
can be enslaved to the desire for power rather than carrying out its intended role of arbiter which means that its
function is to discemn the truth and submit to it. When the intellect does the latter it nurtures the “uncreated part of
the soul” thus making more space for God's Love to enter,

I have argued that Weil's critique of Western Civisation was based on her view of the tradition of *identical
thought™ and her conception of the Christian Revelation that issued from this thought. Weil took her conc_ptions
of Justice and Charity, which are the virtues of humanity, and her idea that the ideal human community should be
imbued with a just balance between the spiritual and the profane from this ‘identical® thought. 1 have shown that
she judges the history of the West as far back as the Athenians of the 4th century B.C. from the point of view of
the virtues of humanity and of the idea of this balanced human community. In the broad sense, we saw that Weil
perceived a general fluctuation between a disequilibriumcaused by an excess of the profane {or secular culture ruled
by necessity) and a disequilibrium ruled by an excess of the spiritual (because of its excess it is equally ruled by
necessity). We are today living an excess of the profane. However, there was a period in the 10th and 11th centuries
which Weil claimed as the true Renaissance: it is this period that she took as her point of comparison with the later
Renaissance of the 17th century, called the *false Renaissance.* The reason she called this second Renaissance false
was because the retumn to the Greeks was incomplete both with regards to its conception of science and its
cornsction to Christiarity. I have shown that Weil established her unde-standing of Western civilisation through an
analysis of Western history and Modem science as it compares to Greek science.

In my analysis of Weil's view of Western history, 1 have introduced the conception of Justice and Charity
that issues from the tradition of identical thought and the notion of idolatry as a basis for an understanding of her

analysis of the Athenians, the Romans, the French, and the Germans. She took these latter peoples as examples to
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illustrate her arguments. Weil distinguished those imperialistic powers who had maintained a link to the “identical
thought™ and at least showed that they knew that their actions were not just from those who did not even maintain
this link in their thought; these latter we saw thoroughly believed that they were by right the Masters of the World ~
they believed that any means that the strong chose to maintain their dominate position was right and even just. Those
who believed themselves to be the Masters of the World generally held themselves to be the superior mce and they
set up their collectivity as that which is to be idolized; for Weil, this is the origin of the state idolatry which she
thinks afflicts the Western Nation/States. The distinct characteristic of state idolatry is that its tendency towards
centralisation draws all of the life out of its people: it does this because it is in its inception totalitarian. Weil
claimed that the Western states took many of their methods of propagunda and indoctrination from the Romans; state
idolatry, especially when it uses the full extent of its force in dominating other nations, has the side-effect of
preventing the virtues of humanity from living among the people. That is why, Weil claimed, that the Christianity
that the Romans took to be their own was soiled by being adopted by them: state idolatry is contrary to Christianity
as the soul cannot be directed towards idolizing an earthly treasure and directed towards the truth at the same time.
Weil consistently argued that the soul should be directed towards the truth and receive the earthly treasures in
recompense. The Christianity we inherited from the Romans had been uprooted from its connection to the Greek
vocation and from the tradition of identical thought.

Weil argued that the Roman style of the centralised state entered the West by way of France through the
Latin writers of the Roman tradition. Hitler was simply carrying on the Roman style of imperialism; however, in
her opinion he made the crucial error of setting up a totalitarian state before he conquered the English. Weil argued
that the combination of the return to the Roman style of imperialismand the reaction to the “totalitarian spirituality”
of the Gothic Middle Ages was the main reason why the people of the “false Renaissance” of the 16th and 17th
centuries returned to Greece behind Christianity thinking that they could leave Christianity behind. However, they
were ignorant of the fact that the Christian vocation and the Greek vocation were one and the same. This led to the
schism between science and religion and all that was left was humanism. Weil pointed out that humanism wanted
to have all the virtues of humanity that issued from the identical thought but none of the "light” which sustains such

virtues. Thus, humanism cut the links with Christianity, but it did not take up the mystery religion of Greece either;
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and so, consequent!y, humanist scientists cut the links with carly Greck science and the idea of doing science as a
way of directing the soul towards the truth. What Weil argued was that the humanists were not wrong to retura to
Greece in search of the truth, but instead of reconnecting Christianty with the identical thought by means of the
Greck discovery of how the Beauty of the World could be contemplated through science, they cut themselves off
from both traditions and from the identical thought too. This was how science ended up with a degraded conception
of the truth; and Classical science separated scientific truth from Pythagoras® revelation that the image of the
geometric mean was made possible by divine love.

The schism of science and religion was in Weil's view fuelled by “the religion of progress™ and the
“historical process”. Although she did not explicitly reject "modern historical theodicy”, she did explicitly reject
the idea of progress and the idea of the historical process; thus, I have argued that Weil would not have accepted
Hegel's system because it demands, as Grant pointed out, directing science towards the mastery of nature rather
than towards the truth,

I have argued that Weil's later critique of science did not change from her early eritique ; however, she
did have a clearer conception in her later thought of what the schism of science and religion and Classical science
and Greek science implied concerning the whole scientific endeavour. She came to understand how this came about
historically and what this meant in the detailed conceptions science was working with and the philosophical and
theological implications involved. Weil's early critique of Classical science showed that by separating itsslf from
Greek science, science lost the relation between human perception and the geometrical image which at once
connected science to the Order of the World and the Beauty of the World. As we saw Pythagoras was only able
to discover the incommensurable by seeing the geometrical image of the mediation between unity and diversity.
Afier Pythagoras' discovery, the Greeks took the science of geometry as the study of the Order of the World but
once they constructed the image which took considerable effort as it would for any scientist today, they contemplated
the image to connect themselves with the Beauty of the World. As we saw, it was Beauty that the Son of God left
as His imprint on the world for us to contemplate ; thus, contemplating the image was like contemplating the way
of Christ.

The significant point about the geometric image which especially relates to Classical and Contemporary
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science is that it could be seen that there was a unity between the things in the world; that is, all things could be
one and two or unity and diversity which means that for the Greeks the continuous and the discontinuous weat
together. It is the unity or the one which mediates as it was in the image of the geometric mean. As we recall, the
point of balance could be perfectly portrayed and seen but not perfectly written mathematically — there 1s that
infinite error in the square root of two. What Weil showed was that Classical science and Contemporary science,
by losing sight of the geometrical image (that is, by no longer including it as part of the scientific method, especially
in Contemporary science but it had already begun in the 19th century and less so but with Descartes too) hed lost
sight of the Order of the World in its dualistic form which is mediated by unity, the image of "divine Love”™. Weil
had shown that the only way to understand how it is possible to have numbers that express the relation between two
whole numbers such as ratios or mean proportionals is by means of the image -~ in other words, the only way to
understand the perfect correspondence between 1:2 and all the ratios formed thereby is to see the geometrical image
of that relation. Thus. Classicai science could apply ratios to the world and use the balance to measure things and
in doing so the geometrical image and the dualistic conception of necessity was hidden in the depths of their
practise. However, by suppressing the i.mage. they soon lost sight of the duality in necessity. Weil argued that the
Classical scientists followed the Greek scientists of the sixth century A.D. in taking the continuous as their object;
and, that the Classical scientists were bound to run into the discontinuous just as the Greek scientists of the sixth
century A.D. did.

Thus, Weii was not at all perturbed by the discovery of the discontinuous because she had always thought
that the two termns were needed for scientists to understand necessity. But, she was concerned about the fact that
Contemporary science did not preserve the two terms together. Instead, they think that, in the world, we have two
kinds of necessity which do not relate to each other at all. This was incomprehensible to Weil and she could not
conceive how this could have happened. Her argument was that if the scientists had traced their steps a bit, they
would have discovered what had happened because embedded in their algebraic formulas is a connection to the
geometric mean. This was so, at least, until algebra was thought to have no real connection to Classical science and |
the algebra used by them. Weil pointed out that up until Joule’s time there was this connection, although hidden,

to Greek science because all energy was measurable as if it were mechanical energy.
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This connection to the geometrical image and mean proportional was cut by twentieth century science when
algebra became a language of convenience which had no connection to the world except in so far as scientisis used
it to hypothesize and to impose their ideas on nature. What is important is how this came about. Weil argued that
what happened was two-fold. First, Planck in his experiment, in which the “constant h™ was discovered and
formulated, did not pay attention to what the experiment had told him. Weil's point is that eatropy cannot be
measured in terms of whole numbers as it must be measured in relation to mechanical energy. She claimed that
Planck, in introducing probability into his calculation, had to introduce the use of whole numbers because, as we
saw, & calculation of probability was similar to the kinds of calculations one does when one plays a game of dice.

Weil's argument is that it is a contradiction to measure entropy on one scale as though it were related to
mechanical energy which concerns only continuous movement and then to measure the same phenomenon on another
scale as though it could relate to atomic energy which concerns only discontinuous movement. In other words, Weil
is claiming that scientists cannot measure atomic energy by means of entropy even using the notion of probability
in their calculation as it does not apply to the kind of energy which we get by movement alone. To do this, she
argues is to defy the principle of non-contradiction.

Weil's argument is that Contemporary science is not only willing with Classical science to give up the the
relation which God has guaranteed us between sight and movement as a necessary relation (that is, the relation
between mind, imagination, and action which accords with the Order of the World and appreciates the Beauty of
the World through the image), but also willing to give up the role of the intellect which is "to discern” the truth and
10 submit to it. But, as we saw Classical science only maintained a degraded concept of truth and Contemporary
science did not maintain the concept of the truth so that there is no truth for the intellect to submit to ~ so it has
bezn given over to the passions and utility.

Western civilisation has, according to Weil’s analysis, much to change if we take seriously the Christian
Revelation and its roots in an identical thought which has been known to and expressed by many ancient civilisations
and peoples. These civilisations had (and still have in their ancient texts) 2 knowledge of the way or path to
assimilation with God which means that in their thought one can find the knowledge of the relation between the

Order and the Beauty of the World, The link for us is the relation between the Greek vocation and the Christian
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vocation which bad its origin in the relation between science as the study of necessity — that which is a dominion
unto itself and yet could be seen to be a perfect Order that could be known only by means of seeing the unity
between its parts through the Beauty of the image which relates to our sease of sight and leads us to desire to know
the reality which the image imitates — and “divine love”, Weil makes no predictions, her analysis simply suggests
that there are choices to be made and that it is possible to choose a re-orientation of the civilisation towards its roots
rather than continuing to remain uprooted. Weil presents these roots to us with the implicit question: Can a plant
be cut from its roots and go on living? Yes, if it grows new roots, but it will need the same roots and conditions
for it to be healthy. In every aspect of her thought, she raises the same question and her analysis leads to the same
conclusion that we have cut ourselves off from our roots in the past{our continuity in time) or that they have become
diseased and yet she sees that it is not impossible to become rooted again; thus, towards this optimistic goal, Weil
wrote her last philosphical treatise on the subject of how we in the West could begin to grow roots again and thereby
re-connect to that ancient wisdom.

The roots that Weil argues can re-orient our civilisation begin with the basics which human beings must
have in order to attain an equilibrium betwezn the spritiual and the profane. These basics must attend to our dualistic
nature. This which means that just as the scientist must privilege the unity seen in the image while allowing the
contraries to co-exist {and the unity is only possible this way), society in attending to the basics must privilege
obligation which is the social equivalent to the unity seen by the scientist and unites the material needs and the needs
of the soul in Weil's State. In this way, the Order of the State can be sat up to provide food for the needs of the
soul and of the body simultaneously. Weil's conception of obligation is rooted in the ideas of Justice and Charity,
and the Love which are their condition, that issue from the tradition that we considered above.

Weil claims that the way society can attain a link to Justice is by teaching each individual that there is a
relation between the neads of the soul and body and an obligation to the self which has at the very heart of all of
its desires a longing for love; and that this love can only live in each one if society does not form a barrier to the
formation of the soul; thus, each one must fulfill his or her obligations for there to be this social harmony between
the human beings who are the parts and the lcaders who have the role of the citizen (therefore, have to attend to

the same obligations as any citizan) as well as overseeing and directing the whole so that it unites the parts in an
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Order that everyone can see, understand, and feel as their own. Weil claims that in the language of the laws that
this unity is expressed for everyone to understand; but as we kaow, for her, laws are only &s good as they are real
and that is why the "majesty of the laws" is only possible when every citizen can feel that this law is what he or
she knows to be in accordance with a higher Order. In other words, these laws must have a relation to Justice and
as with the "perfectly just man” and Justice, they must have their living models in the leaders of the State. This does
not mean to say that they can be Christ, but just that they must be the examples to the people in obeying the laws
and fulfilling their obligations. In this way, the people could see the reality of the laws and would be inspired to
obey.

Weil’s idea is that the love of one’s country and one’s collectivity depends upon people being able to see
in their own past a relation to that identical thought as well as & sense of how uniquely it has been and is expressed
by their collectivity. In this way, the people can have a sense of a continuity in time that is both temporal and
eternal. For this a religious education is necessary and the people must be given a coraplete understanding of their
past in all aspects of culture and in history and its relation to their present. In doing the latter, Weil thought that
it was most important that "false greatness” be distinguished from "m.lc greatness”. It would be seen that since their
country is a human environment both the good and bad, weakness and strength, etc. will coexist in it by necessity;
but, it would be clear to the people what is to be praised and wherein lies the difference between necessity and the
Good. Weil’s claim is that we do not need to distort the facts of history to discern and teach the difference between
true and false greatness: we simply have o praise the virtues of humanity and prefer these to the abuse of force.
The past can then be a "truth-giving food™ for the people and inspire them to desire to make it truly great. Also,
Weil thinks that the attention given to the truth of their country will inspire their love, so that, whea it is necessary
they will not hesitate to protect it. against any threatening force.

It is not surprising that Weil’s final work would express her Jast attempt to ameliorate the conditions of
existence for the workers and the peasants - those who encounter necessity with their bodies. As we saw, Weil did
not follow the trend in her time of thinking that humans could or should relieve themselves of that *ancient curse”:
physical labour. As I have argued, Weil thought that specialization (in the way that it led to a lack of understanding)

and the rationalization of labour were unhealthy aspects of Western civilsation and she sought to remedy this
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situation; her idea was that if factories were organized with the idea of the individual's needs of the soul in mind,
thea it would be possible to make each job a challenge for the mind of the worker thus allowing him or her 1o work
with method in mind. Weil's conception of this probably draws from the idea of the guilds of the Middle Ages. I
thick the point of Weil's reforms of the whole production process is intended to make physical labour the "spiritual
core of society” in the sense that this kind of work best expresses our duality; thus, everything possible must be
given towards providing them with the spiritual swareness which relates to their activity and the scientific
understznding of their trade —~ this includes both the workers and the rural people. Ix fact, the rural people have
a special relation to the beauty of necessity in her natural state. Thus, I think her idezl was for them to have an
encounter with necessity which could only be fully realised through work with 2 method. However, Weil knew that
the hardships of the daily effort of the physical labourer could in any case be a constant reminder of the distance
between the human being and God. That is why Weil saw these people’s work to be the closest to the way of Christ;
it is this knowledge of how their relation to necessity is related to the way towards assimilation with God that they
must come to see and know.

One of Weil's greatest insights was in being able to see how science could play that mediating role of
directing the souls of individuals both in their study and in their work towards the truth. Scieace can help the
individual Jabourer to understand tkeir relation to necessity so that he or she can come to love this relation that
brings together the mind and the body. For this, both the scientists and the workers must have a knowledge of the
human condition; that is, that humans are in their essence a part of nature and not a part of nature but that it is only
by means of their love of the Beauty of God's Creation that they can love God. Thus, science can only have this
mediating role in society if scientists recognize that they take all of their knowledge from the only source of that
unity which defines the mind's capacity — divine love; and, that out of Love, God has so arranged His Creation
so that scientists (humans generally) could know the Order of the World by seeing in the image the relation which
is the manifestation of God's Beauty in the World.

Weil "s thought inspires serious reflection on the true value of our civilisation. She questions the very basis
of the drive which compels us to continue cutting our roots with the past; that is, the drive to release us from the

yoke of necessity — from physical work. Weil leaves us with the idea that we may have missed the meaning of
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Christ’s Passion and its relation to Genisis; thus, she suggests we reflect on this possibility. Much of what permits

- the nurturing of the cternal part of the soul is bequeathed o us or sustained by the particular collectivity — and
broadly, the civilization — to which we belong. Thus, Weil claims, Western civilization must re-root itself, because
"Cet arbre porte les fruits qu°il mérite.”'™ Finally, she presents us with the optimistic perspective that she bad for
our civilisation which is that science be that which directs our attention to the truth concerning the Order of the
World and the Beauty of the World thus giving to our civilisation its "true greatness® and yet at the same time

connecling it to its roots in that identical thought of those “millenary traditions”.

""Weil, L 'Enracinement, op. cit., p.371.
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