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INTRODUCTION

1. Philosophy applied to politics investigates those immut-
able, universal principles which enable a reflective mind to
make a correct judgment about everything capable of influen-
cing civil society for good or evil. I have called these great
principles political criteria' because they guide wise people in
evaluating whatever has power to modify the condition of a
social body.

2. Everything capable of modifying the social condition for
good or harm may be considered as a force moving civil society
either towards its legitimate end (by benefiting and improving
the social condition), or away from this end (by harming soci-
ety and bringing it closer to its destruction). The amount of
power proper to such a force is relative to its positive or negat-
wve political worth, that is, to its capacity for effecting social
progress or deterioration.

Clearly, the political criteria we are discussing are simply ‘rules
according to which we must evaluate the positive or negatlve
value of all the forces acting upon and moving civil society.’

3. When accurately evaluated, these forces enable us to
foresee to some extent the future of civil society. Thus political
criteria contain within themselves the important art of political
foresight.

Furthermore, these forces, when under governmental con-
trol, become a means of government. Hence political criteria
also form the rules according to which we must evaluate the
means of government; they are the summation of the whole
great art of the government of nations.

U Cf. the Preface preceding the Classification of Political Works [SC,
1-16].

[1-3]



2 Society and its Purpose

4. I have already indicated the nature and number of the
sources of political criteria, but not their mutual relationship.
By examining the nature of this relationship, we will see how all
political criteria emanate from the four sources I have distin-
guished and how they can be divided into four classes.

5. Politics may be defined as: “The art of directing civil society
to its end by those means which pertain to civil government.’
This movement which must be applied to directing society
towards its natural end is like the movement of a body whose
location is changed. In this sense the art of government can
truthfully be called social mechanics.

6. An engineer wishing to move a mass from one place to
another must note and calculate four things if his effort is to
succeed. First, he must consider the place to which he has to
move the mass. Next, he must study the nature, form and
weight of the mass. Third, he has to calculate the forces of the
levers, capstans and other devices he will use and apply to the
mass. Finally, he must be thoroughly familiar with the laws of
motion. To accomplish the task, therefore, he must study: 1. the
term of the movement; 2. the nature of the thing to be moved; 3.
the forces to be applied; 4. the laws of motion.

7. These are precisely the considerations that have to be
made by a mind responsible for directing civil society. We
must know first, the legitimate end determining the institution
and direction of civil society; second, the nature of civil soci-
ety, that is, its natural constitution. Third, we have to calculate
the forces capable of moving society, that is, those found in the
nature of things, those set up by human beings, those which
the government can and must use, and those which of them-
selves disrupt government action. Finally, the great laws of
soctal movement or progress must be thought through —
opposition to, or contradiction of the natural laws of society’s
movement would certainly be a profitless operation.

8. We can easily see how the whole art of politics is ultimately
reduced to these four headings, which are the topics of an equal
number of noble theories. These headings are the four sources
of the supreme rules constituting political logic by which the

2 Cf. Schema of the Philosophy of Politics after the Preface to the Political
Works [SC, 17].

[4-8]



Introduction 3

means of government can be justly evaluated — ‘criteria’ as I
have called them.

9. These rules must be universal, immutable principles. Prin-
ciples endowed with these characteristics can have their foun-
dation only in the nature of things, that is, in their essential
being, which is always the same. We can find something immut-
able and constant in human society despite its vicissitudes and
ceaseless fluctuations; indeed, we find that the end, nature and
movements of society, together with the laws of its develop-
ment, are stable and unchanging. If we disregard the variations
in 1. the purpose for which civil society 1s founded, 2. its
construction, 3. the forces that move it, 4. the successive stages
of its development, we then finally retain only that which is
invariable and necessary in each of the four elements. In other
words, we discover the foundation of the universal principles
and the explanation of all the variable elements that appear in
the limitless accidents and changes of political societies.

10. What has been said will clarify the scope of this book
which, like my previous work, The Summary Cause for the
Stability or Downfall of Human Societies, forms only a tiny part
of the Philosophy of Politics.

11. I must indicate the place of this part in the great corpus of
political philosophy and its relationship with the small part that
preceded it.

12. This work, and the work on the summary cause for the
stability and downfall of human societies, deals with the first of
the four classes of political criteria, that is, they deal with the
criteria established through consideration of the enp of political
society.

13. If we bear in mind that political society is continually fluc-
tuating in its movement towards or away from its end, we shall
easily see that its ultimate perfection and ideal will never be
achieved and realised, however close society comes to achieving
its end. Similarly society, despite distancing itself from its per-
fect ideal and suffering continual deterioration, comes to the
opposite extreme of total deterioration only when it disinteg-
rates. Hence, both its perfection (that is, the end which it has
actually achieved) and its destruction can be considered as two
limits between which every social body perpetually and rest-
lessly oscillates.

[9-13]



1 Society and its Purpose

14. In The Summary Cause etc., | considered society in so far
as it moves contrary to its end and ultimately reaches destruc-
tion. Reflections on this kind of movement led me to deduce the
criterion ‘by which to distinguish in society the element on
which it rests.” The aim would be to protect this element from
every danger even at the cost of sacrificing, if necessary, every
accidental advantage. I also indicated the changes in position
which take place in this substantial element through the contin-
ual development of society (which is never static). I showed
where the element must be sought, and can in fact be found, at
different periods in the existence of society.

15. This discussion concerned only the lower limit of the end
of society. But the end can and must be considered relative to its
higher limit, that is, to the ideal perfection of society. This is my
intention in the present work.

16. I will indicate briefly the order in which the matter will be
treated.

The subject to be discussed is civil society. Although civil
society is only a particular society, it is too often confused
with either human society or universal sociality or society
understood generically and abstractly. Civil society and its
concept must be carefully distinguished from all societies of this
kind and from all such conceptions of society. However, it is
impossible to discuss civil association accurately unless we first
consider the characteristics common to all associations and
determine what constitutes the essence of human society in
general.

17. Everything I say will clearly demonstrate that many very
harmful errors were introduced into political science as a direct
result of negligence in considering attentively the essential ele-
ment common to all human associations. Civil society has been
studied without the consideration and careful determination of
its preliminary, fundamental notions which alone provide a
solid, immutable foundation for the subsequent discussion of
particular societies.

18. Our subject, therefore, divides naturally into two.

First, we must clarify the general notions of society, deter-
mine its unique essence (always the same in every particular
association), examine the end common to all societies (the
essentially social end) and finally indicate both the deviations

[14-18]



Introduction 5

which society in general can make from this end, and its direct
approach to the end.

Next, we must move from these generalities to apply the
established principles to civil society and its particular end. This
will provide us with secure criteria for judging good and harm-
ful means of government, the vision proper to eminent politi-
cians, and the illusions and sophisms — in a word, the errors —
to which rulers can be subject.

19. The destiny of peoples is sacred and of the utmost impor-
tance; no effort is too great nor meditation too deep in such a
matter where a single error may determine the morality, dignity
and happiness of many human generations. Unfortunately, this
science 1s still, in my opinion, bereft of absolute principles.
People have formed their political opinions in three ways: 1.
according to the basic instincts of their own individual interests
which act as blind guides to practical conduct; 2. simply on the
material aspect of facts, sanctified and made into rights; 3.
according to those imperfect, exclusive notions which at vari-
ous times set the fashion but are alternatively espoused and
repudiated by ignorant hot-heads who form the core of the
parties from which the astute profit. Among the countless
authors writing on politics after the Renaissance we rarely find
anyone who is not inspired by some particular party or selfish
prejudices. Generally speaking, the flaccid style and narrow
vision even of unprejudiced authors, whose minds have not
been honed by experience and exercised in public affairs, make
their books impossible to read.

The defect of more modern writers is caused by the very
popularity they ostentatiously seek. This popularity would be
of great value provided it were not considered as a means for the
acquisition of petty glory, love of which causes so much jeal-
ousy amongst authors. Popularity whose purpose is to instruct
people and provide them with accurate and, above all, well-
determined ideas of things is indeed of sublime worth. On the
whole, however, popular ideas are rendered defective by their
vagueness, lack of restraint and poor definition.

20. There is another kind of popularity. This, instead of pro-
viding people with precise, well-defined 1deas takes the few,
simple, undefined, exclusive and imperfect ideas people have
and envelops them in a sea of words and phrases which impress

[19-20]
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the imagination. The words seem clear and apparently full of
meaning; in fact, they are senseless (this is what those writers
call eloquence!). The ideas, which are praised to the skies by
their authors, are then restored to the masses who receive them
as their own. Every unrestrained and violent passion stored up
in the human heart will pour out upon any so-called sceptic
who dares change a word of these sacred formulas!

This false popularity is simply base adulation of the people.
God grant that few authors may succumb to the attraction of
popular acclaim and allow it to draw them down to the people
from the height of new-found culture, or lead them to abandon
the study of wisdom for the sake of eloquence dependent upon
popular opinion and passion. God grant that, if things carry on
like this, not all authors will be tarred with the same brush!

21. This harmtul, false popularity explains the scarcity of for-
mal, scientific, political works; it explains the flood of books
devoid of any systematic connection between notions that
might force comparison and assessment of ideas, and their con-
sequent limitation and subjection. These constantly unstable
ideas are expressed in sloppy phrases, occasionally acerbic but
more frequently poisoned by cunning falsity. Consequently, we
very rarely find, even in works written by learned persons, a
completed thought a relevant view, a non-exclusive theory, an
opinion or sympathy not pushed to excess. Only excess, by its
very monstrosity, awakens attention and pleases the multitude
of readers, who prefer to hear what is new and strange than
learn what is true and useful.

22. Our own preference is that writers should constitute a
school of truth and virtue, making themselves ‘popular” in the
true, noble sense of the word by inviting everybody to be nour-
ished in this school. Authors should write at the level of the
people, in a clear, simple style, but not at the expense of thought.
The masses should be able to understand everything they read
and at the same time find instruction in it. If they are drawn to
further reflection, they can modify their ideas and opinion by
verlfylng, comparing, determining and expanding them. Let
them enjoy their reading, even passionately, provided enjoy-
ment comes from the light of truth as it penetrates their minds,
and from gentle modesty and benevolence as it informs their
hearts. The passions they experience should draw them to

[21-22]
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heroic virtue, freeing them from blind, turbulent slavery to vice.
Holy popularlty of this kind deserves the highest praise; it
makes writers into masters and fathers of the human race. Such
a sublime mission cannot be accomplished in any way by those
who debase themselves to follow sycophantically the people
whom they should lead.

23. We have to admit, however, that exact teaching cannot be
made popular all at once. It has first to be discovered, then
discussed by a few. Only when the discussion of learned
persons has clarified, tested and determined the teaching can it
be communicated without danger to the people.

Imparting this knowledge to the people is the work of a spe-
cial class of writers deeply committed to public advancement. It
is a splendid task whose reward is universal recognition. But
because human forces are limited, those who give the public
useful, accurate and certain teaching cannot be the persons who
first meditate, discuss and determine teaching with scientific
rigour. It is indeed more difficult and more meritorious to
discover and determine scientifically a teaching useful to the
people than to communicate it; the prior task is more modest
and, I would say, more hidden. Only the few who live for their
thoughts and studies, debating obscure, unrefined questions
expressed in the technical vocabulary of the laboratory, as it
were, know the extent and difficulty of the work involved in
such questions. The people see nothing of this; they mock as
bizarre and eccentric the little they do see. Nevertheless the
hard, slow, obscure grind of the learned must provide the sub-
ject-matter for popular authors and books just as miners toiling
deep in the earth and broken with work provide gold and dia-
monds for the makers of fashionable jewellery.

24. For myself, I have nearly always followed the lower and
more obscure of the two functions. My only hope is that this
present work will be seen by a few honest thinkers and friends
of humanity as a stimulus to conscientious discussion and a
more accurate determination of some of the great questions
arising from the scientific study of society — a study from
which a science could finally be constituted. One day, perhaps,
social science will be expressed by rigorous formulas and
evident proofs which outdo even mathematical disciplines.

Surely it is more important to ascertain and clarify the truths

[23-24]
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on which fortunes, peace, life, dignity, the sanctity of the family
and of the nation depend than to learn how to move great
blocks of stone or raise water, or even to calculate the orbit of
the stars? Why do we study so hard both to demonstrate that a
mathematical proof is logically exact and to prevent political
reasoning from rigidly pursuing a safe path, while at the same
time we allow glib thought to hide behind the confusion of
vague assertions full of equivocation? We are not so much
afraid of nailing down the elusive truth by reasoning rigorously;
rather, we fear a miserable disaster — that many people would
be silenced who hope to gain more from the free use of their
tongue than from the possession of truth. It is a fact that the
enemies of truth are fewer in number than the lovers of utility.
There are many young Ulysses for whom the maxim given by
the astute king of Ithaca to Neoptolemus is more attractive than
immortal virtue:

Listen, son of so sublime a father,

In youth I was prepared to toil

With active arm and silent tongue.
Now that ’'m old and time has passed
I know full well that labour’s naught;
The tongue alone prevails.’

3 Sophocles, Philoctetes.

[24]
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SOCIETY



CHAPTER 1

The bonds uniting human beings with things and persons

25. Human beings have relationships with things and persons.
Relationships pertain to the ideal order.

26. In addition to relationships, human beings establish
effective bonds with persons and the things around them. These
bonds pertain to the order of realities.

27. Necessary, immutable relationships constitute laws* which
must be respected by all.

28. Bonds are simply facts, which either 1. conform or not to
laws; or 2. are arbitrary, that is, are neither positively willed nor
positively prohibited by laws.

29. These facts, posited by human beings outside the law, so
to speak, and constituting effective bonds, give rise in the order
of ideas to new relationships with the things and persons to
which human beings are tied, and thus stimulate new laws.

30. The simplest, most general relationships of human beings
with things and persons are ultimately those of means and end.

31. Relative to human beings, things are means, persons are
end.

32. From these two fundamental relationships descend all the
moral laws which must govern human behaviour towards
things and persons. The first law, governing human conduct
towards things, states: ‘Human beings must use things as means
to the end proper to human beings.” The second law, governing
human conduct towards persons, states: ‘Human beings must
treat persons as end, that 1s, as having their own end.” Included
in this second law are the duties we have towards ourselves as
persons.

33. Effective, real bonds correspond to these two relation-
ships of means and end. In fact, we all have the faculty of bind-
ing and uniting to ourselves an infinite number of things and
persons.

34. We bind and unite to ourselves all things outside us which

+ Cf. PE, ch. 1, where I have shown that properly speaking law is only an idea or
notion which directs our actions.

[25-34]



Union with Things and Persons 11

we find useful; we make them our own and mark them out for
ourselves. In this way we establish a bond of ownership.

We also bind and unite persons to ourselves, and ourselves to
them. But this union, proper to persons, differs entirely from
our union with things: we do not consider persons as advanta-
geous for ourselves (in this case they would be the same as
things), but as people in whose company we can enjoy the
advantages offered by things. Persons united in this way acquire
a communion in good, and together form a single end; things
are only a means to the end which all persons have in common.
This is a bond of society.

35. The bond of ownership has its basis in usefulness to the
person who binds himself to things; the bond of society has its
basis in the mutual benevolence of persons who bind them-
selves to one another. These two bonds are obviously and essen-
tially different.

36. We rely on our intelligence both in the case of relationships
pertaining to the order of ideas and in the case of bonds pertain-
ing to the order of things These bonds bind us to all beings
(things or persons) who differ from ourselves.

It 1s pure intelligence that enables us to know the relation-
ships of entia; with its help and guidance we can, as active
beings, bind ourselves to various kinds of entia according to the
different relationships they have with us and amongst
themselves.

Without intelligence, therefore, there would be neither own-
ership nor society: human beings would not know what they
owe to themselves or others. Consequently, they could not
foresee or calculate the different uses and advantages they and
others with them could obtain from the use of things, nor make
firm plans about those things for the future.

Consequently, dominion and society pertain only to an ens
endowed with reason, not to irrational beings, and they develop
pari passu with the development of reason.

[35-36]



CHAPTER 2
The social bond

37. We must now consider more closely the nature of the two
bonds. We begin with the social bond.

Two or more persons associate with the intention of obtain-
ing some good for themselves, which is the end of society. This
good must be sought for the advantage of all the persons form-
ing society, who otherwise could not be called members of
society.

Associated persons, therefore, together form a moral person
(of which the individuals are only parts) whose good is that
sought by society. This good is the very end of society. Each of
the associated persons by the very nature of society, desires the
good of all, because each desires the social end, which is com-
mon to all. T call this desire of each member for the good of the
whole body social benevolence.

38. One important consequence of this, which does honour
to human society, is that a moral element is present in the very
essence of society, because the constitutive principle of moral
virtue is also, generally speaking, the constitutive principle of
society.

39. The principle of moral virtue, simply stated, is:> ‘Respect
person as end; do not use person as a means for yourself.” The
object of virtue therefore is always the dignity of the person,
and here precisely lies the origin of human association. We have
said that every human society is simply the union of two or
more persons undertaken with the intention of obtaining a
common advantage. All the persons in this union together have
the role of end, and the advantage expected from the association
is applied equally to all.

This consideration recalls Plato’s sublime statement that

5 To avoid extending this book indefinitely, I have to take some things as
proven. But the proof of everything I affirm can be found in my previously
published works. When need arises, I will refer to the principal passages of
these works. Cf. in this instance, Principles of Ethics, 66-68, 101-105, and
Storia comparativa dei sistemi morali, c. 8, art. 3, §6.

[37-39]
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‘without justice there could not be even a society of highway-
men united to rob travellers.”

40. Highwaymen are certainly unjust towards travellers but
not among themselves. Their injustice affects only those outside
their society, not the members themselves. They are not unjust
in so far as they are associated. If they treat the members of their
own society treacherously, they are treating them as outsiders,
not as members. If their unjust actions affect only a particular
companion, they set him outside the society; if their actions
affect all members, the society disintegrates.

41. For this reason, ‘to set someone outside the benefit of law’
means ‘to deprive him of social benefits’, that is, to separate him
from society and consider him as no longer belonging to it.
Hence the excellence of the social bond: where it 1s present,
there is no injustice; injustice begins where it is absent.

42. We will be more convinced of this if we look again at soci-
eties of villains, such as bandits or highwaymen or pirates. In
my opinion, we find not only an element of justice in a society
of assassins or pirates, as Plato observed, but a principle of
humanity. In the hearts of such unfortunate people a spark of
humanity still burns: they defend each other when attacked,
share common dangers, and in a fraternal spirit happily divide
the booty. Affectionately and tenderly they remember their
fallen companions. One poet has them say:

At the climax of the feasting
When the red wine passes round
Memories of our dead companions
Mingle with the spoils we share.
Memories flicker on sad faces
Mindful of once happy friends.

43. A society of pirates is unjust only towards non-members.
But let us suppose they add many persons to their company.
From that moment these persons are no longer the object of
their injustice; as numbers increase, injustice diminishes. A still
greater increase in numbers would turn the band of robbers into
a tiny nation. The republic of San Marino is an example of this.
Still more people are added and the group now extends its
power not by minor attacks on land and sea transport but by
formal wars; in other words, by conquest. Injustice necessarily
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becomes more limited and restricted as the association grows,
because all those who become members of the society are shel-
tered from its injustice. Ultimately, we would have a Roman
republic! As history shows, the origin of our society of high-
waymen and pirates is precisely the origin of this legislator of
nations and powerful mistress of the world. In Rome’s case,
Romulus was leader of the highwaymen and pirates.

This society of villains therefore is unjust only because it is
limited — remove its limits and it at once loses its injustice. We
are justly horrified at its beginnings, but only because it was too
small. We call it a band of robbers, whose action was murder,
whose heroism was ferocity. But as the society grows, its nature
changes before our eyes. Unnoticeably it is given other names,
becomes a city,* a fatherland, kingdom, republic and empire. Its
undertakings are now called wars, and the men who fought,
conquered and perished in those wars, are brave and heroic;
their glory in human eyes becomes pure, sublime and greatly to
be envied.

44. These observations are not without value if they help to
temper the ill-considered anger of those who oppose contem-
porary societies because they believe injustice presided over
their birth. We cannot immediately conclude that an extended
and firmly established society is unjust simply because its origin
was unjust. As societies grow, they sometimes have an extraor-
dinary capacity for continually cleansing themselves of the vile-
ness in which they originated. As I have explained, a moral
element is essentially present in every society. This element,
small at the outset, later develops and increases along with the
society. As it expands, it marvellously separates and rejects all
that is vile and despicable in the social body.

45. Two causes explain how Romulus’ band of brigands
changed into a republic whose laws exhibited justice and equity
never previously seen in the world: 1. they practised justice
among themselves, that is, they formed a true society; and 2.
they increased their dominion immensely through prudence
and strength. This increase in dominion was an increase in their

6 Certainly, not all the early associations Cicero describes as:

‘Associations of human beings, later called city-states’ (Pro Sext., 42), were
legitimate and holy.

[44—45]
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justice. They were not content merely to extend their power by
land and sea; their aim was to widen and extend their associa-
tion. Normally, they treated their allies not as mere tributaries
but as associates, giving conquered peoples the rights and
advantages of Roman citizenship.”

46. Some may regard as too absolute my proposition that the
expansion of a society goes hand in hand with its purification
from elements of injustice and that consequently universality
renders it entirely just. Objectors say that the inclusion of all
human beings in a society would not make it just, if the
intended end were itself not upright. The objection seems solid
enough, but collapses if we pay careful attention to what I have
said.

47.1 maintained that the nature of society requires those who
form it to enjoy within it the personal dignity of end, and that
this moral element is inherent in every society. We know that if a

7 Some authors are excessively hostile and unjust towards the Romans —
the modern practice it would seem; others see the republic as the type of all
virtues — as they did in the past. But both exaggerate. Nevertheless, I think
Gravina’s words about the Roman empire contain a good deal of truth. The
empire, he says ‘spread most profitably throughout the whole world as a
result of its growing humanity.” He goes on: “The Romans made slaves only
of the enemies of humanity; only those who rejected the laws of reason were
EnsLAVED. — They allowed the Greeks and other cultured peoples to live
according to their own laws, demanding only soCIETY in arms and counsel,
not sLAVERY. When they set out to rule, they used their powers and
possessions for UNIVERSAL COMMUNION in the law of nations, for the spread of
reasonable living and for the improvement of the human race’ (Orig. juris
cwil., bk. 2, c. 16). — This wise, human policy was pursued by the Romans
not only through a kind of good instinct; it was also formulated by writers
during the Republic, and taken as a principle by their politicians. Cicero is
perfectly clear about this: “The principal foundation of our dominion, and
the enhancement of the name of Rome, was undoubtedly due to Romulus,
the principal founder of this city. He taught, by means of the Sabine treaty,
that the State must grow even by accepting its very enemies. Our ancestors,
following his authority and example, always provided others with some
share and communion in the city-state’ (Pro Corn. Balbo, n. 31). Tacitus
himself valued highly this constant maxim of Roman policy. In his opinion,
its absence amongst the Spartans and Athenians accounted for their fall:
‘Although the Lacedemonians and Athenians were powerfully armed, their
sole cause of ruin was to treat those they conquered as foreigners. But our
founder, Romulus, was wise enough to consider as citizens in the evening
many people who had been enemies in the morning’ (Annal, bk. 11).

[46-47]
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society seeks a less than upright end, it must do so by violating
personal dignity, which alone makes something less than
upright; in other words, the person, who must be respected as
end, is used as a means. I have reduced all injustice and lack of
uprightness to this.® It is clear, therefore, that if a society pro-
poses an end irreconcilable with uprightness, it either partakes
less, or not at all, in the essence of society. It is also clear that
giving the quahty of end to persons associated together is pre-
cisely a characteristic proper to the social bond. It follows that
this bond contains nothing wrong or unjust; everything wrong
and unjust lies outside the ambit of personal association. Again,
if all persons were associated and society had become truly uni-
versal, all would be respected; the dignity of each person would
be inviolable. Finally, it is absurd and repugnant that a universal
society should exist which pursues a non-upright end; this is
only possible if there is at least one person whose dignity may
be offended. This however is impossible unless some person 1s
used solely as means. But in this case, such a person would be
excluded from the society. This is contrary to the hypothesis;
we would be dealing with a non-universal society which did not
include all persons under every respect.

48. It cannot be denied that when the universality of a society
is understood strictly, no intelligent, personal being can be
excluded from it. Such a society must include God himself. If
the supreme and greatest intelligence were excluded, the society
could certainly have a non-upright end, because a person whose
dignity could be violated would remain outside its sphere.

49. We can only stand in wonder before the mind of Cicero
who, in his meditation on social perfection, conceived and
described a truly universal society: “This entire world is to be
considered simply as a city common to both gods and human
beings’.’ This sublime concept constitutes the basis of Christen-
dom, which is simply a divine realisation of the Ciceronian
city-state.

8 Cf. PE, 101-105.
9 De Leg., bk.2,c. 2.
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The bond of ownership and dominion

50. We come now to the bond of ownership. As we said, per-
sons bind themselves by means of this bond to things whose use
can be of some advantage to them. With this act, they reserve
these things to themselves, consider them as their own, begin to
use them, take possession of them and persuade themselves that
their use of them will be perpetual. In all these actions by which
persons assign things to their own use, not the least thought is
given to the good of the things. We think only of our own good;
we simply wish to extract the most we can for ourselves from
things.

51. An important observation must be made here: all entia are
things, but some of these things are persons. It follows that all
persons are things, but not all things, persons. Every person
therefore can be considered under the two aspects of thing and
person.

It may be objected that it is completely absurd for the same
ens to have two kinds of relationship (one proper to things and
one proper to persons) and two kinds of bond (that of
ownership and that of society).

If, in such an ens, the quality ‘thing’ and ‘person’ were so
totally indistinct that the ens could never be considered ‘thing’
without its being considered simultaneously and necessarily
‘person’, only one kind of relationship would be possible with
it and therefore only one kind of bond: a personal bond, of
which the social bond is a species. Such an ens would be God; it
would not be a human being, because the human, personal
principle does not constitute the whole human being but only
the best element and highest point of human nature in the
human being.

52. What really is ‘person’? I have defined it elsewhere as ‘a
substantial individual in so far as it contains a supreme, incom-
municable, intelligent and active principle.” This definition
clearly shows the difference between an individual and the

10 Cf. AMS, 769.
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element constituting the individual’s personship. An individual
in a given nature is called ‘person’ only because of a sublime
interior element through which he ‘acts with intelligence and
will’. However, this does not prevent the presence of other
elements in the individual which constitute his nature, not his
person. These elements are ‘personal’ not in themselves but
through their connection with the personal element to which
they adhere and by which they are dominated. In a word, the
personal element in the human being is his intelligent will,
through which he becomes author of his own actions.

53. The dignity of this personal element, which must always
be considered as an end in itself, not a means, consists properly
speaking in the fact that it is the element by which the individual
can adhere with his total self to truth, that is, to being,
contemplated objectively in all its fullness. As a result of this
real adhesion to objective, unlimited being the person acquires
a new nobility, fulfilment, bliss and completion.

54. An intelligent principle able to adhere unlimitedly to
being is called personal precisely because of this power and
natural ordering. But if it passes from simply being able to
actually adhering to, and fulfilling itself in, the whole of
being, we have to say that its personship has been increased
and completed. And in this completion of the person are
found moral good, moral virtue, final personal dignity and
even beatitude.

55. Respect for the person therefore means doing nothing
contrary to personal dignity either relative to the part of
personship already obtained or relative to the part which
person seeks to obtain. It means neither impeding this posses-
sion nor destroying any part of it, nor doing anything that of its
nature attempts to destroy or 1rnpede it.

56. Having defined in this way the duty to respect person as
end, we easily see that human beings can be united by the two
bonds we have mentioned without either bond necessarily
harming the other. Human nature is manifold; it has both a
personal and a non-personal element. Hence it takes on both
relationships: the relationship of thing and the relationship of
person. In other words, under one aspect human beings can be
considered as things, under another, as persons. They are beings
with the power to offer advantages to their fellows just as

[53-56]



Ownership and Dominion 19

irrational things do. But they have another, much more sublime
power: the power as persons to receive these advantages and
freely dispose of them.

57. It may be objected: ‘But isn’t there a contradiction here’?
Can human beings be joined together both by person-
to-person bonds and by bonds between things and persons?
Can we draw advantages from our fellows in the same way as
from irrational things? Would this not mean debasing ourselves
and them?

58. I reply that there is no contradiction in the concept itself:
human beings can certainly bind themselves by bonds proper
both to persons and to things. As I have just said, human nature
is not totally and in every respect personal; it has a part which is
not personal, that is, not always and necessarily personal.

59. We must be careful here — we may not deduce from this
that we can use others in exactly the same way as we use things.
There is an immense difference between the way we use things
and the way we use our fellows considered as things. We use a
thing unlimitedly, without any regard for the thing itself. In
using it, whether it deteriorates or perishes, we think only of
our own advantage, and if we keep it, we do so only for our own
sake. We can also use our fellow human beings for our own
advantage, and in doing so, we use them as things. But we can-
not use them unlimitedly; we have to impose some limit, and in
doing so we consider them as persons.

We can use our fellow human beings in so far as the real ele-
ment present in their nature allows us to do so, but no more. In
other words, we can use them provided we respect the personal
element present in their nature, and do not impede or disturb
their progress in moral perfectlon by the use we make of them.
In this perfection lies the moral dignity of persons, their free-
dom, and that infinite excellence which cedes to nothing and is
subservient to nothing.

60. Although human beings can draw advantage for them-
selves both from the use of things and from the use of persons
(bond-servants) — here, persons are considered in their
relationship as things — the use of things differs essentially and
infinitely from the use of persons. The use of things is unlim-
ited and left to the good pleasure of the user; the use of persons
is always limited and restricted to the law of personal respect
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which must continually accompany the use. Nevertheless, true
use is present in both cases; in both cases the thing used is
considered as means, and the user as end. The relationship
and bond is real, not personal; pertaining to means, not to

end.

61. Although human beings can sometimes be used in the
same way as things, and be considered as things in an abstract
sense, different words had to be used to indicate the bond of
unlimited ownership which human beings have with things and
the bond of limited ownership they have with persons. The
limit, essential to the latter bond, constitutes a very notable dif-
ference. Consequently, the word ‘ownership’ was generally
reserved for the power of unlimited, absolute disposal' which
we have over our own things, while the meaning of ‘dominion’
and ‘seigniory’ was restricted to the limited power, accompa-
nied by moral respect, which we have in the use of persons
belonging to us. It is indeed quite unacceptable that a human
being should have ownership of another human being. On the
other hand, we are not offended if someone has dominion or
seigniory over others.

62. Hence the bonds of society and seigniory are generally
found as mixed in various actual human societies, although, as
we said, they are very different in their intimate nature.

63. In the reality of a particular society, the difficulty of deter-
mining the role of seigniory and sociality can be solved only by
applying the titles of fact constituting the right of each, that is,
the seigniorial and the social right. In my opinion, although
legists have so far neglected this, it will certainly have to be done
if we wish to unravel the tangled mass of human laws.”? T will

11 Hence jurisprudents generally define ownership as ‘the right to enjoy
and dispose of things in the most absolute way, provided the use is not
forbidden by laws or regulations.” Cf. Codice civile per gli Stati di S. M. il Re
di Sardegna, §439.

12 As an example of the need to distinguish seigniorial from social right, let
us consider the question so much discussed by publicists: ‘Do the citizens of a
State have the right to emigrate?’ It is clear that this question can be solved
only when treated in two ways, that is, by applying first the principles of
social right and then the principles of seigniorial right. When we examine
the question to this extent, it becomes four different questions, two of
which appertain to pure right, that is, to the theory of right, and two to
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deal elsewhere with the great need to separate the two relation-
ships and two bonds mentioned above,"”so that some light and
order may be given to the chaos of various human legislations
[App., no. 1]. For the moment I will summarise what has been
said.

64. I have said that if an individual human being intentionally
binds himself with other human beings solely for his own
advantage, he will draw from them what he draws from his own
things, or from things in his use; in this case he will not consider
other humans as persons.

65. Such a person is isolated and alone, and in this state profits
from all the objects around him. Whether the objects are things
or persons is accidental and indifferent to him. What is essential
and most important in his use of them is the good he seeks to
obtain for himself; provided he achieves his own good, he is
unconcerned whether things or persons realise it for him. If in
fact he prefers persons to things, he does so in the same way as

applied right. The first two are:

1. Does social right always give the government of a society the faculty
to prevent the emigration of its members? Or: when does it do this, and
with what limits?

2. Does seigniorial right always give the masters possessing this right the
faculty to prevent their subjects from emigrating? Or when does it do so, and
with what limits?

The second two questions concern application:

1. In a particular real civil society do the titles of fact exist which give the
government the faculty to prevent the members from emigrating? And with
what limits?

2. In a particular real seigniory do the titles of fact exist which give the

master the faculty to prevent his subjects from emigrating? And with what
limits?
It is obvious that if all these questions are not first resolved in a particular
nation, it is impossible to establish a clear legislation on the right of
emigration. And even if it were decided that the right of emigration existed
according to soczal right, the right could cease to exist or be limited by force
of seigniorial right. These rights therefore have to be clearly distinguished if
legislation is to attain its highest point of perfection.

13 According to my definition, the bonds are simply realised relationships,
thatis, actually posited in really existing societies. Philosophical right divides
naturally into two parts: pure right, which deals with both seigniorial and
social relationships, and right applied to real societies, which deals with both
seigniorial and social bonds.

[64—65]
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he would prefer better things to inferior things. In all this there
is not the slightest hint of soc1ety on the contrary, the law con-
stituting society is that ‘many individual persons are ]omed
together in such a way that they form a single moral person’.

66. To be called society, a union of human beings must be
composed of many persons as persons. Society cannot be any
union where a sole person is end, and all others appear with the
quality and relationship of means from which he alone draws
the profit he desires for himself. Society exists when all the indi-
viduals are united with a single common end, in the way that all
our bodily limbs have the well-being of our whole body as their
end, and the whole body has as its end the well-being of the
limbs.

67. A so-called society of servitude and seigniory is not there-
fore true society, although it may be called such to express the
limit of the bond rather than the bond itself. This moral limit
gives rise to an obligation for masters and servants not to be
content with the relationship of seigniory and servitude but
always to accompany this relationship with some sort of society
and mutual benevolence.

I grant that one person’s rights of seigniory over others can be
legitimate and just, but in my opinion do not provide the notion
of society; they contain only the concept of a human being who
possesses things, among which are certain rights over persons.

68. Moreover, as we said, it is necessary that, if these rights
over persons are to be true rights, persons be seen as things
without offence to their personship. In other words, they must
not be prevented from achieving virtue and the supreme good
that comes from virtue. In human beings we have to distinguish
between the work they effect and their personship. In so far as
they work and provide service, they are seen as things and can
be possessed by others. But, I repeat, the work must not offend
their personal dignity, which remains essentially free from all
servitude. Right over personship does not exist; it is an absur-
dity, a wicked, rash dream of humanity wh1ch in its pride,
debases and torments itself.

69. Finally, although seigniory over persons can, as I have
explained, be just, we cannot deny that of itself it has a kind of
unsocial nature; there is a division between those who are
related as master and servant (if we remove every other
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mitigating relationship). One is person, the other, thing, so
opposite in nature that they cannot form a single moral body.
70. For this reason the Legislator of humanity, in his desire to
unite all human beings into a completely universal society,
excluded entirely the concept of dominion and seigniory from
the human race, reserving and referring all domination to God
alone. To those upon whom he imposed the responsibility of
founding on earth a pure and perfect society, he consigned this
constitutive law: “The kings of the Gentiles exercise lordship
over them; and those in authority over them are called benefac-
tors. But not so with you; rather let the greatest among you
become as the youngest, and the leader as one who serves.’"*

14 Lk 22: [25-26].

[70]



CHAPTER 4

How 18th century authors conceived the right of nature

71. The bonds of ownership and of dominion does not associ-
ate one human being with another; each remains separate and
isolated. In such a pre-societal state human beings are thought
to be in a so-called state of nature, as opposed to the state of
society.

Two levels can be distinguished in this state where social ties
are thought not to exist. At the first level we can imagine human
beings with the simple relationships which pertain to the order
of pure reason; these individuals have not yet contracted
effective bonds of ownership and dominion with things. At
the second level, we can imagine others bound by effective
bonds which unite them to things (and to persons, whom they
consider as things), but are not joined and associated with their
fellows as persons.

72. These two levels show no notable difference in the matter
of right proper to this state. This right, prior to social right, con-
cerns relationships and bonds with things. Human beings are
either in potency to these bonds and relationships (this 1s the
case in the first grade of the state of nature, where only jura ad
res exist), or they have already actually and effectively taken
possession of things (that is, have passed to the second level of
the state of nature, where jura in rebus can in some way be
conceived).

73. We should also consider that any society whatsoever (cor-
rectly called a moral person, as we said) has exactly those same
relationships and bonds with everything outside it that the indi-
vidual has 1n the so-called szate of nature so that, relative to each
other, societies in the state of nature are like non-associated
individuals.

74. We must distinguish therefore a right prior to the
existence of social bonds and a right arising from these bonds.
The former was called 7ight of nature precisely because the state
of the human being prior to the social state was thought to be
the state of nature.

[71-74]
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75. Up to this point, it is impossible to fault the philosophers.
As we said, the only possible criticism is that the phrases ‘state
of nature’ and ‘right of nature” are not altogether correct, and
give rise to equivocation. They are defective because nature
does not posit human beings outside society; on the contrary,
we receive our life and are born within family society. They give
rise to equivocation because the phrases did not define whether
‘nature’ had to be understood as ‘nature in general’ or only
human nature, nor whether ‘nature’ is understood as the oppo-
site of art or of reason. Roman jurisprudents themselves fell into
this equivocation when they defined natural right as ‘that which
nature teaches all animals’,” as if rights, precepts, and teachings
could exist in the absence of reason. By ‘nature’ they under-
stood ‘natural instinct’ which can indeed suggest to reason what
must be done or omitted but cannot, without the dictate of
reason,'® constitute any right or duty.

76. Instead of leaving the meaning of ‘nature’ so uncertain and
undetermined, thinkers should have defined it by restricting it to
human nature and calling the consequent right, ‘right of human
nature’. In this way, they could have spoken unerringly about
right as a branch of the whole of moral legislation. They would
have been irreproachable if, prescinding entirely from any social
bonds, they had restricted this right of human nature to the
essential relationships of individuals with things and persons,
provided they had added to it the part of right constituting social
right. In other words, they should have added the second, more
noble element of the entire body of right relative to human

15 This definition of natural right has clearly been taken from stoic
philosophy. Cujas believes he explains it when he says: “That which brutes do
by natural incitement, human beings do by natural right’ (Not. prov. ad I
Inst. Tit. II). But in my opinion it would be better and more upright to
acknowledge such a definition as defective and abandon it.

16 Instinct can partly supply the matter of right, but not the form. Before
Ulpian, Zeno and Thales, Hesiod said more soundly:
Great Jupiter with law
The human race endows.
Wild beasts and fish and birds are found.
Devoid of right they stalk,
While we with justice, highest good,
Rejoice in mutual care.

(Op. et D., bk. 1, v. 276).
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beings considered in their various relationships and conditions. If
our philosophers had done this, natural human right would have
been the foundation of social right, which in turn would have
completed natural right. The latter would have been the first part
of all rational right, and the former, the second part.”

77.To avoid past mistakes, therefore, we must always remem-
ber that this natural right was abstract right, a part of right; it
was not the whole of right. We could never deduce from it what
must be done and what omitted in practice.

78. This imperfection of natural right and its insufficiency in
guiding human beings towards complete justice can be shown
simply by considering that everything it commands can finally
be summarised as follows: ‘Do no harm to your fellow human
being.’ It is totally negative because it concerns only the rela-
tionships and bonds that individual, unassociated persons have
with things; it views other persons solely in their quality and
relationship of things. Hence, all duties to persons arising from
right are reduced to estabhshlng a limit to the use of persons,
that is, to commanding that the use of persons as things is lim-
ited in such a way that it does not violate the respect owed to
their . Such a duty is purely negative; it is reduced to not-doing
and not-harming, and imposes no obligation to help positively.
We should not be surprised therefore that the good sense of
antiquity pronounced judgment on such a rudimentary, imper-
fect and primitive right, and condemned it in practice as sum-
mum ius, summa iniuria [there is no greater injury than
supreme right].

79. The obligation to help our fellow human beings arises
from social right, the source of positive duties. The fundamental
law of society is to obtain for the whole social body and for each
member of it the good for which society is established. This
gives rise to social benevolence and obliges all who become
members to help their associates. Once again we see how
human association is an essentially moral thing.

17 Understood in this sense, natural right has two parts:
1. human relationships and bonds with all that can be used as means,
whether thing (bond of ownership) or person (bond of dominion);
2. relationships and bonds arising from bilateral contracts, in which
human beings do not associate with other human beings but treat them as
equals, that is, according to the relationship of end to end.
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80. Many 18th century philosophers rejected social right
while retaining natural right as the only complete human right.
This explains the primitive inhumanity which characterised the
second half of the last century and stained it with blood.

81. Rousseau, rightly considered as the representative of the
right of nature under discussion, was not satisfied with rejecting
social right and dealing only with natural right; nor was he satis-
fied with returning to the definition of the right of nature given
by Roman law: “The right which nature teaches all animals’ —
for him this definition already contained too much because it
considers human beings as reasoning animals who receive their
right from their rational nature.” Rousseau, however, prescinds
from all intelligence. He does not allow human beings to draw
this right, proper to their species, from reason, the element con-
stituting the specific difference between human beings and
brutes. He claims that the natural right of humanity must spring
from the lower element of human nature, from what we have in
common with beasts! This is truly extraordinary thinking;
abstraction could not be more abused! But let us hear his own
words and follow his wayward thoughts. Although he wishes
to give human beings a natural right as a guide along the path of
life, it is everywhere obvious that this right springs from his lim-
ited consideration of a few primitive, arbitrarily chosen condi-
tions. He ignores the real conditions in which human beings
find themselves.

82. First he eliminates all social facts from his considerations:

Let us begin by refuting all facts. They play no part in our
question. Investigations such as ours must not be taken for
historical truths but solely as hypothetical, conditional
arguments, more suitable for clarifying the nature of
things than for demonstrating their true origin; they must
be accepted as arguments similar to those made daily by
physicists about the formation of our globe.— Our topic
concerns human beings in general. We will use a style
acceptable to all nations, or rather, we will forget times and
places and our present readers by supposing ourselves in

18 Tegists have added, ‘according to their kind’ to the definition, ‘Natural

right is that which nature has taught all animals.” This explains and clarifies
the definition.
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the lyceum at Athens discussing our teachers’ lectures.
Our judges will be the erstwhile Platos and the
Xenephons; our audience, the human race.”

83. But this is still not enough: although he has excluded
positive human conditions, that is, all social facts, from his
calculations, he would still have found, in the state of undevel-
oped human nature alone, all those human faculties which are
the principles of its successive development; and first of all he
would have found reason and the instinct for association. But
he wants nothing to do with these elements; he disdains human
nature and imagines a state prior to reason itself and to sociality
where he thinks he can locate the true natural right of the
human species:

When I consider the first, simplest operations of the soul, I
believe I find two principles PRIOR TO REASON, one of
which makes us very solicitous about our well-being,
while the other inspires us with a natural repugnance at the
sight of the suffering and death of every feeling being,
particularly our fellow human beings. It seems to me that
the laws of natural right spring from the way in which our
spirit is able to mingle and combine these two principles,
without needing to bring in sociability. Reason, when it
has almost suffocated nature through its successive devel-
opments, is then forced to establish these laws on other
foundations.”

84. According to this philosopher, therefore, reason, far from
forming part of human nature, is a foreign, hostile power which
appears later like a parasitic plant, as it were, withering and suf-
focating human nature! This is a right not of nature but of brute
nature — which has no right!

85. There is no end to this path. If we follow it, we cannot be
satisfied with the human state prior to the use of reason. There
is nothing to prevent our seeking the principles of right at an
even earlier stage. If we want to posit the idea of human nature
before humans begin to develop, we could look within the
maternal womb, find that the heart develops before the other

19" Discours sur lorigine et les fondements de I'inégalité parmi les hommes.

20 Ibid.

[83-85]



18th Century Authors and the Right of Nature 29

organs, and then deny that these organs form part of human
nature. We could go even further back, perhaps to the original
formation of the cellular network or beyond. This, it would
seem, is the work Rousseau seriously intends to leave to
others:

Anyone can easily investigate the same path without
finding it easy to reach the end. It is no light matter to
separate what is original from what is artificial in the actual
state of human beings, or to know clearly a state no longer
in existence, which perhaps never existed and probably
never will.”

86. According to this teaching, the natural rights and duties of
human beings would indeed be locked in a very closed circle!
Our duties would consist almost solely in caring for our bodies,
if we had any duties! On the other hand, because Rousseau is
forced to confess perfectibility as a distinctive faculty of the
human species, how will he handle this new element which is so
inconvenient for the natural right he has imagined? He extri-
cates himself by denouncing this element as an intrusion (he
lacks the courage to destroy it); in an extraordinary contradic-
tion he describes and judicially condemns ‘perfectibility’ as the
author and source of every degradation of the human race to
which it belongs.

The multiple consequences of this absurd assertion are only
too clear to him. Smoothly and eloquently he admits them, and
pours out his sympathy on the human race so that the reader, if
not convinced by the light of truth, is seduced by the height of
feeling, and swallows them whole.

It is indeed sad to be forced to agree that this distinctive
and almost unlimited faculty (of human perfectibility) is
the source of all human troubles, and that in the course of
time it draws human beings away from their original con-
dition of peace and innocence. As the centuries go by, its
enlightenment and errors, its vices and virtues increase; in
the long run it becomes the tyrant of both itself and nature.
It is indeed frightful to have to honour as beneficient that
which had first taught the Orinoco River dwellers to

21 Ibid.
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attach pieces of wood to the temples of their children as a
guarantee of part of their imbecility and their original
happiness!”

87. Finally, this philosopher whose unfortunate observations
we have recalled was in fact aware that the exclusion of reason
would eliminate every duty or right because nothing reasonable
remains. He made this point himself in the form of an objection:

At first sight, it would seem that human beings in this state
would have no kind of moral relationship between them-
selves nor any known duties; they could not be good or
bad, nor possess vices or virtues — unless, of course, we
take these words in a physical sense and call “vices’ the
qualities which can harm an individual’s own preservation,
and “virtues’ those which can aid it. In this case, the most
virtuous individual would be the one who least resisted the
simple impulses of nature.”

88. This is his sole solution to the difficulty, which at one
blow shatters the whole of natural right that he attempted to
establish at such length:

If we do not wish to depart from the ordinary sense of
words, we must suspend our judgment on such a position,
and be wary of our prejudices before going on to see
whether virtue is greater than vice among civilised people,
or Whether their virtues do more good than their vices do
harm.”

89. Thatis all I want. These words allow me to agree fully that
in Rousseau’s state of nature there are neither vices nor moral
virtues. I also agree that even if such a state devoid of morality
were preferable to a social state in which vices exceed virtues, 1t
could never give us any idea of law or of right, precisely because
it never gives us any idea of virtue, vice or even reason. Finally, I
agree with the necessary consequences of all this, namely, it is
vain and insane to have fecourse to this state in order to discover
the norms of natural right; we would be positing a condition of

22 Tbid.
2 Ibid.
24 Ibid.
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things where even the smallest vestige of natural right is lacking.
Any miserable pretext would serve for denying the existence of
natural right or for changing moral laws into physical laws or
vice versa. These considerations show how strange it is to
imagine we can draw natural right solely from human physical
elements; it is simply an effective way of annihilating natural
right, not establishing it.

90. Finally, nothingJ. J. Rousseau has published about natural
right is to be taken as serious philosophical work; it is simply an
elegy on the social corruption in which the unfortunate man
had to live. And his eloquent declamation was understood
neither by his followers nor his opponents. Instead of seeing
him as an angry man venting his feelings, an orator given to
exaggeration, a sophist showing off his intelligence or a poet
weeping, people thought they saw a philosopher reasoning.
This was as damaging to the times whose corruption he was
lamenting as it was to his reputation.

[90]
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Social benevolence and friendship

91. Retracing our steps, we will see that I included social
benevolence in the concept of society.— Is social benevolence
friendship, or do their concepts differ?

92. The concepts of social benevolence and friendship must
not be confused. Friendship is something purer, holier and
more sublime than simple social benevolence, at least in the case
of a limited society.

A friend forgets himself for his friend, he desires and seeks the
good of the loved person without considering his own good,
which he sometimes sacrifices. Friendship is essentially intellec-
tual, objective. Through it we live outside ourselves and in the
object of our love, according to our intellectual conception of
the object.

93. This is not true of social benevolence. The members of a
society desire, as members, the good of the society to which
they belong; social benevolence consists in this good desired for
the whole society. I grant that any person wishing the good of a
social body, consequently wishes the good of all those forming
the body, but he himself is one of these. In social benevolence
therefore human beings do not forget themselves, as in
friendship; they consider and love themselves as members of
the society. Furthermore, they associate with other persons
solely for the advantage to be gained from the association. Thus
they attach themselves to the society, loving it and its common
good only for their own good, that is, for love of themselves.
They do not love the good of others properly and necessarily
for the others’ good but because they find it a necessary
condition for their own particular good. Thus, social benevol-
ence has a subjective source: it is a subjective love generating
an objective love, which however occupies a subordinate place
in the human heart.

94, We can conclude, therefore, that social benevolence holds
a kind of middle-place between the seigniorial bond and
friendship; it is more noble than the former and less noble than
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the latter. It is a first step by which we attain the purest affec-
tions of friendship.

95. However we must not think that friendship is normally
lacking in actual human societies. The bonds of seigniory, of
society and of friendship are in reality intermingled and influen-
tial in varying proportions. My sole aim is to determine the dif-
ference between 1deas; unless we do this, we cannot indicate
how much human communal living owes to each of the three
bonds.

Indeed, only my prior distinction between the concepts of
seigniory, social benevolence and friendship enables us to con-
clude without difficulty that ‘human unions must be considered
happier and more virtuous to the extent that friendship within
them dominates the other two bonds, and to the extent that the
bond of sociality dominates those of ownership and dominion.’

96. We must now show how friendship and social benevo-
lence can gradually continue to grow in nobility, and how they
meet and unite to become one single thing when they both
reach their last possible degree of nobility.

97. The more virtuous friendship becomes, the more it is
ennobled until finally it attains the highest point of nobility, that
is, virtue which alone is the essence of nobility, and therefore
that which ennobles all things. Friendship has reached its high-
est level of nobility and excellence when friend loves only virtue
in friend, and affection is brought to what is true, just, upright
and holy as its ultimate aim. At this point any limited object
receives our affections like pure glass through which they pass
without hindrance, or like a flawless mirror which takes the
sun’s rays and reflects them without the slightest alteration.

98. But how does social benevolence attain its highest level of
nobility? As we said, it increases as society increases. We also
saw that society improves as it increases, because benevolence is
perfected by this growth. Society increases in two ways: by the
number of persons who come together, and by growth in the
good which forms the end for which the union was formed. As
long as one person remains outside the society, and some good
is excluded from its aim, it remains a limited society; it has not
attained its ultimate, possible perfection. Consequently the
benevolence that accompanies association has not reached the
highest term of perfection to which it can aspire. On the other
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hand, if we suppose that society is completely unlimited and
that no person is excluded from its fold nor any real good from
its aim, we have a society that tends to virtue as to its ultimate
end, the most excellent good of all. Virtue is not only the best
good but the condition and legitimate origin of every good.
Such a society will therefore tend principally to virtue as to the
greatest good and source of every good. Now the kind of
benevolence proper to this noblest of societies will be that by
which each member of the society desires principally moral
perfection for all the associates. Thus we have arrived at a
benevolence which is purely a love of virtue, an essentially
objective, unselfish love.

99. Just as friendship, when it has attained its ultimate ideal
perfection, is changed into a most noble love of eternal good of
virtue, so social benevolence, in so far as we can think about its
ultimate possible perfection, is transformed into the same most
noble love of moral virtue, and aims at every other good only in
relationship to this supreme good.

100. The ideal of social benevolence and the ideal of friendship
are therefore the identical pure love of virtue.

101. Before ending this chapter, we must consider how a uni-
versal society may really exist on earth in which benevolence
and friendship cannot in any way be separated from each other
or from virtue. The founder of Christianity in fact made virtu-
ous love, in which both perfect social benevolence and perfect
friendship equally have their end, the purpose of the society he
founded. He said to the members of this vast association: ‘A
new commandment I give unto you: That you love one another,
as I have loved you,’” that is, with the most perfect friendship
and the most perfect social benevolence.

25 Jn 14 [13: 34, Douai].
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Social freedom

102. The social bond is the contrary of the bond of seigniory.
Hence society, by its nature, excludes servitude. All associated
persons are parts of a single body and are therefore end, just as
the body itself, to which pertains the good sought by means of
association, is end. Thus society presupposes freedom; persons,
as members, are free.

103. The freedom enjoyed by associated persons is greater
and more perfect in proportion to the size and perfection of
society. Social freedom expands and becomes perfect in the
measure that social benevolence® and the justice inherent in
society” expand with the diffusion of society.

This new characteristic, like all the preceding characteristics,
is found to the highest degree in Christian society. Freedom is
the highest mark stamped by the Founder on his society. He
also declared the freedom of his society to be an effect both of
the truth possessed by the society and of the virtue to which it
tends. To all people Christ says: ‘If you continue in my word’
(by faith), “you are truly my disciples’ (by your good life), ‘and
you will know the truth, and the truth will make you free.””
Thus, according to the words of Christ, there are four succes-
sive steps leading to freedom: FAITH, THE PRACTICE OF VIRTUE,
KNOWLEDGE OF THE TRUTH and FREEDOM.

26 Chap. 2.
27 Chap. 5.
% Jn 8: [31-32].
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Continuation

104. We must be careful however not to err by taking social
freedom for what it is not. If we bear in mind what has already
been said, we see that social freedom consists in this: all associ-
ated persons have without distinction the concept of end; none
of them can be considered merely as a means to the good of the
others.

105. Society is made for the sake of all its members. The good
that it produces must be shared equally by them all, according
to an equal law. No one is obliged to work for the others with-
out receiving a share for his own work. This is social freedom.
When however a person is obliged to work for another without
working for a good common to them both, servitude is present.

It would be a great mistake therefore to think that social
freedom consists in a member’s being discharged from every
obligation and labour.

106. The nature of society is that of a union entered into by
many individuals for the end of obtaining a particular good. It is
clear that all those entering submit and oblige themselves to all
the laws deriving from the nature of the association.

107. All these laws can be summarised in two general laws:

1. Each person, by becoming a member, is obliged to seek
the common gcood of the other members, and to contribute to
its production or acquisition in the way decided; in other
words, each contributes through his personal acts or through
his external possessions.

2. Each person must receive a share of the good acquired by
the association, in proportion to his personal effort or external
possessions.

No member of a society can excuse himself from these funda-
mental social laws which are the first constituents of social order.

108. We can therefore deduce that associates sin against the
society to which they belong:

1. if they seek as end their own good alone and not the
common good, neglecting or even harming the common good;
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2. if they do not contribute to the acquisition of the social
good by the agreed, fixed means.
In the first case, they sin against social benevolence; in the
second, against social activity, the two summary duties of every
society.

[108]



CHAPTER 8
Social equality

109. Observations similar to those noted above must be made
about social equality. It is certain that the very essence of society
posits an element of equality between the associates. But we
need to pay great attention to forming an accurate concept of
the equality discussed here. Just as social freedom is correctly
conceived by a comparison between the bond of society and
that of seigniory, so a similar comparison shows the nature of
social equality.

There is no equality between master and servant; the servant,
as servant, is merely a means for which the master is the end.
Here, means and end differ essentially and infinitely. On the
other hand, all the persons composing a society are end, none of
them means, and as such they do not differ essentially; they are
essentially equal Social equality consists precisely in this.

110. Finally, let us apply this teaching also to the most exten-
sive of all societies. The divine Legislator began the task of its
foundation by emancipating human beings from the slavery of
fault so that, as free people, they might all be equal, having end
as their razson d’étre, not means. St. Paul, after baptising a fugi-
tive slave, returned him to his master, commanding the latter to
receive the man no longer ‘as a slave, but as a beloved brother’,
and added: ‘So if you consider me your partner, receive him as
you would receive me.”” Here we have social equality; the bond
of seigniory has changed into the bond of society.

Finally, just as social freedom does not destroy the obligations
of the members, so social equality does not prevent the presence
of accidental differences among them. These differences must
be examined more carefully in the following chapter.

29 Philem 17.
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Social order

111. Differences or inequalities among members arise from
the intimate nature of society. As we have seen, the two funda-
mental laws of every society provide an explanation for social
inequality and indicate its various kinds. We begin by consider-
ing the second law: ‘Each member has to receive as his share a
part of the good achieved through association; this share Wlll be
in proportion to the contribution he makes to the society.’

112. This law supposes a twofold inequality between the
members:

1. inequality in the quantity of what each person has
contributed;

2. 1nequahty in the right to participate to some degree in
social advantages. This is a consequence of the first inequality.

Such inequalities would not exist in a society where each
member places in communion the same portion of good as the
other members, that is, the same quantity of means designed to
achieve the social end. In theory inequalities would disappear if
those associated were considered as abstract rather than real
persons. In other words, persons would be considered as mem-
bers* and, if I may be permitted the phrase, as the very shares
they bring to the society on entry. Social persons resulting from

30 Roman right distinguished human beings and persons. All people were
human beings, but not all were persons. A person was defined as: ‘a human
being considered in a certain state.” ‘State’ meant ‘a quality by reason of
which human beings made use of different riGHT". In other words, members
of the great Roman association were considered as persons; non-persons
were all those not belonging to this association. A bond-servant, for instance,
was not recognised legally as possessing the state and condition of member.
Consequently he was arpbownoc (Theophil. 1. Inst. de stipul. ser.), ‘a person
not having laws’ (Cassiodor., Var., bk. 6, c. 8). He was listed amongst the
“THINGS on the estate’ (Bk. 32, §2, D. de legat. 2) and considered as ‘nothing
and dead’ (Bk. 32, and 209, D. de reg. jur.) precisely because he had no place
in society. — Every limited society necessarily gives rise to such a difference
between bond-servants and free persons. Thus, the world requires the
institution of a universal society from which no one is excluded and in which
all are free. This was the work of Christ.
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such abstraction are rendered totally equal in what they con-
tribute and in what they expect to receive; everything placed in
common in this way 1s presumed divided into equal shares.
Many social persons and shares can, however, be united in a
single real person and thus give rise to the inequality we have
indicated. To imagine that real persons, members of society,
were all necessarily equal would be an error rising from a
misunderstanding of the social bond.”

113. The nature of society necessarily draws other inequalities
in its wake. First, a society always needs administration. By
social administration 1 mean a co-ordinating principle that
directs and harmonises all the social forces to the end of the
society. Even if associated persons place in communion some
determined reality — some social capital — this does not
produce anything of itself until it is administered. Moreover,
even if it did produce of itself the good sought from the associa-
tion, this would have to be harvested and divided amongst the
members according to their individual contributions. If the
members contributed with their labour, this in turn has to be
directed to the single end intended by the society. By ‘social
administration’ we mean all these functions taken together.

114. Of its nature, administration is a right inherent to the
members who compose the society. However, the need for
unity and ability ensure that one or more persons are entrusted
with the office of administration in the society. This gives rise to
the idea of minister or president or executive — the three titles
mean more or less the same — each of which is essentially dif-
ferent from the idea of member. This is easily understood if we
consider that the society could, when first formed, choose a
non-member as its minister, president or executive.

115. Is the relationship between the administrator and his
society one of service, or of sociality? This is an important ques-
tion in which itis very easy to err by attempting a simple answer
to a twofold problem. The relationship between administrator

31 This is overlooked by those who favour a universal franchise in
representative governments. It is not the real person who must be
represented, but what each person contributes. Representing real persons
instead of social persons or the shares by which each citizen takes his place in
society is a principle of apparent equality, but of real injustice and inequality.
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and society is a complicated matter which cannot be resolved
without prior analysis.

116. I note first that the administrator could be accepted and
considered as a member if he posits his administrative work as
his portion of social capital. In this case, the labour with which
he contributes to the attainment of the end of the society should
be justly calculated relative to the contributions of others. The
administrator will then have a right to a share in the benefits
corresponding to the value put on his work.

Administrators, therefore, can be either members or salaried
workers. The former would without doubt be united to their
society by the social bond; no relationship between these
administrators and the society would reflect that of bond-
servant and master. It is true that administrators would work
for the advantage of the society, but this is the case with every
member who supports a society by his own work. The relation-
ship, therefore, is not in any way servile; it is entirely social,
despite its rigorous obligations. As we have seen, oblzgatzon,
which does not constitute a state of servitude, is necessarily con-
nected with social freedom.

The administrator-member cannot be dismissed from his
post unless provision for this has been agreed at the foundation
of the society. If there is no agreement to this effect, he is obliged
to carry out his duty like all the other members, but has the
right to the administration as long as the society lasts, just as
every member has the right to be a member in accordance with
the conditions of his enrolment. It is wrong to believe that
administration is always, and by its very nature, a servant
bonded to the social body, and that the social body (the people)
is always master of the administration.

117. A salaried administrator, not a member, is bound to the
society by a facio ut des contract. This is not of its nature a
bond of servitude, but a contract between two free persons
whose mutual relatlonshlp is proper to the state of nature —
when this is understood as the ‘state prior to social bonding’.
It is true that the administrator is obliged to administer the
society fittingly towards its end; it is also true, however, that
the society is obliged to pay him the sum agreed for his work.
Both sides have obligations and rights. This is not so when the
bond is that of seigniory and servitude: in this case, the master,
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as end, has only rights; the bond-servant, as means, has only
duties.

Note carefully that even the salaried administrator of a soci-
ety, unlike a bond-servant, is not obliged in any way to act
according to the arbitrary desire of the individual members or
of the body as a whole. His sole obligation is to act according to
the nature and end of the society. He is not a person dependent
upon another’s whim, but one who exercises a specific office
determined by the nature of the thing in question. As such he is
a minister.

Itis true that the salaried administrator can be dismissed at the
society’s pleasure if no term has been fixed for the duration of
his appointment, but it is also the case that he has the right to
renounce his salary when he pleases, and leave his post. In other
words, a bilateral contract is made on the basis of perfect equal-
ity between two sides.

These observations enable us to clarify the nature of the bonds
tying an administrator to a society. Some other observations
must now be made about the nature of the office of social
administrator.

118. As we have said, the administrative office consists in
ordering and directing harmoniously all the social means
(whether goods placed in communion or personal work) to the
attainment of the end for which the society was set up. It fol-
lows that to this extent the society, in electing the administrator,
has abdicated its power, and is obliged to submit to administra-
tive decisions. Moreover, because the members’ work and
labour are part of the social means, the members must in the
nature of things obey the directions of the administrator. Not to
do so would mean impeding him in his office and contradicting
the reason for his appointment. I exclude, of course, cases of
abuse of office by the administrator. My only alm at present is
to consider the nature of the administrative office without
raising further complications.

119. The concept of society includes rather than excludes the
obligation of obedience to the society’s administrator. If the
administrator happens to be a member, this implies another
kind of accidental inequality among the members. Such obedi-
ence, however, is not servitude. There is no question of obeying
anyone’s whim, but of submitting to the social order established
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by the administrator of the society. This submission is under-
taken for the sake of the members themselves who are end, not
means; it is not done for others, as it would be if obedience were
accepted under the title of servitude. Obedience to the adminis-
trator of the society does not in any way entail making oneself a
means; on the contrary, no member can be end unless he is
obedient.

120. If we suppose a society to be established under clear
agreement so that all the members know, and desire to carry
out, their duty, the concept of society would require, besides
the members, only the kind of administrator we have discussed.
His task would be to co-ordinate, in the best possible way,” all
the social means to the attainment of the end of the society.
However, the defects to which a society is subject either in its
foundation or relative to the dispositions of its members ren-
ders other provisions and offices necessary.

121. First, social pacts may be ambiguous. In this case, the
members must discuss the matter and resolve the equivocation.
If this is impossible, they have a moral obligation to agree upon
the election of a prudent person with whose help they can reach
an amicable conclusion. The office of this prudent person or
judge, who either alone or with the members determines the
interpretation of the social pacts and consequently perfects the
establishment of a society, can be permanent or temporary. This
office also is of its nature extraneous to society, and demands all
the obedience necessary to enable the members to reach the
friendly agreement for which the office was instituted.

122. We deal next with offices made necessary in a society
through the ignorance or improbity of its members. We are not
speaking about ignorance concerning the way in which mem-
bers combine, as they agreed, to attain the end of the society. It
is the responsibility of the administrator to teach members who

32 Requiring the impossible from people is unjust. Thus it is unjust to
claim that the administrator should absolutely speaking work in the best
way. No one is able to discover what is absolutely the best. A society can and
must require that its administrator exercise his office diligently and earnestly,
and in the best possible way, but only relative to his capacity, not absolutely
speaking. He should take those decisions which, in good faith, he believes are
the best for attaining the social end. The society has no right to require more
than this.
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are ignorant of their duty in this respect. Here the administrator
holds implicitly the office of teacher; the members in their turn
are obliged to acknowledge their own position as his disciples.
This provides an additional reason for social submission and
obedience, not for servitude.

The ignorance we wish to discuss concerns the rights and bur-
dens of the members. Such ignorance can cause disagreement
amongst them. In this case, they have a moral obligation to
reach an understanding and an amicable settlement of their dif-
ferences. If this is impossible, they are then morally obliged to
choose a judge to whom they entrust the entire solution of the
case.

I say that they are morally obliged to do this because there is a
moral obligation upon all human beings ‘to arrive at a peaceful
settlement to their differences without violence.” This moral
obligation, besides pertaining to the universal ethic preceding
the existence of societies, is also generated by society itself
which imposes on its members the duty of combining in the
best possible way to attain its end. Every act of anger and
violence is directly contrary to this duty.

123. Can the differences arising between an administrator and
his society be decided by the same judge? This is certainly the
case of the administrator who, as a member, takes part in the
choice of the judge. It is not the case if the administrator is only
a salaried official. Here, the question must be entrusted to a
judge chosen by both parties.

124. Let us return to the judge whom the members have
chosen to settle their differences. He must be chosen unani-
mously (unless the contrary was agreed at the foundation of the
society). Where a single person 1s right, his notion is worth
more than the mistake of all the others put together.

Consequently, it must never be believed that the judge chosen
unanimously is representative of the social majority, and that
his decision is equivalent to that of the majority. This would be a
great mistake. The social majority is not of itself the judge of the
rights and the duties of the members except in the case where
such a compromise has come about through an agreement in
which all have expressed their own opinions and the judge has
been chosen unanimously. In contrary cases, the majority is not
the judge. Note that we are dealing con51stently with questions
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of good faith that occur through ignorance, not malice, on the
part of the members. These questions, we maintain, must be
decided by a unanimously chosen judge. Moreover, each mem-
ber has the moral duty to agree with the others about a given
person for this office, when the office is necessary. The judge,
therefore, does not represent the majority, but all members
without exception. Better, he represents impersonal reason and
justice which all members, governments and societies must
obey.

The entire society and all the members are in a state of sub-
mission to, and harmonious support of this personage entrusted
with the termination of dissensions arising in good faith and
through ignorance. Again, this does not constitute any kind of
servitude.

125. Up to this point, we have dealt with questions and differ-
ent opinions arising between upright members in good faith,
and with the necessity of a judge for the good handling of social
needs. We have not seen any necessity for material force because
in our hypothesis the society and its members are unable to
oppose the execution of the judge’s decisions about ending their
social disagreements. Matters change, however, in cases where
the members disregard their duty through ill-will or social
disobedience. Clearly in the case of i/l-will (disobedience), the
prescriptions of the administrator or the judge will not be
carried out spontaneously. Sanctions will be needed; justice will
have to be sustained by force.

126. The uses of social force are: 1. to constrain reluctant
members to obey social administration; 2. to constrain them, if
necessary, to choose a judge and accept his decision about their
disagreements; 3. to constrain them to compensate the society
and 1ts members for the damage caused to either through their
disregard of social obligations; 4. to safeguard the society from
the harm they threaten.

127. But to whom of its nature does the use of force belong?
To the society as a whole” or to the majority of the members?
Generally speaking, not to the society as a whole, nor to the

33 Note carefully that we are speaking about society in general. There is
not the slightest doubt that in our civil societies the use of force belongs to
government alone, whose function it is to protect and support justice.
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majority or minority of the members, nor to the individual
members; it pertains to the party which has justice on its side. If
the majority were wrong, and the minority right, the legitimate
use of force would, according to social right, rest with the latter.
It could happen that a single member were opposed by all the
others. If their intention were to inflict injury and injustice on
that member, the use of force would pertain to him, not to them
[App., no. 2].

Note, however, what has been said: ‘In the case of any dis-
agreement between individual members, or between two
groups of members, or between a member and the society, or
between the society and its government, there is a moral duty
incumbent upon the parties in the dispute to seek a peaceful
solution amongst themselves or, if that 1s impossible, to submit
their views to a judge,” unanimously chosen, whose decision
they will accept.” Any party refusing to take part in setting up
this tribunal, which has to decide de bono et equo (what is good
and equitable), or refusing to accept its decision once the tribu-
nal has been established, 1s de facto guilty of negligence against
the social, moral duty we have described. The other party can,
therefore, use force against its opponent. Such cases could be
foreseen when a society is established, and a stable chief of social
enforcement could be unanimously appointed.

128. This office would not be established in order to act
according to the whim of the members. In such a case, the chief
enforcement officer would be a bond-servant of the members,
whether united or divided. Fulfilling a determined office is not,
however, bond-service; a determined office is constituted by the
nature of things, not by human whim.

129. The duties of the chief social-enforcement officer are
therefore: 1. to constrain the disagreeing members to take part
in the choice of a judge, if no one were chosen when the society
was established and some now refuse to make a choice; 2. to
constrain the unwilling to carry out what the judge decides.

3+ Ttis obvious that judge’ here refers to an office, not an individual. If the
parties did not agree on a single individual, they could each choose one for
themselves and form a tribunal. There could also be several subordinate
tribunals, for example, tribunals of first instance, appeal and final instance.
Whatever method is used in organising the office of judgment, we include it
all, for brevity’s sake, under the single word ‘judge’.
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If disagreement arises between the society and its administra-
tor, or the judge, the dispute must be settled peacefully by the
choice of another judge, if one has not already been determined
at the establishment of the society. Here again the chief enforce-
ment officer should constrain unwilling parties to choose a
judge and carry out his decisions.

If, finally, the officer abuses his position, a state of war exists
between him and the society. There is no doubt that precautions
to avoid this catastrophe have to be taken at the establishment
of the society. This is the most difficult problem in constituting
a society.

130. The judge and the chief social-enforcement officer can be
either extraneous to the society, or belong to it. What has been
said about the administrator of the society must also be applied
to them.

131. Social order, therefore, supposes three primary offices:
administrator, judge and enforcement officer. All these are free
offices, not bond-servants of the society. On the other hand, the
society is not a bond-servant of any of these office-holders,
although it submits to them and is obliged, by its intimate
nature, to obey all three, which are as it were the three principal
wheels on which it moves. The union of these three primary
offices is normally called ‘government of society’.
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CHAPTER 10
Social right

132. As we have seen, the order or differences between mem-
bers in a society springs from the intimate nature of the society.
Social order gives rise to social right,” which we have distin-
guished from the right of nature. The latter deals with rights
possible between human beings without reference to any social
bond.* All we have discussed so far shows that social right is
made up of two parts.

133. One of these parts determines the rights and duties of the
individual members composing the society; the other deter-
mines the rights and duties of the government of the society, of
the members and of the society itself relative to the government.
The first part is rightly called, private social right; the second,
public social right. We could also call them internal and external
social right. I use ‘external’ because governmental functions are
of their nature outside society, as we have seen.”

35 Cirvil right, as the Romans called it, was a part of social right because it
regulated the faculties and prerogatives of Roman citizens. — The right of
nations was distinct from natural right which presumed the existence of the
right or faculty, attributed to every individual, of satisfying his natural needs
and instincts, irrespective of his relationship with similar beings. The right of
nations, on the other hand, involved relationship with other human beings.
This right was also distinguished from civil right, which regulated
relationships between people belonging to the same civil society (civitas).
The right of nations ordered relationships between people who did not
belong to the same civil society. Hence the words of the Digest: ‘Under the
right of nations wars are begun, peoples are separated, kingdoms founded,
dominions kept distinct; limits are placed to property, building sites
determined, business, buying and selling, conductio, obligations are carried
out, with the exception of certain things which come under civil right” (bk. 5,
t. 1).

3 Chap. 4.

37 The relationship of one society with another does not pertain to social
right because the two independent societies are in the state of nature. In the
right of nature, therefore, we should distinguish one part devoted to
determining the faculties and relationships of individuals who do not form
any society, and another which determines the relationships between an
individual and a society of which he is not a member, or between two distinct
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The second part of social right must also deal with the zitles
that any person, family or moral body has or can have relative
to the government of a given society, or with any of the three
governmental offices we have indicated previously, that is,
administrator, judge and chief of social enforcement.

We have seen that the persons in charge of these offices are not
necessarily members of the society itself, although they can be
and may posit as their social contribution the work they do to
fulfil offices necessary to society. Clearly such persons cannot
be deprived of their posts if this was agreed at the establishment
of the society, although they can be forced to fulfil them in
accordance with their duty. Moreover, without the consent of
the other members, these officers cannot renounce their posts
for the duration of the society. In cases like these, they would
possess a title giving them the right to occupy those posts and to
maintain their governmental offices.

134. It is the task of external social right to determine the
nature and number of these titles, which are obviously divided
into natural and acquired. Natural titles, by which a person can
be invested with the government of a society, consist in some
action by this person which gives rise to the existence of the
members who form the society. There are two principal titles of
this kind, creation and generation. Universal society, of which
the Creator is head and human beings members, is founded on
the title of creation; family society is founded on the title of
generation.

Acquired titles, other than agreements and pacts, are reduced
to benevolence on the part of some person with seigniory over
many others, whom he governs as though they formed a society
with him. The social bond is thus established between them and
him. Previously, the only bond between them was that of own-
ership and dominion.

External social right also has the task of offering solutions to

societies. Sometimes the relationships between an individual and a society, or
between two societies, are identical with those of two unassociated
individuals; sometimes new cases are presented which cannot be resolved on
the sole basis of principles determining individual relationships. Treaties on
natural right must, therefore, distinguish the part that regards individuals
from that which contains the applications of the same principles to the
relationships concerned with moral bodies.

[134]
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doubts that arise about the quality of the person invested with
such rights, about the conditions of investiture, the transmis-
sion of rights, substitutions, successions, and the possibility of
the division and modification of rights, etc.

[134]
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Extra-social right

135. Besides social right, we have extra-social right which
must not be overlooked. The natural right of members of a
society when the society actually exists gives rise to extra-social
right.

To understand this, we have to reflect that a human being
does not and cannot cease to be a human being when he
becomes a member of some company. He truly possesses
inalienable rights, inherent to human dignity, such as the right
to act virtuously, not to be forced to take part in indecent acts,
and so on. This part of natural right is not absorbed by any asso-
ciation. Consequently, no one puts the whole of himself into
any society with his fellows, even civil society. He always
reserves something for himself, something which remains out-
side his membership and places him in the state of nature.

There are, therefore, two parts, as it were, in a person who
associates with his fellow-human beings: that which makes him
a social human being, and that which makes him extra-social.
These two parts, which must be carefully distinguished in all
human beings born in society, are the foundation of the two kinds
of right we have distinguished: social and extra-social right.

136. It is true that publicists have not made great use of our
term extra-social right. Nevertheless, in speaking about the lim-
its to which civil law has to be subjected they have always
acknowledged the substance of this right. For example, the
soundest amongst them agree that religion is outside the sphere
of civil government. Let me illustrate the point by reference to
Romagnosi:

We must note that the relationships between human be-
ings and the Divinity are of themselves universal, invisible,
personal to every individual, and independent of every
human authority. First, they are universal. Whatever
position creatures hold, and wherever they find
themselves, creatures are under the dominion of the cre-
ator; relationships between them are therefore universal.
Second, these relationships are invisible. God is invisible;
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the inner man is also invisible; but essential, religious
relationships are present between God and the inner man,
as the definition of religion makes clear. Hence, the
relationships between human beings and the Divinity are
invisible. Third, these relationships are personal to each
individual. Whether we are dealing with a single individual
or with many individuals, united or isolated, religious
relationships always affect the individual human being.
They are, therefore, personal. An offence on the part of
many cannot justify an offence committed by an individ-
ual; responsibility before God is always personal. Fourth,
I maintain that religious relationships are independent of all
human authority. In fact, as long as the whole of mankind is
incapable both of withdrawing itself from the omnipotence
of the Creator and of adding a single millimetre to its own
height, human authority can never rule in the place of truly
religious relationships, which will always be essentially
independent of it. Political jurisdiction, therefore, can only
be exacted relative to external things which, through human
institution or the external exercise of religion, are made to
serve some common gathering or society.”

The second motive which I have mentioned as limiting social
or political authority was said to arise from rights native to
human beings and citizens. Here we have to consider the atti-
tudes towards authority which result from these primitive
rights. Religion forms part of the moral individual’s ownership.
It must, therefore, enjoy the independence and primitive
freedom that forms the j justice proper to the social contract.
Freedom of opinion and of conscience is a right as sacred as that
of ownership, life and fortune. If we then go on to consider the
importance and power of religious feeling, we find that it

38 Catholics believe that some external things, such as the Sacraments
instituted by Jesus Christ, are established by God as part of religion. They
believe, moreover, as a dogma, that the Church has received from Jesus
Christ the power to make laws and to have them observed. This power is
contained in the words: “He who hears you, hears me.” Catholics, therefore,
when united to form civil society, cannot acknowledge in the government of
their society any power of derogation over the laws of the Church or its
ordinances. In fact, the government of civil society can never have more
power than that of the members who unite to form it. These members, as
Catholics, profess their submission, as I said, to the laws of the Church, laws
to which they are never superior.
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constitutes a good of the highest order for human beings. It also
arouses such feelings that politics would never be able to over-
throw it forcibly; indeed, the only result of any attempted usur-
pation would be to provoke the dissolution of social order
through the tyrannical exercise of power. Everyone knows that
the moral feeling proper to religion is more robust, sensitive,
and independent than any other. The clearest, most constant
and universal proof of this are the things done and endured for
the sake of religion, and recorded in the annals ancient and
modern of every sect. Itis obvious that people consider religion
as their most precious property.”

Publicists admit, therefore, that some things are excluded
from the right proper to civil society. We have to grant the
existence of some right other than social right. The existence of
these two rights explains the presence of questions with two
different aspects and two solutions. Resolving them with the
principles either of social or of extra-social right gives rise to a
twofold result.

137. There was a time when social right, together with the
right of seigniory with which it was confused, was considered
almost the only right, and prevailed. It was used to resolve the
most important questions about human communal living.
Interested parties took it to such absurd excesses, however, that
common sense was shaken and left disdainful. Modern times
have seen a reaction, although those whose interests led in
other directions went to the opposite extreme by extending
extra-social right erroneously and beyond all bounds.

Count De Malstre in maintaining the natural infallibility of
the sovereign,® states a truth according to social right. This
principle, because admitted in the French constitution, has to be
considered in France as a political enactment also. Thus, the
infallibility of the king of France has become a political-social
right, that is, a right which draws its origin not only from the
nature of society, but also from a national, positive agreement.

3 Assunto primo della Scienza del diritto naturale, §36. — The limits of
human positive law are dealt with in §30-36, which should be read. —
Elsewhere we shall indicate how we differ from Romagnosi in assigning
these limits.

40 Du Pape, bk. 1, c. 1.
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The question of the mfallibility of the sovereign is not alto-
gether distinct from the following query: ‘Can the society or its
members indict and depose the head of a society?*' Clearly,
according to social right, a negative answer is required. The teach-
ings of the University of Oxford in 1630,” which spread through-
out Europe, are deducted from the principles of social right.

138. Exaggerated social right and total neglect of extra-social
right produced two errors: 1. social positivism and 2. legalism.
By social positivism I mean the doctrine that acknowledges only
positive laws emanating from the legislative power of society;
by legalism, the doctrine making the value of all laws consist in
the external forms constituting legality. The two errors are
closely related and are found in all political parties favouring
monarchy and democracy. There i1s, in fact, no difference
between the error of those who wish to deduce all laws from the
will of the head of society (a rege lex) and of others who want to
acknowledge only the popular will as the fount of laws.” It is

41 By ‘head of a society’ is understood the person to whom the right and
duty of governing was attributed at the foundation of the society. This task is
regarded as his social contribution.

42 Cf. Wood, History of the University of Oxford, vol. 2, p. 341. — The
University of Oxford required from its doctoral candidates an oath against
entertaining ideas of social doctrine contrary to those of the University.
Before this, several authors in the preceding century had taught the same
doctrine. Nicholas Hemmingsen, for example, published his Apodictica
methodus de lege naturae at Leipzig in 1562. — Amongst the many English
authors who wrote in the following century, Barclay deserves to be
mentioned. He published De regno et regia potestate, bks. 1-6, at Paris in the
same year as the birth of Charles I. — In 1605, Alberico Gentili published his
treatise, De potestate principis absoluta et de vi civium in principes semper
injusta. — These questions, which are extremely difficult to solve with the
principles of simple rational right, are answered fully and sublimely by the
supernatural principles of the Gospel.

# Note that the question of the forms of government is to be
distinguished totally from that of absolutism and liberalism. It is a mistake to
confuse such different questions. We can see this by reflecting that the most
extreme absolutism may be found in any democracy whatsoever. In fact, the
principle of absolutism consists in admitting the sovereign will as the unique,
supreme fount of laws. It is indifferent in this case if the ruler is an individual,
several persons or the whole people. — Friedrich Jarcke’s article on
absolutism and liberalism deserves to be read on this point. Cf. Berliner
Politischer Wochenblatt, 1835.
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necessary to ascend much higher than human will and any
human society to discover the fount of laws which oblige
human beings. The source of these laws can only be divine, that
1s, the eternal reason and God.

The mistake of those who exaggerate social right to the
destruction of extra-social right inevitably produces absolutism,
just as the mistake of those who exaggerate extra-social right
to the destruction of social right inevitably produces #ultra-
liberalism and anarchy.

139. I have already noted that social positivism and legalism
were brought to extreme conditions by Protestantism.* It is not
surprising, therefore, that schools with their roots in the Refor-
mation propounded the most blatant absolutism.

140. A recent author,” an historian of moral and political
doctrines, distinguished for his freedom of thought and
consequently impartial in the matter, wrote as follows:

Temporal power is absolute! It absorbs all rights, even
those of making laws. It absorbs all freedom, even that
of violating liberties. Generally speaking, the German

# Cf Storia comparativa e critica de’ sistemi morali (vol. 12 of my
collected works, p. 268 ss.). — The great Hugo Grotius must be
distinguished from other Protestant writers in this respect. He was able to
avoid the error common to his contemporary co-religionists who reduced all
law to positive law, which they made the source of obligation to authority
(cf. De jure B. et P, §11, proleg.). Heinecke reproves Grotius, to whom he
was greatly inferior, for this great error, as he calls it. ‘Here’, he says, ‘reason
abandoned the great man’ (Recitationes in Elem. juris civ., bk. 1, tit. 2, §40).
— I have shown that Protestantism passed through two periods during
which it moved from one extreme to another. In the first period, authority
held sway, in the second, individual reason. The movement is easily
explained. First, Protestantism shook off the authority of the Church by
submitting entirely to that of Scripture. This, however, had no solid
foundation. Scripture, left without an authoritative interpreter, was a dead
letter. Soon the authority of Scripture was also rejected. An historian of the
moral and political teaching of the last three centuries makes the following
wise comment: ‘It has been said, and is repeated daily, that rationalism or
reasoning became part of the social state and part of moral and political
teaching along with the principles laid down in 1517. This was wrong, and is
wrong by two centuries. Rationalism was not the aim of one side or the other
in 1517’ (Matter, Troisiéme période, c. 1).

4 M. ]. Matter, Histoire des doctrines morales et politiques des trois
derniers siecles, Troisieme période, c. 6.
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schools are fairly moderate in their teachings: the political
theory derived from sacred Scripture by Johannes
Althusius® contain only the principles of Bossuet’s work
on the same subject. However, the teaching, contrary to
the nature of things, does attribute to rulers authority in
sacred matters. This is characteristic of Protestant political
theory, and is found in the teaching of all the schools of the
Reformation. An examination of the manuals left by this
school are sufficient verification of this.

The greatest excesses of the ecclesiastical political
theory of Protestantism were found in the English schools
under Elizabeth and James I. Oriental teaching and
Castilian ambition certainly provide us with more pomp-
ous expressions of monarchical omnipotence, but neither
of them ever taught anything so positive, clear cut and
absolute or gave a more sacred, inviolable foundation to
royal authority.

Raleigh dedicated his book to the king (James I), and
professed in the dedication: “The bonds attaching subjects
to their king must always be made of iron; those attaching
the king to his subjects must be like spiders” webs. Every
law which for reasons of self-interest binds a king, also
makes lawful its violation by the king’.”

The last word on this teaching is found in Hobbes’ theory
where social right is exaggerated to such an extent that ‘he sub—
ordinated humanity to society’, as our author justly notes.*

These doctrines were preceded and followed, as we said, by
others which offended by going to the opposite extreme.
Like every other political teaching, these also claimed some

46 Herborn, 1603.

47 This is not new. It was taught long ago, and neatly compressed in
Plautus’ words:
‘Every pact a non-pact; every non-pact a pact.”

# M. J. Matter, Histoire des doctrines morales et politiques des trois
derniers siecles, Cinquieme période, c. 1. — Speaking of the propensity
shown by Catholics in the United States towards democracy, Tocqueville
concludes his observations as follows: ‘Catholicism may dispose the faithful
to obedience, but does not prepare them for inequality. The opposite is true
of Protestantism, which, generally speaking, draws people much less to
equality than to independence’ (De la démocratie en Amérique, t.2,c.9). —
One of the most harmful modern errors is that which confuses obedience
with servitude. I have distinguished the two ideas in c. 9.
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foundation in the principles of justice, without which they had
no chance of success. They attempted to take root in
extra-social right, which they enlarged without restraint. The
result was not extra-social right, but anti-social right.

Those who proposed extra-social right to the detriment of
social right were enemies of the monarchical form of govern-
ment rather than of absolutism. Their own confusion of ideas
hid this from them, however. In England they were called
monarchomachists, that is, monarchy-haters. More recently in
France, during the never-to-be-forgotten revolution, they were
called revolutionaries, anarchists, ultra-liberals and so on.

141. Social and extra-social right have, therefore, to be recon-
ciled. They are not contradictory or inimical to one another.
Each tempers the other by enclosing it within just limits. In this
way they perfect, not harm one another. In a word they are,
properly speaking, only two parts of a single, complete right
which can be defined as ‘the right of human beings in society,
which springs partly from human nature, which is essentially
individual, and partly from the fact of society.’
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Morality tempers and reconciles social and extra-social
right

142. Un-oiled gears grate and grind, and soon wear out. The
same is true of the social machine: the two great gears of social
and extra-social right break down very quickly if they are not
continually lubricated with the oil of moral obligation and the
unguent of virtue. It is principally perfect virtue, the teaching of
Christianity, that keeps the social machine in repair and moving
sweetly. If we consider solely naked right and forget duty, we
convert our right into a wrong. The ancient tag, summum ius,
summa ininria [there is no greater injury than supreme right], is
verified.

143. We need more than knowledge of our rights if we are to
learn to act as we should. We must at the same time be fully cog-
nisant of the limits of our rights, and the way in which they are
to be employed. Only morality teaches this. It too often hap-
pens thata person with a right allows himself to think he can use
it capriciously and without limit. This is an extremely baneful
error which produces insubordination and rebellion on the part
of subjects in a society, and strong-arm tactics and despotism on
the part of government. Subjects say to themselves: “We have
the right to take precautions to preserve our rights as individu-
als and citizens; we want to be in charge of public administra-
tion, and so on.” Government says: “We have the right to take
precautions against harm to society. We can and must, there-
fore, oversee and manage everything private and secret, sacred
and profane, and so on.’

It is immediately obvious that there can be no mutual confi-
dence, harmony, peace and collective security between individ-
uals in society and its government and administration unless
such extended, undetermined rights are given precise, deter-
mined limits by good faith, equity and goodness — in other
words, by duty and moral virtues. The intervention of moraliry
is absolutely necessary; its authoritative veto has to forbid vari-
ous parties the use, or rather abuse, of their cold, coarse rights.
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144. Morality first establishes the supreme safeguard: ‘No one
has the right to make bad use of his own right.” It is not suffi-
cient for individuals or even government to vaunt a precaution-
ary right as an excuse for doing what they please, without limit
or supervision. Both individuals and government must always
use their precautionary right ‘well, and as little as possible.”
Every unnecessary enactment or restriction entails overstep-
ping one’s limits; it is a real injustice and brings into being that
summum jus which is indeed summa injuria. Only rnorahty can
teach this good faith and moderation in the use of one’s own
right; without morality no peaceful society, or even society, is
possible.

145. Some other examples will help to show the necessity of
morality if social advancement is to proceed smoothly and
harmoniously.

146. Government is composed of people who, as human, are
all fallible. Now, it is true that individual members of society
have the right to a government which administers public
affairs zealously and with all the prudence of which those in
charge of government are capable. Nevertheless, to claim that
government possesses real infallibility would be a genuine lack
of discretion and indeed a real injustice in society. There are,
however, individuals who demand their right to be governed
well without considering the limitations to this right. They have
no difficulty in laying claim to the impossible by requiring
unerring government, and refusing to tolerate inculpable mis-
takes made through the inevitable limitation of governmental
views.

Only virtue, that is, equity and benignity, can temper such a
summum jus, and limit the unjust pretensions of subjects.

Christianity established one of the most social of all possible
maxims when it made charity an obligation towards all, and in
particular towards those who govern society; when it forbade
rash judgement; when with respect and love towards govern-
mental power, it taught people always to presume as well as
possible of government actions; and when, in cases of doubt, it
obliged subjects to renounce their own rlght generously and
prefer not to offend others’ right rather than exercise their own.

147. The same kind of considerations can be made about gov-
ernments, which must also acknowledge their own fallibility.
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By concentrating on their own authority to govern and admin-
ister, instead of loving justice without limit, they lay claim to
summum jus. Their argument runs as follows: “We have the
right to administer and govern, and can therefore administer
and govern as we want without ever being censured for what we
do”’

Christian morality, however, suggests a totally different
reasoning. Starting from the principle we have indicated, ‘No
one has the right to use his own right badly’, it shows the obli-
gation incumbent upon rulers of administering and ruling as
well as possible without refusing any means that can lead to the
exercise of good, just government. They must keep their own
fallibility firmly 1n mind, be ready to receive enlightenment
from any source, and prompt to discuss willingly and loyally
those points where the individuals they govern sincerely feel
offended. If these individuals have probable reasons in their
favour, social administration is bound by moral duty to settle
every question peacefully and promptly through arbitrators of
proven integrity and universal trust. And neither of the parties
must act violently.

148. These reflections show the desirability in treatises of
ethics of a distinct place for the moral duties on which society
rests. These duties would spread amongst all members the
benevolence and trust that form the best guarantee for the
conservation and prosperity of the social body.
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Invisible and visible society

149. We must examine more closely the nature of society in
general.

Human beings, the basic elements of society, are made up of
two parts: one internal and invisible, the other external and
visible. Similarly, there are two parts to every human society,
the invisible and the visible, the internal and the external.

Two kinds of bonds, internal and invisible, external and
visible, correspond to these two parts of human society. The
former draw together what Leibniz called ‘the republic of
souls’; the latter bind together external society, which falls
under our senses.

We must now explore the relationship and the connection
between invisible and visible societies, which are as it were the
soul and body of human society.

150. In order to do this, we first concentrate on the elemen-
tary principles of society, that is, the human individual, and on
the union and correspondence which exists between the spirit
and body forming the individual.

The exterior part of the human being, that is, the animal body,
has a twofold relationship with the interior part, that is, the
spirit: 1. an active relationship, which consists in being able to
manifest through external signs the impressions and modifica-
tions of the internal part of the soul; 2. a passive relationship,
which consists in being suitable for receiving the impressions of
the external things of bodies, and transmitting them to the inter-
nal part. This twofold relationship can also be observed be-
tween external and internal society.

External society must manifest internal society, and at the
same time convey to the latter all that takes place exteriorly.

151. We must pause now to consider briefly both relation-
ships, active and passive, between the two societies, visible and
invisible. We examine first the active, then the passive
relationship.

The active relationship, by which the external aspect of a
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society becomes a truthful and faithful reflection of the internal
dispositions of souls, must be considered as a quality necessary
to the perfection of human society. It can even be called the
constitutive law of human society. Indeed, if a society were
simply external, it would not differ in any way from a union of
inanimate, mobile things; if the external presentation were false,

only an apparent society would exist — it would be a fact, but a
fact without right, which of itself is always nothing.

Note that human beings consent to live in society only
because they suppose, generally speaking, that its exterior cor-
responds to the interior of those with whom they live and asso-
ciate. The very people who delude themselves about making
their fortune by deception and lying are in the end victims of
their own delusion; they know very well that society is founded
upon the law of truthfulness. If this were not the case, it would
be impossible to deceive anyone; the act would not be accepted
as a manifestation of the truth. It would, therefore, ‘be impossi-
ble to imagine an external society unless its members held that
everything external possessed of its nature a real capacity for
manifesting what is internal’. Although degrees of mutual diffi-
dence are possible in a society, mistrust cannot increase beyond
certain limits. At some point the society would self-destruct; it
would be rendered impossible.

We must therefore acknowledge the following as a constitu-
tive law of human society: ‘External society must be representa-
tive of the internal society of its members.” Consequently,
‘external society will be better constituted in so far as the
external bonds between human beings are sincere, and faith-
fully correspond with similar bonds or affections of spirit.” On
the other hand, “if the external, material part of society does not
reflect something internal and spiritual, the society’s appearance
is only a chimera; it cannot last. It is contrary to nature that
fiction should endure; it is a vain shadow without a body, a
fragile canvas sketched without consistency and solidity
because it has no truth.’”

49 The internal bonds of society are: 1. rights, 2. social affections. The first
are ideal, the latter, real. The external bonds of society are: 1. external laws
and all the external acts relating to government and governed; 2. ways of life.
External bonds correspond to rights, and produce their effect chiefly in the
order of intellectual things; ways of life correspond to affections, and
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Continuation

152. The constitutive law of human society, as we have called
it, has its source in the active relationship between external and
internal society; similarly the law perfecting society, and hence
the principle of social administration, has its source in what we
have called the passive relatlonshlp According to us, this
relationship consists in the aptitude exterior society has for
receiving impressions from things outside itself and transmit-
ting them to interior society, that s, to souls. It is clear, however,
that even if external union amongst human beings were not
deceptive, but actually responded to their internal union, we
could affirm only the existence of a society, not of a good soci-
ety. If a society 1s to be good, it must have a good end, and be

produce their effect in the order of real things.

Certain civil societies are furnished with far fewer external bonds than
others. Examples of these are federations of States which constitute a nation
composed of two or more nations. The federal government’s action is limited
to certain general objects, and persons in different States have no common
way of life. The author of De la démocratie en Amérigue rightly says of the
government of the United States: “The Union is an ideal nation that does not
exist except in the spirits composing it. Only the intelligence can uncover its
extent and its limits’ (t. 2, c. 8, p. 281, 2nd ed.).

As we shall see in the following chapter, exterior society forms or
sometimes maintains the interior. If however a way of life and forceful
government is lacking, internal society is weakened. For example, as long as
the citizens of Rome could be contained within the walls of the city,
communal living and a common way of life was a source of unity in their
interior society. When Roman citizenship was extended to all subject
peoples, the city (civitas) became something ideal, that is, something
embraced by mind and law, and not enclosed by external walls. Montesquieu
offers the following reflections on this extension of Roman citizenship:
“When the peoples of Italy became citizens of Rome, every city broughtin its
wake its own characteristics, its own interests and its own dependence upon
some great protector. The divided city-state no longer formed a single whole.
Being a citizen of Rome was now a kind of fiction; the citizen’ no longer had
the same magistrates, temples, walls, gods, or burial places as Rome, nor did
he look upon Rome with the same eyes, or have the same love for the
fatherland; feeling for Rome existed no longer’ (Considérations sur les canses
de la grandeur des Romains, et de leur décadence. Chap. 9).
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good internally. As we know, external society is only a simple
representation and effect of internal society; the whole sub-
stance of society is internal and lies within the human spirit.
This is true not only for the moral goodness of society, but for
every perfection, even eudaimonological, which it may have.

153. For human beings, whether good or bad, there is never
anything that is merely external good. It is wrong to think the
contrary. Everything good for human beings must be felr as
good for them. It must fall within their feeling, which is never
external but always totally internal. We must not mislead our-
selves here: external things can indeed cause pleasing sensations,
but only pleasant feelings themselves (we take ‘pleasant’ in its
widest extension) are finally the good that we draw from exter-
nal things. All actual, human good without exception is, prop-
erly speaking, internal. Outside such good, causes of good exist,
but not good itself. These true, occasional causes of good, which
are outside human beings, pertain to what we have called ‘exter-
nal society’. We have to say, therefore, that external society
must be directed at every turn to the amelioration and perfec-
tion of internal society, within which lies the proper end and, as
we said, the life, spirit and form of societies.

154. The suitability of external society for influencing the
amelioration and perfection of internal society is precisely what
we have called the passive relationship between the two societ-
ies; as we said, it forms the law perfecting society and the princi-
ple accordmg to which it should be administered. The same
thing can be observed in individuals even before we see it in
societies. The passive relationship between what is external and
internal in the human being constitutes the means which devel-
ops and perfects what is internal. The spirit’s faculties develop
by means of the perception of objects provided as material for
internal, spiritual operations by the organs of the exterior
senses.

In the same way, as the signs of external things transmitted to
the spirit become the occasion for perfecting the spirit, so
external things can also become the occasion for the spirit’s
deterioration. This occurs in the individual and in society, and
underpins the need for a guide who will direct to a good end the
communication between exterior and interior. In society, this
constitutes the office of administrator.
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155. External society wisely administered and conducted
perfects internal society by communicating to it three kinds of
good: 1. it assists internal society (a society of souls) in
learning how to make use of its own forces and powers; 2. it
provides internal society with objects that help it to pursue its
perfection; 3. finally, it provides internal society with objects
(persons) through whom each member of the internal society
somehow expands his existence. The first two services
rendered by external to internal society dispose or help to per-
fection the individual members who already form a society;
the objects that the society of bodies offers to the society of
spirits bring about the aggregation and special perfection of
internal society.

156. In this way, external society provides the principle, the
means and the end of internal perfection. The principle are spir-
its, whose faculties are developed by external society; the means
are real objects, many of which are furnished by external society
as steps which elevate the spirit; the end are persons, the society
itself, which through external relationships is constantly
extended and enriched as new ties arise capable of bonding
intelligences and hearts.

157. We must now briefly consider external society under its
three relationships with internal society. We shall see: 1. how it
develops human faculties; 2. how it helps to remedy moral
weakness in human beings; finally, 3. how it extends the nature
of human beings by binding them to one another with close,
internal ties.

158. External society develops the intellectual, spiritual and
bodily operations of human beings who are indefinitely per-
fectible in all these parts of human nature. However, because
corporeal actions depend upon affections, and affections upon

opinions held by the intellect (by the practlcal reason), we shall
limit ourselves to considering the impetus received by the intel-
lect from external society, the principle of all other human
movement.

159. Experience shows that we receive all our faculties
enclosed, as it were, in a seed where they can do nothing of
themselves, even the tiniest act, until they are awakened by
objects different from ourselves which stimulate the organs of
sensation and our other animal powers. An immense difference
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exists, therefore, between the state of an already developed per-
son, who has attained dominion over his own operations, and
that of the same person in those first moments when he pos-
sessed his powers but, having no dominion over them, was
unable to use them. We have to note carefully this distinction
between powers and the ability to use them. Our powers, at
least our principal powers, are innate, but the ability to use them
is acquired through use under the influence of external stimuli.
Thus, the ability to use our own powers is acquired a little at a
time in accordance with the use we make of them.

160. For example, however we wish to use our mind it is
always necessary for us to be passive in the beginning; some
idea must first present itself so that our train of thought may be
initiated. Only in the presence of this idea are we able to relin-
quish other, successive trains of thought dependent upon the
idea, or freely second them.

In fact, when we want to reason, we first have to know what
we wish to think about.

But the subject of our thought is either given to us or chosen
by us. If it is given, what we have said must be true, namely, that
the first idea 1s presented to us without any free choice on our
part. If, however, we choose it for ourselves, our choice must
fall on something that we already know, something already
present to us. Some cognition present to the intellect must,
therefore, precede every choice and decision that we make
about using our intellective faculties. It is true, of course, that
one series of reasoning causes another, but various series of
reasonings connected as causes and effects can be regarded as a
single act of reasoning in the midst of which stands some first
idea not called into being or chosen by us, but coming into our
mind of itself, spontaneously. Its origin certalnly depends on
the impressions we receive from external objects.

Even more important than the impression of other external
factors is contact with others from which also we receive the
occasions and beginnings of our first mental processes, and
hence a greater ability for moving quickly with our thought
from one object to another. External society, therefore, pro-
vides internal society with its principle of growth.

161. Granted the principle of development of our human
faculties, we must now examine the means through which we
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arrive at transporting our act of intellect freely from one object
to another. This means is speech, which we receive from exter-
nal society.

The first objects to present themselves to us are real, feelable
objects. Our first acts therefore must pertain to the faculty of
perception and of full ideas.”® The object of an act is, when
attained, a resting place for the act. All that the mind can do,
therefore, however many real objects present themselves to us,
is to remain fixed in contemplation of one or more of them,
without proceeding further. If these objects were no longer
present to the senses, we would have only their images, the full
ideas, and thoughts about them in the treasure of our fantasy
and memory. These consequences of perception would then fall
quite quickly into a state of inadvertence, from which we could
not revive them without some casual movement of the brain or
some new, external impression upon us.

In this state, we find no reason permitting our mind to move
as it pleases from one object to another. Because each object has
its own individual, separate existence from that of others, the
mind would rest in each of them or in many as if they were one,
but it could not pass freely from one to another, or from one
collection of ideas to another. It is impossible to maintain that
such a passage could come about through the relationships
binding these objects together. Relationships can be known
only through the faculty of abstraction, which would not be
developed in the human state we are discussing.

Nor could it ever be developed without speech. Our faculty
of abstraction consists in considering an object not in its
entirety but in one of its simple qualities, recognised as
discoverable also in innumerable other objects. Our intellect, if
it is to pass from the object contemplated as a whole to concen-
trate separately on some particular quality in the object, needs
the ability to move itself freely. If, however, the abstract idea
presupposes that we have a capacity for moving the intellect
from one object of our attention to another, the idea is not suffi-
cient to explain the capacity it presupposes.

162. When, however, we receive speech from society, we
immediately acquire dominion over our own intellect. Speech

50 Cf. NE, 2: 509.
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contains words indicating abstract ideas, and words indicating
full ideas. The second group enables us to acquire the ability to
recall objects as we please, even when they are no longer present
to our senses and mind. The first group enables us to be stimu-
lated to advert exclusively to the particular qualities of things
and so to form abstractions for ourselves. Having formed
abstractions, we know immediately the logical relationships
which pertain to the abstractions. And relationships are the
paths, as it were, along which the mind can pass from one thing
to another.

163. The mind becomes master of its thoughts through
speech; human freedom is born. It is true that the mind still
has to receive the principle of movement from some idea that
has entered thought almost casually, as it were, but once this has
occurred it is words as such which open to us the paths of
thoughts along which they enable us to travel.

164. It may be objected of course that the intellect cannot pass
from a sign to the thing designated before the formation of the
idea of relationship; sign and designated are relative terms. The
difficulty vanishes if we consider that the passage of our atten-
tion from the word to the thing does not come about because
we know the relationship between the sign and that which is
designated. The word is a physical stimulus which, in striking
the ear and arousing sound, simultaneously calls our intellective
attention to think of the harmony between that sound and other
sounds, and between that sound and the objects of all the other
senses. At the same time our intellect interprets all these objects
in their context.

A series of sounds forming a discourse presents our ear with
what we may call a rational sensation, that is, with a sensation
modified by fixed rules in harmony with all the objects which
we perceive contemporaneously and successively. The intellect
perceives the order that contemporaneous sensations have with
the word, and that order explains to it the word itself. Finally,
the word draws our intellective attention to what it signifies,
even when this word alone is present to the intellect.

We may clarify this fact by recalling that sense and intellect
are both capable of repeating easily acts which they have carried
out on other occasions. Consequently, a single part of an object
already seen is sufficient stimulus to recalling the entire object.
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Similarly, the sound of a word recalls objects which, on other
occasions, were perceived together with the sound.”

165. It is through the word, therefore, that we succeed in
moving our attention as we please over a multitude of objects; it
is through the word that we acquire mastery over our faculties,
and make ourselves masters of our affections (which depend
upon the objects we contemplate) and free rulers of our external
actions. But where does the word come from?

It comes from society, as we said. This sacred deposit is
preserved and communicated by tradition from generation to
generation. We owe to society the means of development of our
various faculties and of all our perfection.

Speech, in so far as it is furnished with lofty, general, abstract
ideas, furnishes matter for prolonged thought. The state of vari-
ous languages explains in great part the degrees of development
of different nations. My own opinion is that this has not been
sufficiently considered by historians of humanity’s gradual
growth in civilisation.

On the other hand, speech follows the state of the society
which uses it. This becomes more apparent as we consider
speech closer to the origins of nations.

166. We now have to consider the second advantage of human
society which, as we said, consists in the support it provides in
the face of human moral weakness. This support consists in
education, good example and various stimuli to carrying out
social good. We have already seen that social good is at least a
rudiment of universal good. In speaking about the common
society in which nature draws all human beings together, and
which has no special aim but the general good of humanity, we
find that our uncertain, hesitant intellect finds at least tempo-
rary, provisional rest for its doubts. Here it can remain at rest
and draw strength to undertake more substantial reasoning.
The heart also, tired and oppressed in its effort to practise vir-
tue, finds assistance in its labours through the society of
others, it hopes, and comforts itself by means of honest, tempo-
rary amusements and swift reward for its merits.

Society, therefore, is the mistress of human beings, to whom
she presents the principles of perfection, and whom she helps

51 Cf. NE, 2: 521-522; AMS, 439-468.
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and encourages in the use of these principles. Only rarely are
persons capable of standing on their own feet and pursuing
good without the continual moral assistance administered by
society, the means through which the majority of people obtain
the perfection of which they are capable. This becomes more
obvious when we consider the means that every society pos-
sesses for restraining socially bad members, and defending from
injury and harm those who are socially good.

167. Finally, society extends our existence. This is its third
benefit.

To the extent that we all are bound together, the feeling of
one’s own forces is strengthened in each of us; the habitual feel-
ing of existence is augmented through the existence of all other
humans to whom the individual feels himself bound. This feel-
ing of a more expansive life, extended to a great degree beyond
self, becomes so attractive and dear to the human heart that the
pleasure of living in other persons overcomes and sometimes
renders weak or insensible the feeling of one’s own individual
life, of one’s own interior nature and of the invisible objects
within. Good then degenerates into evil. Often we give our-
selves excessively to what is external; internal factors become
extremely weak, external enjoyments extremely strong.

People think nothing of what is within, everything of what is
without. This is the only explanation of the common, material
error which places all human happiness in attending to the limi-
tation, multiplicity and attractiveness of external bonds, and in
abstractlng totally from the interior state of the spirit. The
opposite also occurs: the few who love a perfect, truly sublime
state consider an excessive number of accidental, exterior bonds
as superfluities impeding their eagerness to press on to lofty,
pure virtue, and distracting them from the ennoblement they
could gain from solitary, sublime thoughts.

168. But we do not want to speak here about such exalted and
extraordinary souls. We simply want to draw attention to what
we said about the way in which human beings bind themselves
through natural relationships to persons and things around
themselves, and thus expand their own existence by forming for
themselves a circumference of objects belonging to them almost
in the way their own bodies do. Chief amongst these objects are
the persons with whom they form society.
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Thus society itself becomes end for every human being, not
because our end must serve society, but because society and
human beings become a single thing, just as the spirit and the
body surrounding it become a single thing. This explains why a
father feels he is defending himself when he defends his own
family. In its members he does not see beings distinct from him-
self, but vital parts of his own existence. His reason and his heart
carry him into all those parts and make him live in them. In the
same way, every member of more extended societies forms with
his fellows (in so far as he is united with them — the work of his
intelligence) a single existence, a single moral person, for whom
he desires and obtains all that he desires for himself, and from
which he distances all that he distances from himself [App., no.
3].
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THE END OF SOCIETY



[INTRODUCTION]

169. In Book 1, I showed the difference between society and
material aggregation.

The union of many material beings in the same place is not
sufficient to constitute a society; if it were, a heap of stones
would be a society.

170. Nor is union between merely feeling beings sufficient.
These can be united not only in the same place, but also by
sharing pleasant and painful sensations, and by instincts which
move them to seek pleasure and avoid pain. This, however, is
simply gregarious living. The instincts which impel animals to
live together are essentially individual; animal union lacks a
common, willed end, and although a collective good, consti-
tuted by the sum of the individual goods, may result from it, the
individual animal neither intends nor proposes this collective
good for itself. The inclinations of each are directed by the
wisdom of nature for the good of all.

171. Finally, not even a group of human beings, no matter
how big, can be called ‘society’. Society requires intellectual and
moral bonds. Its members must know and be conscious of a
common end; they must desire this end and freely choose the
means to achieve it. Consequently, the social good to which the
members tend is not simply a collection of individual goods but
a truly common good, unique in its concept and shared in by
each individual. Intelligence, therefore, is necessary for society
which, as we saw, also presupposes some right, some justice and
certain moral virtues. In brief, society is, as Cicero said, ‘an
association formed by an agreement in rlght and by mutual
helpfulness.””

172. Hence, the teaching given in the previous book about the
nature of society spontaneously provides the teaching about the
end of society. I will now present that teaching as clearly as I can.

52 “The State is the reality of a nation. But not every association of a

multitude is a nation, only the association formed by consent of right and by
mutual helpfulness’ (De Rep., bk. 3).
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The end of every society must be a true, human good

173. If society were simply an aggregation of bodies, we
would have to seek its end in some good relative to bodies. But
the union of mere bodies does not form society; we need a
union of intelligent souls. It is clear, therefore, that the social
end has to be sought in intelligent souls rather than in bodies.
As we have seen, the corporeal, external part of society must be
considered the means for perfecting the internal, spiritual part,
where, properly speaking, the human being exists, and where
the dehght and perfection of which he is susceptlble resides.
The final end of every society must therefore be found in this
internal part.

174. We begin our discussion with some universal, certain
truths so that the consequences we draw derive directly from
clear principles admitted by human common sense.

No one can possibly doubt that human beings act only for
good, or that they turn to evil because in their search for good
they are deceived by appearances. Thus society cannot be
formed even by human beings without their aiming at some
good through united effort. The contrary would be absurd; to
say that human beings associate to obtain what they see as evil
would be meaningless.

175. It is also clear that if human beings err about the good
they seek, and find real evil instead of real good, their
action is wasted and valueless, or has only a negative value.
Let us apply this concept to society. If society does not lead
us to good, to some real, true good, but deceives us under
the appearance of good so that we obtain what is truly evil, it
becomes useless and harmful to us by betraying its natural,
necessary end; it no longer has any value, or at most a
negative value.

176. Finally, there is another evident principle as important
for the scientific study of society as the previous principles. It
states that the true good of any human society, must be human
good, good which 1s definitely good for human nature and in
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harmony with all its needs, so that human nature entirely
approves and desires it.

Anything agreeable to a lesser faculty of human nature but
rejected by human nature as a whole could not be called human
good, good for human nature. Rather, judged as rejected by the
totality of human nature, it would have to be classed as evil.

177. We must not make the mistake of determining true good
solely by considering the relationship between an object and
one or other of our human faculties, nor by conforming to
opinion; the solid judgment of the whole of our nature must be
accepted. Cicero’s teaching is particularly relevant: “The whim
of opinion evaporates with time; the judgment of nature is
confirmed’”

178. The foundation of all sound teaching, therefore, must be
the following simple principle: ‘Every society, whatever its
nature and form, must ultimately tend to true human good.’
This is required by the very essence of society; without it the
essential end of any association is lacking. Such an association
would have no de jure nor de facto existence.

5 DeN.D.,2,2.
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Human good

179. It has rightly been said that ‘the greatest wisdom is finally
reduced to distinguishing good from bad.” The principles
established in the preceding chapter, if they are to be rightly
applied, call for all this wisdom. The fact is that the difficulties
encountered in such an application depend on our passions,
which prevent a great number of us from consenting with sim-
plicity to the immediate lights furnished by the intellect. If the
spirit were pure, and unaffected by mistaken, blind appetites, it
would not be difficult for us to know our rrue good which,
although always desired by our nature, is often rejected by our
will. Clear, distinct teaching about good and evil does, however,
comfort and assist upright nature in its battle with seductive
passions and the will they have misled. Otherwise, we would
have to despair of the salvation of mankind.

180. We have to consider, therefore, as foremost in the natural
constitution of society, that ‘society must tend to true human
good.” Before we can do that, we need to investigate true human
good, the essential aim of every society. We shall try to do this
now.

181. Human beings are subjects furnished with various pow-
ers, to each of which corresponds a species of good. Anthropol-
ogy shows that these powers have a relative order which in its
turn is mirrored by the relative order of the various goods
proper to the different powers. This order is founded in nature
which, therefore, is not satisfied if the order of good is not
maintained.” The total appetite of human nature is one thing;
the appetite of its individual powers is another. Each of these
specifically distinct powers tends to a species of good proper to
itself. Human nature taken as a whole tends to the entire order
of good, and remains unsatisfied as long as this order is violated
in any way whatsoever.

182. The order of these powers and of the good which

>+ Sen., Ep. 71.
55 Cf. AMS, 644-649.
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corresponds to them is again indicated in anthropology which
shows that all human powers, and the appetites accompanying
them, are reduced finally to two classes: subjective and objective
powers, and appetites for subjective and objective good.* Sub-
jective good includes all that delights us, but only relative to the
pleasure it produces in us; it has no relatlonshlp to the nature or
intrinsic worth of the pleasurable object, independently of our
own benefit from it. Clearly the power of feeling can enjoy only
subjective good.

However, we also possess the gift of intelligence through
which we know the value of things that are neither pleasurable
nor advantageous to us. We are able to consider these things as
pleasurable and good for others or for themselves. This value,
which our understanding enables us to know in things, is not
measured by their relationship to us. We do not reflect on our
own interest but on objective good. It is the nature of our
knowledge-faculty to judge things disinterestedly, that is, as
they are, not as they are of use to us. In this way, we esteem
them according to truth, not according to the passion proper to
self-love.

183. Our essentially disinterested knowledge of things
becomes the basis of morality as soon as it is considered in rela-
tionship to the will.” Our free will is evil if, seduced by
self-love, it lays siege to our knowledge with the aim of falsify-
ing it, or attempts to corrupt the natural judgments of our
understandmg The will, if it remains firm and unassailable
against the attractions of subjective love, is good. It lends the
practical support of its power to the law of our understanding
by permitting our intelligence to judge according to the truth it
perceives, and by taking pleasure in the understanding’s right
judgments. We feel a pressing urgency that our will be good, not
evil. We want it to adhere without equivocation (and even to the
extent of sacrificing all our subjective appetites) to the judg-
ments the understanding makes when left to itself.

184. The intellect and will, therefore, are objective powers.
All entia according to the degrees of their objective worth, that
is, according to the degrees of their entity, are the objective good

56 Cf. AMS, 521-566.
57 Cf. PE, 69-113.
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proper to these powers. The will that adheres to the things pre-
sented to it by the intellect with degrees of delectation propor-
tionate to the degrees of entity in things is subject to two effects:
1. it experiences a natural, pure, noble delight which depends
for its intensity on the quality of the will’s adherence to the
known entity and on the greatness of what is known; 2. it is
approved by the intellect, which judges that the will, by operat-
ing in this way, acts well and in conformity with its nature and
with truth. These two effects may be called moral delight and
moral approval.

185. Moral approval has a nature different from delight, but a
new delight, added to the first, arises from the approval. Its
effect is to redouble the initial approval and complete it. Human
nature desires this delight and approval; we call such desire,
which is absolute and superior to all other desires and appetites,
moral desire. Human nature remains unsatisfied as long as this
desire is unsatisfied, even if its fulfilment requires the sacrifice
of all the desires and appetites of its other powers.

186. The final order to which human nature tends intrinsi-
cally takes account of the order of our powers and the order of
the good corresponding to each of these powers. It aims at
ensuring that objective powers prevail over subjective, that
objective good prevalls over subjective good, that the judg-
ments made by the intellect are upright, that the will loves
upright judgments, and that the only rule directing the opera-
tions of the will is that of these upright judgments. In a word,
the order of human good requires that first place be given to the
truth furnished by the intellect and to virtue on the part of the
will. Every other good that is incompatible with virtue has to
cede to it.

At this point we can come to know and define human good.

187. From what has been said, we can understand that ‘true
human good lies only in moral virtue, and in all those kinds of
good that are compatible with virtue.” We have to conclude,
therefore, that ‘“whenever good of any kind is incompatible with
virtue, it ceases to be human good because no human good
excludes virtue.’

188. If we now analyse virtue according to the description we
have just given, we shall find that in its origin it manifests three
elements which, with the virtuous act, come to light as a single
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body. First, good will feels truth’s authoritative demand for
adherence, and surrenders to it. Then the will draws delight
from its adherence. In the third place, it feels that its adherence
is worthy of approval, and does indeed come to be approved by
the intellect.

The elements found in every virtuous act of the will are there-
fore: 1. voluntary adherence to entia according to the authority
of truth; 2. delight in the adherence; 3. approval. Properly
speakmg, the first of these three elements constitutes virtue in
its essence. The other two elements are exdaimonological, that
is, components of happiness necessarily joined with virtue.

The “very origin of virtue, therefore, contains an intimate
bond joining it with bappmess * Moreover, the constitutive
elements of human happiness are seen to be contemporane-
ously in the virtuous act. In other words, we see that happiness
must result from two elements, delight and approval. The
enjoyment of delight alone would certainly not be sufficient to
make a person happy. However great our delight, it could never
fully satisty us if our rational judgment disapproved of it and
reproved it as evil. If, however, we do enjoy something and our
reason approves our enjoyment, human nature finds true
contentment and full satisfaction in the delight. This approval
can never be absent when the enjoyment is a consequence of the
virtuous act itself.

189. We now know that human good, the essential aim of
every society, ‘resides in virtue and the eudaimonological
appurtenances of virtue, and in general in every good in so far as
it 1s connected with virtue.” We can conclude, therefore, that:

1. Every society whose aim is contrary to virtue is 1lleg1t1mate
because its aim is contrary to the essence of society.

2. Every law of society is invalid if, or in so far as, it prevents
members from achieving virtue. Without virtue there is no
human good, the end for which society was instituted.

58 We have spoken at length about this important bond in Storia
comparativa e critica de’ sistemi morali, c. 8, art. 3, §7, and in AMS, 890-905.
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Continuation: human good is not isolated pleasure but
contentment

190. What has been said requires us to distinguish between
the pleasures we enjoy and contentment of spirit. This distinc-
tion is very important for eudaimonological science.

All our faculties have their own particular pleasures, just as
they all have their development and perfection; contentment,
however, pertains only to our whole human nature. We can
have many pleasures but only be simply content. We are either
content or not with our state; there is no middle term.

Objects which directly or indirectly cause pleasure are called
goods. Thus possessions are called good because they are things
used by us either to give us pleasure, or to obtain what can give
us pleasure — in ‘pleasure’ I include the satisfaction of any need
whatsoever and the cessation of pain.

191. In human happiness, therefore, to which every human
association tends and must tend, three things have to be carefully
distinguished: pleasures, contentment and goods. It would be a
great mistake to take one for the other; true human good is
not found in pleasures nor in goods but in contentment [App.,
no. 4].

192. We must note here that the error which human beings
make in seeking happiness does not lie in choosing something
different from contentment as the aim of their activity. We all
seek contentment and cannot do otherwise; our nature itself
directs us to do so. People desire to possess a great number
of goods and are always seeking new pleasures precisely
because they hope to find contentment in the good things they
accumulate and in the pleasures they enjoy. If they do not find
it, their error does not consist in not wanting it or not looking
for it, but in looking for it where it is not, in choosing the
wrong means for obtaining it, and finally in their | ignorance of
the nature and real conditions of the very contentment they
seek.

This confirms what we have said: true human good, which
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lies in the contentment of human nature, is the essential de iure
and de facto end of society. Society is always the action of indi-
vidual, associated human beings who, in their actions, can only
look ultimately for the contentment of their nature. If they
seem to be looking for something other than this, they do so
because they think it a means of contentment. Thus, the
intention ultimately of all who associate (an intention
determined by nature) can only terminate by means of their
association in the procurement of what placates and con-
tents them, or at least contributes to their appeasement and
contentment.

193. From these simple but very solid truths we draw the
following conclusions:

1. All societies which, instead of drawing people to true
contentment, distance them from it, contradict the will of all
their members, even when they erroneously form and promote
the societies.

2. When the members’ will, even though apparently
unanimous, is directed to somethmg clearly contrary to human
contentment, due to error or the heat of passion, it is not truly
social and cannot constitute any law.

194. This last consequence is of the greatest importance. It
means that even in democratic States governed by the principle
that the people is sovereign and their will constitutes the law,
the wisest politicians do not consider themselves obliged to
obey, but to resist the unpredictable caprices of the masses.
They accept as true law of their legislator-people only the
constant, natural will tending to true social good, because no
people truly and continually desires evil for itself.”

195. All that we have said can be illustrated by the
undeniable authority of Alexander Hamilton, one of the
most influential contributors to the Constitution of the
United States of America. The opinions of this famous man
relative to our discussion can be read in The Federalist, the

59 Careful reflection on this kind of conduct of eminently virtuous and
wise people in democratic States clearly indicates how completely contrary
to nature it is to consider human beings as politically equal. It must always
remain true that in every form of government without exception there are
individuals who de jure and de facto modify the desires of the popular
majority.
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newspaper published in America by three great men® when
the project for the federal Constitution of the United States was
still before the people. I think it valuable to quote a rather long
passage from this newspaper® which will greatly help to clarify
the matter:

I know there are those who think that the executive
power could not be commended more than when it bends
slavishly to the desires of the people and the legislature. It
seems to me however that they have crude ideas about the
object of all government and the means for obtaining
public prosperity.

When public opinion has been formed by reason and
has matured — (we should carefully note this condition
laid down by Hamilton for the authority of the people’s
will), it guides the conduct of those to whom the public
entrust their affairs. The result is the establishment of a
republican constitution. But republican principles do not
require us to be moved by every little wind of popular
passion, nor eagerly obey every passing impulse given to
the masses by clever men who praise the prejudices of the
masses in order to betray the interests of the masses.

Generally speaking, it is true that the people desire only
the public good. However they are often mistaken in their
search for it. If someone told them that they were always a
sound judge of the means for national prosperity, their
good sense would cause them to despise such adulation.
They know only too well by experience that they are
sometimes mistaken. In fact they marvel that they are not
mistaken more often, because they are relentlessly sub-
jected to the subtleties of parasites and sycophants; they
are ensnared continuously by ambitious people whose
only support is their ambition; they are daily deceived by
the clever manoeuvres of people who undeservingly have
their confidence, or by those who seek their trust rather
than make themselves worthy of it.

When the people’s real interests are in opposition to
their desires, those responsible for these interests have the
duty to combat the error of which the people are the
victim, and give them time to consider and rethink the
matter in cold blood. A nation saved in this way from the

60 John Jay, Hamilton and Madison.
61 No. 71.
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fatal consequences of its own errors has on more than one
occasion been happy to erect monuments to those who in
serving the nation have exposed themselves, with generos-
ity and courage, to its displeasure.

196. This very true teaching depends entirely on the principle
I have established, namely, that the will of a society or of its
members is only apparent, not real, every time it fails to tend to
social good, that is, more generally speaking, to true human
good and contentment.
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Continuation: two elements of contentment, one necessary,
the other willed

197. One of the most profound and important questions
posed by ancient moralists concerned the power of the will over
human happiness. The two opposing schools of Epicureans and
Stoics gave extreme solutions. The Epicureans denied the will
any power to produce happiness or, rather, entirely neglected
the influence exercised by the will in makmg human beings
happy. The Stoics, on the other hand, gave the will total power
to make human beings happy.

The reason for this difference of opinion was that the Epicu-
reans made all good consist in pleasure. Pleasure, at least physi-
cal pleasure, from which the general notion of pleasure was
taken, is produced necessarily in human beings according to the
laws of animality and not by the action of the will. The Stoics,
however, saw that happiness could never lie in individual plea-
sures, no matter how many, but in general satisfaction, that s, in
contentment, the production of which clearly entails a willed
judgment.

We cannot deny the Stoics therefore the merit of having seen
and determined two great and valuable truths: 1. that human
happiness consists in contentment, not in pleasure (it is obvious
that, if any human being, immersed in pleasure, declares himself
unhappy, no one can ever consider him in possession of happi-
ness); 2. that contentment always requires as its condition an act
of the will by which human beings deem and judge themselves
content and happy.

198. So far, we could not dissent from stoic teaching. Plea-
sure-seekers deride it because they can conceive only pleasures
as our source of happiness. If they, who are given so much to
pleasure, were to note what takes place within them, they
would see that the stoic theory is the theory of human nature,
acknowledged and praised in fact by people of all systems and
of every kind of behaviour. When pleasure-lovers maintain that
happiness consists in pleasure, they make a judgment; they are
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declaring, rightly or wrongly, that they are blessed in their use
of material enjoyments. If their judgment were sincere, the
Stoics would agree with them. If on the other hand their ]udg—
ment were totally opposite, as often happens, they would be
agreeing with the Stoics. It is always true therefore that, in order
to be happy, human beings need a judgment declaring they
deem and assert themselves happy. This is precisely the Stoic
teaching about contentment. The strange thing is, however, that
pleasure-lovers, while arguing theoretically, resolutely main-
tain that all happlness consists in pleasure, although their pri-
vate lives, which are an almost uninterrupted succession of
pleasures, find them plunged moaning and unremittingly com-
plaining into a deep sea of sadness where they see themselves as
the most unfortunate of people. Experience shows that people
of this kind manifest and feel an unfortunate tendency to hatred
of life, to suicide. I could quote examples known to me person-
ally of these sad victims of sensual pleasures, but I do not think
it necessary — we have all encountered such cases or read of
them in the papers and in statistics.

199. Clearly, then, the intensity of pleasure deceives sensual
people. As long as they are expressing only philosophical the-
ory, they consider pleasure alone and find it very good. When
they are forced to descend from theory to practice, experience
tells them that material pleasure, which depends on the state of
one’s physical fibre, is neither unlimited nor continuous nor
perpetual; by its nature it occupies and exercises only the most
humble and least important of our human powers, leaving all
the others starved and unsatisfied. Consequently, the human
being as a whole is forced to declare himself empty and
wretched. This explains the continual discontent, oppressive
anxieties and ceaseless complaints of pleasure-seekers.

200. This is the true part of stoic teaching, drawn faithfully
from observation of nature.”” But the teaching goes too far when
it claims that contentment depends solely on the will, and that

62 Language also favours the stoic system. When we ask: ‘Does happiness
consist in pleasure?’, we presuppose a difference between pleasure and
happiness, and mean: ‘Does pleasure produce human happiness?’ Pleasure is
considered as cause, happiness as effect. The opposite is true, however; as we
can see, happiness becomes virtually a synonym for contentment or complete
satisfaction, the only sense we can rightly make of these words.
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the will can always pronounce the judgment by which we are
made content and happy. The Stoics claim that human beings,
in whatever state they are, can by an act of will deem themselves
content and happy. This energy of the free will rises above all
the accidents to which human beings, together with their exter-
nal things and bodies, are subject, and preserves immutable the
judgment by which they consider themselves blessed. The
Stoics make both human virtue and human happiness consist in
this will.

This gives rise to an intrinsic contradiction. If human beings
must judge that all goes well with them, they must have some
matter on which to form their judgment. This matter can only
be a truly satisfying state which gives foundation to the judg-
ment they make of themselves, when they say all is well. If this
were not the case, the judgment would be a nebulous, false
proposition.

201. This critique of stoic happiness brings with it a critique
of stoic virtue: if stoicism is seen to be in contradiction with
itself because it sometimes makes human happiness consist in a
false judgment pronounced by the free will, it contradicts itself
all the more openly in making virtue a freely pronounced false
judgment.

202. Furthermore, we must note, as I have shown elsewhere,”
that these are the extreme efforts of human reason in the investi-
gation of happiness and virtue. Reason lacked an essential ele-
ment and therefore succeeded only in obtaining an erroneous
result at the end of its argument.

203. We must conclude that contentment of human nature
results from two elements: 1. a true good independent of human
free will, 2. an act of free will by which we deem ourselves con-
tent with the good we possess.

63 Cf. Storia comparativa e critica de’ sistemi morali, c. 8, art. 3, §7.
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The distinction between the final and proximate end of
societies

204. Summarising what has been said, we see that human
beings form societies for the sole purpose of obtaining a good
end. Only good can be the end of a society. If human beings
erroneously take what is evil as good, we have to say that their
will is neither a social will nor a true will of human nature, but a
deluded will of the human person in contradiction with the will
of human nature. The end of every society therefore is a true
good, not an illusion of good, which is not good. Moreover, it
must be a true good for those who associate. As we said, the
true, final aim of every society is, by the nature of society 1tself
true human good, to which hurnanlty tends of itself. The human
person also tends to this good, provided he is not deluded and
has not willingly made himself incapable of judging the real,
proper object of his desires. We also investigated the general
nature of the true human good which must be the continual aim
of every association; it consists, as we found, not in passing
pleasure but in constant contentment of spirit. Finally, the
analysis of this contentment showed it to be composed of two
elements: a real good independent of human freedom, and a free
judgment of the human will. Such is the teaching about the end
common to all societies.

205. But it 1s also clear that if all societies have a common,
necessary end, each society must have its own end to distinguish
it from others. In fact, if all the individuals who unite in some
way in society basically seek their own contentment, they use
different means for obtaining it. It is precisely these means which
distinguish societies and constitute the proper end of each.

In the stoic teaching, which makes human contentment
depend solely on the free judgment of the human will, the dif-
ferent societies binding human beings had no reason for

6¢ The distinction between human person and human nature is of the

utmost importance; it is the key to opening many secrets of humanity. I refer
the reader to what I have written on the matter in AMS, bk. 4.

[204-205]



The Final and Proximate End of Societies 89

existence precisely because all contentment depends on the
human individual, irrespective of every association and external
circumstance.

In my teaching, according to which human contentment
depends partly on the efficacy of the will and partly on some-
thing real and necessary, we see why an association seeks this
real good, a good desired by the human spirit and so necessary
for the spirit’s true contentment.

206. It is true that opinion plays a very large role in determin-
ing this real good, which influences our satisfaction and con-
tentment. Such a role was precisely the argument used by the
Stoics to maintain that all external goods are the man-made
effects of opinion and the result of the free judgment we make
on them. With this judgment we form the opinion that some
things are good, and that others are not good, or are evil.

As T have said, I agree that this teaching, although taken too
far, contains a deep 1insight. The Stoics certainly glimpsed the
distinction between absolute and relative good, a distinction
which only Christianity brought into full light. They saw
nothing absolute in anything external; everything was relative.
Consequently everything was subject to human opinion, which
turns into good or evil whatever it capriciously chooses.” But
what the Stoics did not know, and what Christianity alone has
revealed to the human race, is that besides feelable good there is
a real, absolute good over which opinion has no power at all, a
good which is most real, immutable and lacking every evil.

207. At first sight, this sublime truth of Christianity seems
open to the objection: “The stoic theory is seen to be unsocial
because the only real good it acknowledges is that constituted
by the individual’s free judgment that he is happy; this judg-
ment renders all association inexplicable and aimless. On the
other hand Christian theory recognises only one association,
whose end is the absolute good not formed by the free ]udg—
ment of the will nor by opinion.’

208. This apparently true objection falls when the Chris-
tian theory 1s fully understood. The absolute good which

65 In the next book I will deal with ‘the way in which opinion exercises
this extraordinary power over things’. The question is as important for
psychology as it is for moral science and politics.
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Christianity conveys to all people satisfies of itself all the desires
of person and human nature to the highest degree. But this
supreme good does not prevent the existence of lesser goods in
tune with human nature. Christianity does not deny that they
are goods and pleasures; it only denies that contentment neces-
sarily consists in them. If we add to these ordered goods and
pleasures appropriate to natural human needs the free, sponta-
neous judgment with which we deem ourselves content, a state
of contentedness certainly arises. These states can vary in kind
and value, but there is no doubt that each of them, rooted in an
abundance of natural goods free from disorder, is infinitely
removed from the contentment produced by the supreme good,
in the possession of which Christianity places the fullness of
beatitude. We only need to clarify when and under what condi-
tions the judgment of ourselves as content can be true and spon-
taneous, not deceptive or forced. This judgment, it may be said,
can take place only when we are conscious of our own inno-
cence. In fact the contrary is true: although we can openly con-
fess and try to persuade ourselves of our happiness even when
we experience the remorse of guilt, we lie externally to others,
and internally to ourselves.

The condition for contentment laid down by both Christian
teaching and philosophy is this: when the good appropriate to
human nature contains no disorder, it can constitute the matter
of natural contentment, provided our human spirit feels no
guilty remorse, which hinders true contentedness. Hence, the
Christian theory accepts all upright societies and recognises as
real some limited good different from absolute good, although
the power of the former alone cannot produce contentment in
human beings.

209. Contentment, therefore, the common end of all societies,
is required by the general nature of association. Particular good,
which must form the matter of contentment, constitutes the aim
of individual societies.

The end common to all societies can be called the remote end,
while the proper end of a society can be called the proximate
end.

210. Let us conclude. Every society necessarily has two ends:
1. a remote end, common to all human association consisting in
true human good, that is, contentment of spirit; 2. a proximate
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end, proper to a particular society and constituted by the good
and pleasure which furnish matter for the spontaneous, internal
judgment that produces and posits human contentment.
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Continuation: the remote end is internal;
the proximate end can be partly internal

211. Continuing with our consideration of the psychological
qualities of the remote and proximate ends of societies, we can
make the following observations.

The remote end, which consists in contentment of spirit,
always relates to the individual and clearly has its seat in each
individual composing society. This follows from what has been
said, namely, that individuals are necessarily the end of societies
and that societies are and can only be methods, systems, means
which tend to increase individual happiness.

The remote end is also seen as something invisible, remaining
within the spirit of the person enjoying it. It is entirely
subjective.

The proximate end is, as we said, composed of pleasure and
good. We can say the same about pleasure as we said about the
remote end: it is individual and invisible, enclosed in the subject
enjoying the pleasure. The good, however can be external.
Thus the proximate end, in so far as its matter is external,
material good, is itself external and pertains to what we have
called visible and exterior society.
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The political criterion drawn from the relationship between
the two ends of society

212. In every society therefore we must distinguish two ends,
the remote and the proximate. But which is the principal end?
Does one end serve the other? We find the answer without diffi-
culty in what has already been said.

True human good, which is the essential, common end of any
association whatever, is always contentment of spirit, a true
end. The proximate end of society, like society itself, is simply a
means for obtaining the remote end. The remote end must never
be sacrificed to the proximate end; on the contrary, the latter
must be subordinate to and made to serve the former. The value
of the proximate end lies solely in the service and aid it gives to
the remote end, the ultimate, absolute social end.

213. We have therefore the following very important political
criterion drawn from the end of society:* “The proximate end of
society, which consists in the acquisition of particular good and
pleasure, must be ordered to the remote end, which consists in
contentment of the members’ spirit. The proximate end must
always be evaluated relative to the remote end, never uncondi-
tionally.”

66 Another criterion is that of substance and accidents, which I discussed

in SC.
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The error of those who tend to materialise society

214. We can now see clearly the error of governments who
only want to materialise society, positing all social progress in
the continuing increase of external goods. Their considerations
stop at the proximate end of society, or rather at part of it; they
do not see the final end, in which alone consists that real good
whose achievement every society must essentially procure.
Consequently, while they think they are satisfying the people
by increasing the quantity of material enjoyment, they are in
fact only causing disquiet and discontent. An increase in
material pleasures in no way effects an increase in contentment
of spirit, in which alone we find rest; rather, the contrary often
happens.

Politicians acting in this way are taught by a large number of
authors who restrict political theory to the externals of society
and the production of material goods. This neglect of philoso-
phy, a philosophy that considers the whole human being, the
needs of his heart and the longings of his nature, is one of the
principal, deeper causes of the evils afflicting present civil soci-
eties. In fact, matters have reached such a pass that to speak of
the real needs of the whole human being and of his total con-
tentment is considered by many as out-dated. Ephemeral
authors are ashamed of the discussion; they are rightly afraid of
not appearing progressive enough to their readers. It is a pity
they do not realise that the first truly progressive step taken
after their demise will consist in proclaiming them ignorant!

215. Another reason why moral, eudaimonological philo-
sophical teachings (for example, those concerned with the
common end of societies) are excluded from political treatises
is the self-imposed duty of many authors to follow abstract
methods. As a result, what ought to be strictly unified is divided
into different treatises.

Let us imagine a society formed for the specific end of com-
mercial speculation. The gain intended by the members through
their association is obviously the object or immediate end of the
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association. In this society, the remote end (contentment of
spirit) lies entirely outside the society and is left to the prudence
and morality of individual members who seek contentment as
human beings but not as members of the society. In a word, the
remote end 1in this example can be called entirely extra-social. If
the administrator of the society were to say: ‘I must actin such a
way that the commercial society entrusted to me obtains the
greatest possible profit, which is the aim of the society; [ am not
responsible for procuring the contentment and happiness of the
members from the profit,” he would be right and could not be
faulted.

But things are not like this in civil or domestic society. These
societies have a kind of universality in their end, and are not
limited by nature in any way to procuring some determined
good for their members. On the contrary, they are instituted to
obtain for all their members without distinction the good they
can obtain. These societies must do this however by using only
means which are proper to them and within their jurisdiction.
Both these societies therefore have an undetermined extension
in their end, and, by using pertinent means, can greatly influence
the procurement of contentment and satisfaction or disquiet
and discontent of the human spirit. Thus, it is clear that the
remote end (human contentment) is included in societies of this
extent, and that the philanthropic vision of their administrator
must look to this end. However, the authors under discussion,
instead of considering civil society in all its extension, stop at
external, material prosperity, which they consider the only end
of civil society — as if it were a society limited to business or
something similar, with an exclusive, determined end. They
claim that whatever leads to contentment of spirit must be the
work of individuals alone. In other words it is an extra-social
end, a work foreign to society.”

67 Some writers limit the end of civil societies to safeguarding rights;
others extend it to the acquisition of external prosperity. Heeren says that
‘safeguarding ownership constitutes the first and perhaps the only aim of
civil association’ (Sull’origine, lo sviluppamento e linfluenza delle teorie
politiche nel’Europa moderna, A. H. L. Heeren, professor of history at
Gottingen). These authors excessively limit the end of civil society. This end
is undetermined; up to the present it has been determined in practice only by
laws and customs, in different ways in different nations, and at different
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CHAPTER 9

The determined and the undetermined proximate end of
societies

216. It follows that there are societies whose proximate end is
fully determined. In this case, their remote end (contentment)
lies outside the society, and cannot be partly or totally the task
of social administration; it can only be the private task of indi-
viduals as human beings, not as members.

217. There are also societies whose proximate end is #ndeter-
mined and virtually universal in such a way that the end
includes every human good obtainable by social means. An
example is found in domestic and civil societies, where the
remote end is both internal and external to the society. Social
administration must keep its sights always fixed on this end,
carrying out enactments which, far from harming the end, con-
tribute as much as possible to its procurement.

times of nations’ existence. A time will certainly come when what has up to
the present been tacitly and factually determined will be expressly
determined by the will of interested parties; dependent on their interests and
needs, the end of civil association and the offices entrusted to its government
will be restricted or expanded. Nevertheless, no matter how much we reduce
the functions and determine in writing what is expected from civil
association, it will always be true that individuals living in community have,
from the moment they civilly associate, an inexhaustible means of good in
their association, and that this association has, at least in potency, a very
extensive, almost unlimited aim. The most common errors of modern
publicists consist in their excessive restriction of the aim of civil society and in
their excessive expansion of the means it can use.

[216-217]



CHAPTER 10

Duties of social government

218. We can now deduce the principal, supreme duties of civil
government, which are founded in the very nature of the soci-
ety under government rule. They can be reduced to the follow-
ing three:

1. Not to obstruct the individuals composing the society
so that they are prevented from or hampered in achieving true
human good, the final and essential end of both individual and
society.

2. To remove, in so far as possible, every obstacle which
hampers individuals in the achievement of this good, and
particularly, to defend the right of each against any usurpation
and oppression by others.

3. To co-operate positively, using only the means proper
to social government, so that individuals are encouraged and
guided directly to the acquisition of true human good.

No civil society nor its government has the power to act con-
trary to these three moral duties, from which all other more
particular obligations of social administrations derive.
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CHAPTER 11
Human rights

219. Because no social government has any legitimate power
to prevent the individuals who compose a society from acquir-
ing the true human good we have described and analysed,
human beings who associate do not and cannot renounce, nor
have they ever renounced, their right to tend to this end. It
would in fact be completely absurd to think they had placed
their perfection and happiness in the power of any government
whatsoever. We can neither morally nor physically renounce
our final contentment. There would no longer be any reason for
submitting to a government that did not have as its only duty
the defence of the right which we each naturally have to our
own happiness, and to make available the means to this
happiness.

220. Our analysis of the right that we each have to our own
moral contentment and happiness shows clearly that the right is
of its nature inalienable;*® it is not only the first right but the
most general of duties. The good which is its object results from
two elements: virtue and the eudaimonological appendages of
virtue. Because none of us can renounce our duty or dispense
ourselves from the practice of virtue, our right to true good is
simply ‘the right to perform our moral duties’; carrying out our
duties produces the eudaimonological appendages just men-
tioned. Such a right is clearly inalienable.

We also said that this was the supreme and most general right.
We can show this as follows. The concept of our right to or over
a thing can arise in us only on condition that we give some value
to the thing. Human beings never form rights relative to things
which offer no good and have no value either in opinion or in
reality. All the value we give to things, rightly or wrongly, can
only come, however, from our opinion that these things con-
tribute in some way to our contentment and happiness. Hence,
we finally see that the formal part of every special right is rooted
in the right to contentment and happiness We are conscious of

68 Chap. 2.
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having this right, which is the most general of all rights, virtu-
ally containing within itself and producing of itself all the
others.

[220]



CHAPTER 12

Possible collisions among human rights

221. The question now arises ‘Can the equally supreme right
of two persons to their own final contentment collide? If so, who
must give place?’ If such an extraordinary collision happened,
neither one nor the other ought to or could give way; the
encounter would mean an intrinsically evil surrender repugnant
to nature. However, a collision of this kind, which would contra-
dict the wisdom and holiness of the Creator, is by the very nature
of things impossible. It is not a question, we must note, of a colli-
sion between the rights of many people to the means of happi-
ness, but between the rights to happiness itself. The happiness we
are dlscussmg, posited in a human being, does not, and never can
obstruct the happiness of others. Possession of happiness,
although common to all, is not diminished for anyone.

222. Among these means, we must distinguish those that are
absolutely necessary to human happiness from those simply
useful and helpful. The former include none that, possessed by
one human being, cannot be possessed by all others. The task of
human contentment and happiness is accomplished in the secret
of the spirit, where human moral value and the bliss of virtuous
contentment are located. On the other hand, all external, lim-
ited things, which can be possessed exclusively, may in some
way help the production of interior contentment and, by
removing obstacles, the production of interior virtue. However,
they are never absolutely necessary. Consequently, at least in
the case of Christianity, virtue is exercised and contentment
enjoyed as much in a fetid dungeon as on the most exalted
throne, thanks to the wonderful power of free action by which
the Christian, devoid of all subjection, adheres to immutable
things and finds beatitude in them.

Nevertheless we also said that there are means which,
although not of absolute necessity to the perfection and virtuous
contentment of the human spirit, dispose us for the acquisition
of this good by removing the obstacles that lie in our way.
Hence we must ask the following important question in
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philosophical Right: “To what extent do the individuals who
compose civil society retain the right to the means which con-
tribute to their moral perfection and happiness, and how lim-
ited is government in using those means?’

223. The question has two parts. The first asks, “What is the
limit of the individual’s right to the means which can contribute
to his happiness?’; the second, “What is the limit of government
authority in rnakmg use of the very means that contribute to the
happiness of the members?’

I answer the first part by saying that ‘the principal limit to the
individual’s right to means which contribute, or are thought by
him to contribute to his happiness, is the right of ownership. In
striving for happiness, each must limit himself to the use of his
own things and of his free actions’. The limit could be more
generally presented by saying that ‘the limit of our right to use
the means for our happiness is determined by the equal right of
all others’, because our own right must not obstruct the coexis-
tence of the same right in all others. In a very general way we
could say that the limit is rooted in reciprocity: we must all limit
ourselves. However, if nearly everybody transgresses this duty
of self-limitation, it would cease to be a duty for the one or the
few who were ready to practise it faithfully.

224. The reply to the second part must be deduced from the
three supreme moral duties to which, as we have said, every
social government is obligated.” The first of these great duties
of social governments mentioned by us is negative, that is, ‘not
to place before the members of society any obstacle to their
acquisition of virtue and moral contentment’. Hence, this first
duty means that ‘all those enactments which limit the use of
every human being’s right to use the best and most perfect
means for obtalnlng virtue and moral contentment for himself
are illicit and unjust.’

225. Every social administration must carefully reflect
therefore that individual happiness is not, properly speaking,
its task but only and always the task of individuals themselves.”

69 Chap. 10.

70 This is a consequence of the principle that ‘happiness depends, as on an
essential element, on the free judgment each person makes about his own
eudaimonological state’.
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Government can only safeguard this task: it can and must
defend the free effort continually made by every member of
society to attain so great an end; it can and must remove any
obstacles and help each individual. But because government
cannot do more than this, its action must be mostly negative,
and its treatment of the members very cautious and reserved —
more supervisory than directly involved. It must fear its own
actions and take care that its enactments do not impede the task
of happiness pursued by individuals in their private or hidden
life; it must not fetter them, hold them back and weaken the
effort to which nature, reason and the supreme being call them.
226. Here we must note that the means for moral content-
ment which are not absolutely necessary, speculatively consid-
ered, can be relatively necessary. The power of human freedom,
considered generally and in itself, seems naturally greater than
any temptation whatsoever against virtue, but this is not the
case if we consider the power as it really is in each of us — our
individual freedom is more or less limited and weak.” This
explains why in the great Code common to all civilised nations
(I mean the Gospel) we find that ‘he whose eye causes him to
sin, let him pluck it out and throw it away, and he whose foot
causes him to sin, let him cut it off””> We should prefer a virtu-
ous, happy person without eyes and feet rather than an evil,
unhappy person with eyes and feet. These generous words of
the author of the Gospel, which places true human good before
every other good, presuppose the limitation of human freedom
which cannot always prevent eye, foot or any other good, what-
ever value we give it, from causing sin and obstructing our end.
Hence, granted this limitation of free activity, we see that the
means by which we rid ourselves of objects good in themselves
but harmful relative to us become necessary although they are
not theoretically and absolutely necessary for our supreme end.
227. The publicist who attempts to indicate the just limits of
governmental power and determine the moral duties which

71 The various limitations of human freedom in different individuals have
been dealt with at length in AMS, 567-763. — What I have said there shows
the necessity of such a teaching on human freedom for anyone who wants to
establish a truly practical and complete public right.

72 Mt 18: [8-9].
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bind this power, must not limit himself to the theoretical
consideration of the absolute necessity of the means conducive
to human perfection. Theoretically, it is certain that no external
means is absolutely necessary. This would easily lead to the
false conclusion that means of this kind do not form the matter
of inalienable rights relative to individuals, and that all means
are therefore equally within governmental power; con-
sequently government can dispose of them as it thinks fit.
Certainly, publicists have till now considered the means neces-
sary for virtue and individual perfection in this theoretical way,
and as a result erroneously deduced many so-called powers and
rights of social administration. On the contrary, it is most
important to pay close attention to the relative necessity of these
means. This necessity is not revealed simply by ideal specula-
tions but by study of the facts and by careful observation of the
different states and conditions of ndividual freedom as it is
variously limited in different individuals.

Clearly, therefore, the means which are relatively necessary
for the individual’s moral perfection constitute a right as
inalienable as his right to be virtuous and happy.

228. We now see how the power of social government is
limited, which to some extent explains and determines more
precisely what we indicated earlier: “The power of social gov-
ernment must be exercised in such a way that its enactments do
not prevent any individual from using those means which, rela-
tive to him, are necessary for the acquisition of his own moral
contentment.”

This limit, although clear and true, is very delicate and easily
exceeded. The government of any society whatsoever normally
applies general enactments, and in most cases cannot do other-
wise. — But this is prec1sely why they can easily err.

When a government draws up a general law or enactment, it
believes it need consider only the general effects of the law or
enactment, without descending to the anomalies of particular
individuals. The intended law and the human nature to which
the law is applied are considered solely in the abstract. This is
not sufficient. Human nature, considered abstractly, is one and
unique but, considered in individuals, it varies according to
innumerable accidents. Often, these accidents contain the foun-
dation of true natural rights in the individuals. Consequently, if
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the wisdom and justice of the governor or legislator has not
foreseen that the proposed law or enactment can violate the
individuals’ rights under discussion, the rights are unjustly sac-
rificed to the inexorable generality of law” formed without any
attention to the important accidents of human nature and to the
inviolable rights proceeding from it.

229. We have seen that contentment is not created in human
beings simply by an act of freedom, as the Stoics claimed; a real
good, granted to human beings mdependently of their free
power, is also necessary.” Nevertheless the teachings holding
sway in public right presuppose the stoic principle. The authors
on public right, although professing other teachings which
appear strangely at odds with this principle, seem to follow the
stoic opinion on contentment when they come to determine
governmental powers. They abstract entirely from the
consideration that some means of contentment can be neces-
sary relative to individuals. Instead, they suppose that these
means are not at all necessary, but totally indifferent and never
suitable for constituting titles to inalienable rights for individu-
als — this of course would be true if human contentment
depended solely on a free human act. According to them there-
fore all those means remain in governmental power. Hence the
government, disposing of them with imprudent prescriptions,
very frequently violates the right we have both to our own
contentment and to the means absolutely or relatively neces-
sary for procuring it.

230. We must now deal with those means of virtue and indi-
vidual contentment which, although neither absolutely nor rel-
atively necessary, are absolutely or relatively useful for the same
end. Do these form natural rights for members of society? The
question was answered when we stated that ‘those enactments
are illicit and unjust which limit the use of the right of all human
beings to use the best and most perfect means to procure virtue
and moral contentment for themselves.””

75 We must distinguish between the equality of alaw and the generality of
its conception. The former is an endowment necessary for the law to be just;
the latter is a defect which often renders the law unjust.

7+ Chap. 4.
75 Chap. 10.
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231. Our initial solution deserves further clarification. We did
not mean that the individual has the right to all those means
which according to him possess the aptitude mentioned above.
This would destroy social administration or make it impossible.
We are talking only about those means which are actually best
and most perfect. Consequently, if the means under consider-
ation are not such, our principle cannot be applied. It is true that
an individual’s real or apparent judgment about the suitability
of these means can easily collide with that of the government.
We will discuss later these collisions of judgment, which are
often inevitable and constitute, as it were, a casus belli between
the administration and the individual member. We shall also
indicate the way to reduce as much as possible, if not entirely
avoid, the serious consequences arising from them.

232. Furthermore, when we affirm that an administration
‘cannot licitly or justly limit the use of the right of the individual
to use the best means for procuring virtue and moral content-
ment for himself’, we simply mean that it is illicit for a govern-
ment to do so without moral necessity. Such a necessity would
result from the government’s obligation to defend an equal right
in all individuals by preventing a particular individual from
using his right to obstruct an equal use of the right in others. We
have said that every individual is limited in the use of these
means by the two moral duties of respect for others” ownership
and reciprocity.”® The government is the natural judge and
defender of all these limits (this is the second of its principal
moral duties towards the members of the society it governs)”
which therefore constitute an unrestricted sphere of power.
However, enactments of the government within this sphere do
not restrict in any way the use of the individual’s right under
discussion. On the contrary, they extend it first by removing the
obstacles which individuals can cause each other when they
abuse their rights, and then by protecting and defending each
individual’s part. No one, I repeat, has the right to abuse his
own right.

233. It remains true therefore that the use of the right which
individuals have to use the best means for virtue and their own

76 Chap. 12.
77 Chap. 10.
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contentment can only be restricted by government in the case of
the individual who abuses the right by exceeding these limits
and thus harms the right of others.

234. Our right to use the best means for our moral content-
ment can be considered as a very general right from which we
can deduce many special rights naturally possessed by each
individual and to be respected by every wise and just govern-
ment. I will comment on only one, because the purpose of this
work is not to discuss public right but to indicate those parts of
it which are necessary for the correct understanding of the
nature of society and of the important teaching about its end.

All members of soc1ety have a special right, which must
always remain intact, ‘to choose that way of life which they
judge will contribute better to their procurement of moral
good, that is, of the most perfect virtue and of moral content-
ment of spirit.”

The use of such an important right cannot be restricted in any
way by the arbitrary will of government; it can only receive
moral limits arising from particular duties. Hence, the way of
life which we can choose by right, must

1. be licit in all respects,

2. not offend positive obligations already undertaken, and
among these obligations

3. must not in any way offend the obligation of social
contribution, either by personal endeavour or external goods.

Government can and must be vigilant so that all these limita-
tions of the right of individuals under discussion are carefully
observed.

(234]



CHAPTER 13

An example of the violation of human rights

235. One example of grave violation of this extra-social right
of the individual was the cruel abolition in modern times of
religious orders. Individuals were forbidden the use of the most
precious and sacred of their rights (the choice of a totally
harmless way of life which, to their eyes, was of great help for
acquiring virtue and personal moral contentment) on the
pretext that those who withdrew from the multitude to dedi-
cate themselves to the contemplation of heavenly things were
useless to society.

I cannot in any way agree that people who separate them-
selves (never entirely, we should note) from the company of
their fellows are useless to human society. The unvaunted ben-
efits they bestow are well-known and shine clearly enough to
be seen even by those who try to blind themselves to them. But
I do not want to use this argument, and am content to suppose
as proven that religious are indeed people who do not apply
themselves directly and positively to the good of society. What

I wish to know is whether, granted this supposition, the
adm1n1strat10n of civil society had any legitimate power to
abolish such a way of life and drive those people, who
belonged more to the other world than this, from their peace-
ful refuges.

236. First, I do not deny to government the power to punish
crimes. If any of those who professed a way of life consecrated
to religion committed crimes and violated others’ rights, their
being judged guilty and condemned by the courts would in no
way contradict the inalienable right they had as human beings
to follow a way of life which seemed better to them and had
been declared such by the competent authority of the Church.
But this is not true for the entire body of religious; no one has
said, nor could it ever be said, that their way of life has led to
Vlolence robbery and the violation of others’ rights. They truly
practlsed a life that was innocent in itself and inoffensive to all
other members of society.

[235-236]



108 Society and its Purpose

237. Second, it could never be said or proved that the tempo-
ral goods they possessed were unjustly obtained and held by
them. The ownership of goods held by religious rested on titles
of usucaption, donation, heredity, contracts of sale, and such-
like, that 1s, on the same titles possessed by others. The titles of
acquisition were precisely those established by the natural,
civil law of ownership. Hence, to despoil religious of all they
possessed could only be a real infraction of the right of owner-
ship. Government, however, is instituted above all for the
defence and preservation of all ownership on the grounds that
all members of society without any exception have social equal-
ity before the law. We have seen that respect for ownership not
only limits government in its enactments, but individuals in the
use of their extra-social right to use the best means conducive to
their end.”®

238. No legal reason existed therefore which authorised any

secular government to destroy or impede a harmless way of life
that tended to moral perfection, or to despoil such people of
properties acquired and held by the same titles which all other
members of the social body enjoy. Because the principle of
‘political equality before the law” was not applied to those
citizens who professed the religious life, they were considered
outside society and excluded from favour of the law. More
accurately, they were despoiled not only of their civil rights but
of the rights they had as human beings. Every human being has
the right not to be violated in his way of life, or robbed.

239. But what in fact was the pretext used to give an appear-
ance of justice to the violation of human and civil rights? The
pretext, we repeat, was that those who followed religious life
(that is, who professed only to love God and their neighbour
perfectly and to live only for the benefit of their fellows, some-
times with heroic sacrifices entirely repugnant to nature) were
useless to society.

240. Here we see the great principle of a political system
which, based on a material and entlrely immoral philosophy,
destroyed the ancient principle that ‘no government may do
anything contrary to justice’. This sublime, liberal principle that
forestalls every arbitrary act of government, was substituted by

78 Chap. 12.
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anew, unheard-of formula of extreme despotism: ‘Government
can do all that it thinks useful for society; whatever it does with
this end in view is just because it is useful.”” — a new political
system of public utility has now replaced the ancient system of
justice.”

241. Itis all too clear that government will be granted entirely
limitless authority if we destroy the universally accepted
sources of justice and of rights rooted in justice, and if the great-
est public utility is the only recognised source of what 1s just
and upright. The great charter of human rights will be torn up;
we will no longer recognise anything free in human beings or
immune from the action of public authority. Public utility is of
itself a vague idea, totally incapable of determining the principle
of governmental authorlty or of what s just. If it means the util-
ity of the majority, the minority is completely sacrificed and the
weak irredeemably offered in holocaust to the strong, to
Moloch; everyone is at war with everyone else. On the other
hand, if public utility means the utility of each person, we have a

79 This formula is the expression of the imperial despotism that followed
the revolution in France which, despite its declarations of human rights, was
guided in its actions and claimed to justify its errors by the same wicked
principle. I grant that the majority of those who readily espoused the
revolution thought that ‘the freedom of the individual would be assured once
government was in the hands of the people’, but there is no government so
absolute and tyrannical as that in the hands of the people or, to speak more
accurately, of the uneducated masses. The fact that a government is moderate
and not despotic depends on its foundation on principles of justice and moral
virtue, not on its being in the hands of many rather than one. Napoleon came
to a powerful government in the hands of the republic and kept it powerful.
He himself did not make it powerful; in fact, he mitigated it to a great extent.
These observations do not mean we can go to the other extreme and think
that the principle of despotism reveals itself simultaneously with human
rights. On the contrary, the following passage shows how a respectable
author justifies American democracy: ‘So far there has never been anyone in
the United States who dared to hold the maxim that everything is permissible
in the interests of society. This impious maxim seems to have been invented
in an age of liberty in order to legitimise every future tyranny’ (A.
Tocqueville, De la Démocratie en Amérique, vol. 2, c. 9.

80 T indicated the characteristics of these two political systems when I
made a comparison between the conduct of the Holy See and that of the
Napoleonic Court in my little work on Pius VII in a collection of writings
published at Lugano, 1834.
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reaffirmation of the equality of all before the law, the practice of
justice and the return of the rights of individuals.

These rights, which precede the utility of the majority, must
be respected by government. When we understand public
utility in this way, government can no longer sacrifice the rights
of individuals and defend itself with the meaningless expres-
sion, ‘public utility’. The rights of individuals are elements
untouchable and inviolable by public utility. Hence, the justice
or injustice of the recent enactment abolishing religious orders
must be judged according to the ancient norms of justice which
make nonsense of ‘public utility’, a phrase introduced to
confuse ideas. Any government harming the private sphere,
essentially harms the public sphere. ‘Public’, we should care-
fully note, must include all citizens, not the majority or the
most powerful and influential. Otherwise, the public is a party,
not society itself.

242. In the case of peaceful citizens who consecrate them-
selves to meditation on heavenly things, to the study of virtue
and to works of every kind of beneficence, a civil government
can require, according to the norms of antiquity, or better, the
norms of immutable justice, that they commit no violence by
murder or assault, and that they do not steal or encroach on the
sphere of others’ rights. No one would contest these demands,
but when applied to people consecrated to the religious life,
they become ridiculous; no one has really thought that religious
would be guilty of that kind of infraction of natural and civil
laws, or at least certainly no more guilty than others.

It is also absurd for civil government to require that religious
help their fellows more than they actually do and show great
beneficence. If we grant the irrefutable principle that ‘all the
members of society must be equal before the law’ and that
certain people can be required to practise beneficence at a level
determined by government, government can exercise the same
power towards all citizens. An absurd consequence of this
(perhaps never before thought of) would be that government
has the right to determine the level of freedom and beneficence
for each member of society!

243. We know that charity and beneficence can be com-
manded by God, but we contradict the proper notion of the
duties of humanity and charity if we have the right to demand
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the practice of beneficence and to regulate it by law as we please.
Such action would result in endless disputes and squabbles and
even cause terrible wars which could end only in the destruc-
tion of the system or of humanity. If individuals themselves
cannot require from their equals, as a right of justice, what
pertains to beneficence, much less can a government, which is
principally instituted to defend and preserve the right of all the
individuals that compose the society.

If I am harmed by someone attempting to force a benefit
from me, my right is violated, and the government must help
me against those who violently attack me in this way. Clearly, a
government which protects unjust and violent people is force-
tully obliging me to do what in fact depends totally on my will
and on the extent of my inclination to be beneficent. Not
even civil society as a whole can change the natural duties of
charity into duties of justice, nor all the members united
together require one person to give, out of justice, what he is
obliged (I am presuming he is obliged) to give out of affection.
Otherwise, love would not be love, and beneficence, not
beneficence.

244. Society, and those that govern, can indeed require that all
who are equally subject to them do not harm each other and
that no one invades the rights pertaining to another, but they
cannot in any way constrain individuals to surrender their
mutual rights, that is, their right to do good to one another. If
they do so, they violate legitimate order and the purpose of
association, with detrimental consequences.

How beneficence would be limited if society constrained the
equal citizens that form it to be mutually beneficent? And if
society made beneficent action a duty of justice, why could it
not make all possible beneficent actions duties of justice? Fur-
thermore, granted that society and government were able to
determine the amount of beneficence to be obligatorily exer-
cised by each citizen, how would it verify that the duty had
been fulfilled by each? What kind of sanctions would such new
laws apply?

Finally, can society command someone to exercise benefi-
cence towards others before exercising it to himself, and if it
cannot, who will determine the time, effort, attention and pos-
sessions needed relative to each person for his own perfection
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and know exactly which of all these things can be used individu-
ally for the benefit of others?

No one, nor any human society, can impose on others the
undeterminable duty of beneficence; only God can suggest it in
the depths of the human heart where its manner and extension
of execution must be determined; here alone is it secretly pro-
mulgated, here alone does a tribunal exist competent to pass
judgment on it. From whatever angle we view the example we
have used of serious or public infraction of human rights, the
infraction appears very ugly and repulsive.

245. We have seen that the end of civil society is ultimately the
contentment of spirit of the individuals who compose it. Con-
sequently, when a politician wishes to explain public happiness,
that s, all the happiness present in reality in the people, he must
take into account private, individual contentment whatever its
source. There are some people who live alone, content with
what they have without pursuing trade or similar enterprises
for the purpose of accumulating material wealth; their study are
works by which they daily increase the moral goodness of their
heart and their own contentment and happiness. Why are poli-
ticians not pleased with such people and use their modest virtue
to evaluate the increased number of happy persons and human
well-being? Do the political evaluators consider themselves not
bound to take account of these degrees of happiness simply
because they are hidden and unseen by the public and not
reflected in others?

246. Happiness is no less real because hidden. We should not
be looking for it in market places, theatres, trading banks and
on bloody battlefields but in the depth of the human spirit
where alone it can be found. The public are only a collection of
individuals, and if each individual were immensely happy in
spirit without knowing how others feel, a body of happy
people must surely be the result. Although our personal happi-
ness is unknown to others and not reflected in them, we cannot
consider our happiness as nothing. And if the happlness of
some is reflected in the spirit of others, the latter are helped
by knowledge of that happiness and would not consider
themselves as devoid of a share in public happiness, even if
their increase in happiness did not itself reflect on still more
people and so on. We do not need to find an infinite number
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happiness of the public as a whole. The opinion of politicians
who think that we can rejoice in the happiness of a human
being only when the happiness is visible and sought by others,
is clearly blind, vain and of no value whatsoever. If a pol1t1c1an
values a potenmal happiness, that is, the means capable of
producing happiness in others, he should value much more the
same happiness in act, that is, those who are already happy.

247. To drive people from their retreats and the contempla-
tion of heavenly things, therefore, under the pretext that they
have no influence on public happiness, directly contradicts the
sublime end of politics. Even if they had no influence, they
would form public happiness within themselves. The task of
forming it is far greater than that of exercising a mere influence
on it. — Society is not weakened simply because it has fully
obtained its end in all these individuals, and nothing more
remains to be done for them. — It is an illusion to reject true
happiness for relative happiness. To think otherwise is to be like
a mathematician who, while noting all the fractions, neglects the
whole numbers. — Hence, the sum of public well-being of
which the human race was desp01led by false political theory is
as great as the number of people who, despite their innocence
before the law, were driven without trial from their refuges
where virtue had helped them attain a contented life (a number
increased by the degrees of happiness of each individual). If all
of us made ourselves happy, all misery would disappear from
the world; if one citizen alone does this, we cannot claim any-
thing further from him.

248. Another consideration makes the violation of human
rights through abolition of religious orders even more unac-
ceptable. A civil government which prevents human beings
from choosing a way of life whose purpose is to preserve inno-
cent customs and perform virtuous works applies two different
measures: one to those who strive to obtain moral perfection
and with it contentment of spirit (the purpose of society); the
other to those who, without any morally high aspirations, live
for material things, are very often given over to vice and are torn
by passions depriving them of contentment. The first are
viewed with deep hatred; the second are warmly accepted —
indeed it would be considered extremely harmful to disturb
their wayward, immoral life.
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249. It does not cross the mind of such governments to ask
those stagnating in laziness and dissolute living to help their
fellow human beings and become truly useful to society. Much
less do these governments take this way of life as a pretext
for laying hands on the goods these people possess and abuse
— provided they commit no crimes, such citizens are left in
peace. If an administration suppresses the vices with which
they infect the earth, it is accused of tyranny; simply to
glance across the doorway of such people becomes an
infringement.

Why are the same principles not applied to virtuous, sober
and decent people who give the world an example of the highest
virtue? Why does governmental power consider itself unlim-
ited against these people alone? They are the only citizens
excluded from the common right enjoyed by everyone else.
They are governed by arbitrary judgment, not by law, and only
they can be despoiled of their goods, expelled from their cells,
from their caverns, and from the great buildings which have
risen throughout the world so that all may benefit from the
immense charity practised by religious. Finally, governments
think they can forbid them the natural right to associate for
good and achieve personal happiness (common to all human
beings).

But even this is not sufficient: outrage is added to injustice.
According to the pretext used against them by false legalism,
they are useless to society. But those who maintain that these
citizens are useless to society, suppose that society is formed
simply by themselves. They expel from society and humanity
those whom they want to despoil, and erase them from the
ranks of the living.

250. Unbelievably, lawyers came to the aid of a political pol-
icy so openly opposed to natural laws and to the most elemen-
tary rights of humanity. They put together subtle formulas and
cleverly drew up a new Statute for implementing the policy.
Their first claim that religious were public officials under the
power of the government simply demonstrates their crass
ignorance of the nature of the religious state. In the Church’s
eyes, this state is essentially individual; those who embrace it
seek only their own moral perfection; they do not, and cannot
think of becoming public officials. If a home is private, an
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individual’s conscience is much more so. The religious state is a
matter of conscience; it is not therefore a social responsibility.

251. It may be objected that if the secular clergy are classed as
public officials, the regular clergy must also be public officials.

Once again, we are faced with ignorance and confused ideas.
First of all, religious and clerical life must not be confused,
although the latter is sometimes united with the former. More-
over, religious were not abolished as clerics but as religious.
Thus, even if priests were public officials, government would
have no right to prevent, much less to destroy, religious associa-
tions, which constitute a state of private life where individuals
strive to exercise their inalienable right, namely, virtue and con-
tentment of spirit.

252. Secondly, we must distinguish between public and
government officials. Priests may indeed be public officials, but
they are and can only be officials of the Church. Civil society
must not be confused with society in general, that is, with soci-
ety considered in the abstract which alone contains, ideally,
every other special society, including the Church. On the
contrary, civil society, as I have said elsewhere, is itself a special
society where people associate for the mutual protection of
their rights and for other ends. But the Church is a society insti-
tuted by Jesus Christ, not by human beings. Both societies have
officials, but the Church’s officials are not those of civil society,
nor civil society’s officials those of the Church. Consequently,
the officials of one society can exist irrespective of the other’s; in
fact, the Church’s officials exist in peoples still at the family
stage, while officials of civil associations exist where the Gospel
has not yet been preached. Moreover, government does not
form and send priests to the ministry, as it would if priests were
their officials; to say the opposite is to abandon Catholicism
and the entire Christian system.® Civil government therefore

81 Individuals who profess the religious life have different relationships
with the State and the Church. The State can consider them only as human
beings and citizens. Relative to the Church’s authority over religious bodies,
we must distinguish the religious state in general from the religious state
professed in determined societies with their own rules. The religious state in
general takes its origin not from the Church but from Jesus Christ. The
Church, therefore, cannot abolish it. The religious state professed in certain
societies with their own rules is determined by the Church itself. Hence the
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cannot consider priests as such® as its officials, but only as citi-
zens and nothing more.

253. It may still be retorted that civil government, which must
acknowledge religious associations by issuing a decree neces-
sary for their legal existence, can also suppress their existence.
This reasoning is subtly deceptive. As we have shown, in
humanity an extra-social element remains alongside civil soci-
ety which is not absorbed by civil society. This element does not
need so-called legal recognition in order to exist in reality; it
exists per se, and no one can destroy it. An element existing
without legality differs from an element existing against legal-
ity. The former must be respected by legality whenever legality
comes up against it; if, however, legality comes up against its
contrary element, it can destroy that element. Religious associa-
tion is an element that can exist in humanity without need of
legalisation. If a government acknowledges such an element, it
must respect it — the element may be outside the civil society
ruled by the government but it is not opposed to that society;
on the contrary it is extremely useful to it. To claim that only
what is legalised may exist in humanity is a principle which
establishes the most universal, absolute despotism.

254. Because this argument cannot be taken any further,
another is proposed: ‘Religious institutes were established for
the public good. The intention of those who gave their posses-
sions by gift or inheritance is the public good. Civil government
therefore must assure that the intentions of these generous
donors do not go unfulfilled.’

255. Here again we must begin by disentangling confusion.
The religious state is in essence and origin a private state, chosen
by the individual for his own perfection and moral contentment
of spirit. This is the essential element of all religious Orders and

Church has the power to suppress religious orders, modify them and
institute new ones in accordance with the supernatural good of the faithful
which is the end of the Church in all these enactments.

82 Sometimes purely civil offices have been given to the clergy with the
latter’s consent, but this has led to great confusion of ideas. One thing must
be mentally separated from the other. Any office accepted by the clergy from
government is only accidental and does not change their original state. The
government certainly acquires rights over the clergy in this way but only
relative to the civil offices they accept.
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Congregations; when they are destroyed, an individual’s
imperscriptible right to the best means for procuring his perfec-
tion and happiness is violated.

256. Some religious associations assume different ministries
of charity towards their neighbour, such as preaching, schools,
hospitals, prisons, etc. They freely undertake these works out of
pure charity, not as wage-earners. Thus, their members must be
considered beneficent and charitable; thelr zeal is no cause for
their classification amongst wage-earners. As I have observed,
however, no one can prescribe a law governing charity nor
determine its extent. The duty of citizens and civil government
towards religious bodies is simply to express the gratitude
which charity merits.

257. However, instead of pursuing this duty, it was deemed it
better to divide religious congregations into two classes: con-
templatives, and active congregations which exercise external
charity. Some people then thought it good to destroy the for-
mer, and to debase the latter by considering their members as
wage-earning servants in the employment of civil society and
applying to them the laws proper to wage-earners. They
believed that governmental power extended even further:
wage-earners receive no reward if it is proved that they are not
doing their duty; religious were dispersed en bloc without trial
(which in any case would have been impossible for lack of
evidence).

258. The goods themselves of religious did not all come by
inheritance or the donations of laypeople. The Benedictines, for
example, enriched themselves by their agriculture. However, it
was not thought worthwhile to distinguish different goods; the
testators’ intentions were considered applicable to all.

259. But even intentions were not interpreted correctly. In an
age of religious indifference no government can be the accurate
interpreter of the intentions of those who lived in times of reli-
gious fervour. Let us consider the kind of intentions possible to
testators.

260. Their intentions must be deduced from the nature of the
religious associations for whose subsistence they bequeathed
their goods. As we have said, some of these religious associa-
tions had as their purpose contemplation; others, contempla-
tion accompanied by the exercise of charity. Benefactors were
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fully aware of these kinds of association, and their clear inten-
tion in binding goods to contemplative congregations was to
preserve this life of contemplation; governments, in order to
conform with these intentions, abolished the life! When bene-
factors left goods to active congregations, their clear intention
was the free exercise of charity by those congregations, as the
nature of charity itself requires; governments, in order to con-
form with the intentions, considered the congregations as a
body of wage-earners in the service of civil society in whose
name they preferred to acquire the goods rather than have the
work the congregations undertook! Those to whom society
had given the responsibility of defending these goods purloined
them on the grounds that they acted in conformity with the
holy intentions of the long-dead benefactors!

261. Finally, others spoke more honestly. They said that
religious possessed goods which their non-religious fellow-
citizens wished to possess on the pretext that religious were
unproductive, but their fellow-citizens, productive. The non-
religious citizens however had forgotten the commandment
which forbids us covet others” goods, or perhaps they were
convinced that it was no great sin to despoil the dead.
Consequently their productive hands could despoil the hands
of the religious over whom they had legally sung the De
profundis. Although we grant civil society the right to make
enactments regulating the way in which temporal goods are
transmitted (for example, the right to abolish succession by
fidei-commissa), we believe that where determined rights of
ownership are to be altered or modified, the interested parties
must be heard and due weight given to their case. Making laws
which regulate the transmission of ownership differs, however,
from changing ownership and arbitrarily disposing of .

There is also a difference between the confiscation of the
goods of religious congregations and the destruction of the con-
gregations themselves. A robber can despoil a traveller, but does
he have to kill the person who has been robbed and offered no
resistance? Let those who rob in the name of society come out
into the open and say they cannot resist the temptation of tem-
poral goods. Let them take the goods quietly, but they should
not commit the added crime of despoiling human beings of
their natural freedom to form religious associations for a holy
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end and for achieving the ultimate purpose of the society whose
administration has been entrusted to the despoilers.”®

262. Perhaps I have spent too much time on this matter.
Nevertheless what I have said does not concern religious associ-
ations only, they are the first example that comes to mind. The
danger is more general, and this example was chosen with wider
implications in view. In my defence of human rights, I have
defended the peace and happiness of all those upright families
whose only ambition is peaceful virtue and loving, family
affections. These families, although they do not sail the sea in
search of treasure, nor desire to climb the social ladder, nor test
the fortunes of war, deserve to be left in peace in their humble
state by governments, and not driven from their homes,
stripped of their goods and reduced to dependence. Content
with their state, these families find contentment in the harmony
and benevolence which unites all hearts in the association. They
deserve infinitely better of civil society, and infinitely better of
those who bang the big drum and ultimately dominate others.
Such people are frequently called ‘beneficent’, but they have not
even begun to benefit their own souls and bring themselves
peace and happiness.

8 To speak the truth, we must say that the teachings we have refuted are
far removed from the spirit of justice and religion which animates and guides
the Austrian Government in all its actions. Our august Monarch, who
defends the goods of the Church, also favours religious bodies, which
continue to increase under his paternal rule.
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Independence

263. Let us continue to clarify ideas. We have placed the
concept of social freedom in the individual member of society
considered as end, not means. The sole and ultimate purpose of
everything done by the individual and by the social body is the
good of the individual himself. Hence he cannot be used for any
purpose; everything is used for his purpose, for the attainment
of his end.

The concept of independence differs from that of social free-
dom. Properly speaking, social freedom is found only in soci-
ety; independence is of its nature extra-social, outside society.

In society the individual is always free, even when dependent
on government and bound to obedience. We have shown that
obedience (the same can be said about dependence) is not sub-
servience if dependence and obedience are regulated by the
nature of things, not by arbitrary human judgment, and if the
purpose of the dependence and obedience is the advantage of
the very people who depend and obey.

Human beings, however, because endowed with certain
inalienable rights (which we discussed in the preceding chap-
ters), always exist in a sphere where they are independent of
others. These rights define the sphere of their independence.
Social freedom and extra-social independence are, therefore,
distinct.

264. We must note carefully that the word ‘independence’ is
habitually used in the bad sense of unacceptable insubordina-
tion to legitimate authority. We must also realise that it is very
easy for our self-love, that 1s, our hidden wickedness of heart, to
over-extend the sphere of our primitive, inalienable rights in
order to extend our sphere of independence. This renders us
violently unjust towards society.

Finally, in this very delicate and dangerous matter of inde-
pendence, a most noble, moral duty forbids us to constitute
ourselves absolute judges in our own cause. Probably there is
no moral duty more salutary and necessary than this for human
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society. It obliges us, in accord with the principles of humility
and Christian dlffldence to resort to the judgment of the most

upright, authoritative people in our endeavour to know the
exact limit of our primitive rights.
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Political parties

265. All we have said clearly indicates that civil society,
because of its intimate nature and end (which condition its
existence and successful progress), requires 1. that the rights of
all be respected and maintained, and 2. the use of rights be
tempered and directed by special ‘moral duties.

Political parties impede this justice and social morality; they
corrode society, and are an evil, confounding the expectation of
philosophers and rendering their fine theories useless. Political
parties are formed by human beings who do not aim at what is
just or morally upright and virtuous in what they do. Other-
wise, they would not say they belonged to a party but to the
ranks of upright citizens whose party (if we could call it that) is
the whole of society itself.

266. The origin of political parties can be considered as three-
fold: 1. the effect of material interests; 2. the effect of opinions
firmly held by a certain number of members of the society, and
finally 3. the result of popular passion momentarily aroused by
demagogues who themselves are moved by material interests,
opinion or ambitious passion.

267. Parties originating from interests are formed by people
from the different classes or conditions which compose civil
society but whose social advantages collide. The proletariat,
the rich people, the aristocracy, the heads of society naturally
have different inclinations because they have interests which
are partly different; these inclinations produce corresponding
opinions. In turn the inclinations, expressed and supported
by these opinions as they become hereditary, dynastic or
corporative, are easily made into formal parties as soon as
such classes of people unite in mutual understanding. This
usually happens either when some energetic person places
himself at their head to direct their complex action or when
circumstances prompt mutual understanding among mem-
bers who share the same condition. The extent of the parties
corresponds more or less to the extent of interests: each
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interest can have its own party to represent and defend it.
Agricultural workers can form a political party which collides
with manufacturing and trading parties. Trade itself can be
divided into as many parties as there are objects constituting
the matter of trade: we see for instance in France how fiercely
makers of sugar from beet and traders in sugar from the colo-
nies defend their opposing interests. The size of a party must
not be measured solely by the extent of interests which are its
object, but also by the number of citizens involved. Thus, not
long ago in the United States of America, we saw the North
defend trade restrictions because of its manufacturing indus-
try while the agricultural South fiercely upheld freedom of
trade.

268. Parties formed by opinions do not normally enjoy great
strength unless the opinions themselves have interests as their
concealed origin and foundation. If so, parties belong to the
first class we have discussed. Parties of this kind can also lack
strength if their opinions are not supported by ancient beliefs
and ingrained customs, of which the strongest and most
tenacious are those going back to the oldest origins and more
religiously rooted in families.

269. Finally, parties formed by popular passion are generally
violent. Their strength can destroy the best established institu-
tions, unless some outside cause intervenes to moderate them.
However, as long as they are not supported by interests or
ancient opinions and national and family customs, they are
totally without durability.

270. Clearly, whatever the origin of these different kinds of
parties, their source is always ignoble and ominous. Justice and
morality do not enter the minds of party-people. Their excite-
ment, which can become enthusiasm, delirium and fury, is the
result of much lower principles. Nothing could be more harm-
ful for the preservation and natural function of civil society
than political parties founded within society. This observation
is even more regrettable to the extent that each citizen, who
must necessarily belong to one level or other of society, has
inclinations, opinions, habits and passions corresponding to
that level. Even those who cannot be said to take sides, and gen-
erally show they love what is just and upright, can scarcely lack
a certain kind of hidden instinct which inclines them to one
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rather than another of the different parties. Consequently they
favour different parties negatively or indirectly, and at critical
times their inclination, hardly noticeable in time of calm,
swings the social balance.

271. One of the most important questions for a politician,
therefore, and one of the most difficult problems to be resolved
by the phllosophy of politics is how to defend civil association
from the danger of parties, and make the peaceful principles of
justice and moral rectitude, which alone can lead society to its
true end, constantly prevall over the blind hotheadedness of
party people.

272. Various measures have been proposed against the danger
of parties, who remove from government and governed the nec-
essary calm for discerning and using what is just and upright as
the sole guide of personal actions. These measures, considered
in general, can be reduced to the following:

1. No party should prevail over another, but each be so
balanced that any two in conflict would collide at that level
(system of balance or social antagonism).

2. One of the parties should so clearly prevail over the
others that, having nothing to fear from the others, it loses
any will for new enterprises; all the other parties are domin-
ated, restrained and regulated by its overall power (system of
absolutism).

273. If we examine these measures, both put forward as a
defence of society against the danger of parties, we must con-
clude that the knowledge and ability of human beings to direct
human society is limited and powerless. Society would lack any
serious guarantee if, in addition to human provisions, it could
not rely on a higher prov1dence to keep continual watch over its
preservation and government. Let us consider both measures
briefly and simply.

274. A society preserved by ceaseless party antagonism is a
society in which continual strife reigns; peaceful contentment
of spirit, the very purpose of society, is totally lacking. Where
the strength of each combating party is more or less equal, the
struggle is continuous and indecisive. This may be sufficient to
prevent the society’s being sacrificed to the power of one party,
but will never suffice to procure the contentment of the indi-
vidual spirits that compose the society. Indeed the members
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experience greater disturbance from the continual, indecisive
fighting.*

275. In the second place, it is not difficult to imagine some
equality of strength between the largest parties of society, for
example, the democratic, aristocratic and monarchic parties,
which can be maintained for a time. But minor parties, which
could be as numerous as the possible different interests, opin-
ions and customs, can never remain in a state of equilibrium.
Equally balanced parties may produce a certain equity in public
dispositions, but the imbalance of minor parties opens the way
to injustice in direct proportion to the intensity of their heated
emotions.

276. Finally, it can never be a maxim of State that a balanced
antagonism must be established and maintained between par-
ties, because no human being or power exists that is willing or
able to put such a maxim into practice. If this power did exist, it
would have to be far stronger than all the parties it holds in bal-
ance. Buta power that s stronger than all the parties either is, or
is not, a party itself. A party dominating and maintaining equal—
ity between other parties is not a case of equilibrium being used
to save the society from parties, but, as we said, of making one
party prevail outright over all the others. If on the other hand
the power, which is greater than that of the parties, does not
belong to any party, the antagonism of equal parties is not suffi-
cient of itself to save society; something is needed from outside
all the parties, like Archimedes’ fulcrum. The first of the pro-
posed measures, therefore, is insufficient to obtain the end, that
1s, the protection of civil association from the harm threatened
by the political parties formed within the association.

8¢ As we observed elsewhere, this growth in disturbance of human spirits
reaches its extreme when the object of the political party is by its nature
unobtainable; consequently, the efforts to obtain it remain perpetually
frustrated. This truth is obvious if we consider the nature of those parties
which aim at the perfect material equality of human beings, that is, not
‘equality before the law’ but equality understood in the way the populace
understand it, an equality in wealth and every other good. But this purpose
can never be entirely obtained because it is contrary to the laws of nature.
This explains the irritability, unrest and activity of all radicals and equalisers,
in a word, of all those who cling to the most populist understanding of
democratic principles.
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277.The second measure, which we now examine, is also sub-
ject to difficulties that do not give society much hope for better
protection and guarantee. There is no doubt that whenever one
party dominates all others, it can level and govern them. In the
United States, for example, after 1801 when the democratic
party came to power and prevailed completely over the aristo-
cratic party, great political parties ceased to exist because the
people were the majority and became all-powerful. In the case
of the Venetian aristocracy considered as a party (although it
should more correctly be considered a government), we can
easily understand why there never was another State with so
few political parties. We can say the same about absolute
monarchies.

At this point, however, we must distinguish forms of govern-
ment from dominant parties. The purpose of any form of gov-
ernment whatever is universal justice, equity and every moral
virtue, as we have said. The purpose of a dominant party is, on
the contrary, its own self, its own advantage. Clearly, therefore,
whenever a party places itself at the head of public affairs, free-
dom perishes, because justice and virtue have perished — some-
thing which no one wants. Itis true that a party which has taken
over government and power acquires from its responsibility
views of justice and equity not held previously. But, apart from
the consideration that some time must pass before the newly
governing party has acquired the habits of justice and morality
proper to governments, this would be a case of things function-
ing well socially because a party has ceased to be a party and
become a just government, not because one of the parties is the
government.

278. In the second place, it is true that all the small parties are
suppressed when a prevalent force makes itself felt in society.
This is not the case with large parties. Great power becomes
burdensome to all members of society. As intelligence slowly
develops in those subject to government, injustice and arbitrary
decisions are found in many of the ruling enactments. Times of
great social crises then arrive when minorities increase in
strength as feelings spill over into enthusiasm. Through these
feelings the ideas of some become ferocious; the ideas of others,
generous to the point of heroism. Many of the weak sacrifice
themselves fearlessly and unhesitatingly to challenge strength

[277-278]



Political Parties 127

immensely greater than theirs, and the place of those who suc-
cumb is taken by still greater numbers.

The spirit of freedom and independence, which harmonises
so well with everyone’s self-love, spreads everywhere; the
attacking party, smaller and weaker at first, nearly always wins.
At these times, the anarchy of ideas in individual minds bal-
ances the anarchy manifested by the society. No one knows
what kind of State will result or who will hold power; this is
beyond human knowledge. Only Providence from on high
determines the new destinies of nations, which undergo such a
crisis without knowing why. What long-term guarantee there-
fore can be given to a society in which one party prevails over
all others, or any force whatever comes to dominate all the
parties?

279. My conclusion, drawn from the manifest inefficiency of
the two measures proposed for protecting society from the
harm done by parties, is the following.

No political combination is sufficient to firmly guarantee
society from the bad effect of political parties. This can be done
only by preventing their formation, or, if they are formed, by
reinforcing and encouraging them as little as possible.

But how can their formation be prevented or, if formed, how
can they be held in check?

280. As we have seen, by ‘political party’ I mean a certain
number of people who associate expressly or tacitly for the pur-
pose of using their combined strength to influence civil society
and make it serve their own advantage. The purpose of a party is
not justice, equity and moral virtue, but its own advantage. Jus-
tice, equity and virtue are the contrary of party. The only way
therefore to impede the formation of political parties and keep
them as moderate as possible is ‘to sow early in the spirit of the
individuals who compose society the seeds of justice and moral,
religious virtues, and above all to educate future generations in
such a way that youth conceives a love for all that is just, upright
and virtuous.’

281. The health of society must ultimately be sought in the
probity and moral virtue of the individuals composing it. This
1s the only true and stable guarantee of its utility and existence.
I repeat: public good must be sought in the private citizen;
social justice in individual justice. The foundation stone of
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the social edifice must be virtue, buried deep in the human
heart.®

282. No human being can lay this stone so that it remains
immovable; only the Providence of God, who created the
human race and never loses sight of it, is capable of the task. We
will try to clarify this by the observations made in the next

book.

85 J. de Maistre made a noble affirmation when he said that “uprightness of
heart and habitual purity of intention can have influences and results
which extend much further than is generally thought’ (Les soirées de
Saint-Pétersburg, tom. 1, pag. 17).

A difficult but very fruitful topic for moralists would be the investigation
and description of these hidden, remote influences and results of habitual
purity of intention and constant uprightness of heart.
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HOW THE PROXIMATE,
BUT THEORETICALLY
UNDETERMINED END
OF CIVIL SOCIETY
BECOMES FACTUALLY
DETERMINED

I learnt from Plato that certain
changes are natural in public affairs.

Cicero, De Divin., 2,2



[INTRODUCTION]

283. We have shown at length in the previous book that the
ultimate and primary end of civil society is the moral content-
ment of the human spirit. This end is simple, obvious and fully
determined in itself. But civil association, besides possessing
this ultimate end (or social end, as we may call it) has its own
proper end, that is, its proximate end (or cvil end, as we have
called it). Relative to the social end, the civil end must be
considered as a simple means, and valued as such, neither more
nor less. It is not easy to describe adequately the nature of this
proximate end of civil society.

284. Although some elements of the proximate end of civil
society can undoubtedly be indicated easily, because they are
essential to all civil societies, this is not true of all elements. For
instance, the following is one of the fairly obvious elements
composing the proximate end of civil society: “The protection
of all rights pertaining to individual members by means of the
least violent and most peaceful defence of these rights.” I do not
wish to comment on this formula, which expresses the first
element of the civil end — I am not writing a treatise on right —
but the thoughtful reader will understand its importance with-
out difficulty and sense its intimate truth.

Granted this formula and the full protection of the rights of
all individuals, it is clear that each individual can make free use
of his rights within their limits and in the correct way. Practi-
cally speaking, civil freedom consists in this free use of all one’s
rights. This brings to light another element of the proximate end
of civil society: “The maintenance of the greatest possible civil
liberty of all the individuals composing the society.” These two
elements, 1. the peaceful, effective defence of rights and 2. the
fullest possible freedom in exercising them, can never be absent
from the end for which people form civil associations, and are
therefore necessarily included in the end of such associations.
We are now faced, however, with another question: what is to
prevent members from drawing other kinds of good from their
association?
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285. It is certain that association can be a means, willed by the
members, towards many different kinds of good. Likewise, the
administration responsible for some aim intended by the social
will can be limited to some degree by this will in the use of the
means available for obtaining its purpose, and in the arrange-
ments it can make relative to the purpose. In certain States, for
example, many useful works are carried out by means of private
societies; in other States, by the government. The functions of
administration and of government are not equally determined
and defined in all places. For this reason we said that civil
society is one of those societies which, considered in general,
have an undetermined, proximate end.*

286. This means, of itself undetermined, has to be determined
in every individual civil society by two prlnc1ples Right and
Fact, which determine the proximate end of civil society.

287. The science of Right, which can determine the end of
civil society, is still in its infancy. Practically nothing has been
done about it in those places where civilisation seems most
advanced. All European nations with the exception of Switzer-
land and the municipality of San Marino have a mixed constitu-
tion composed of a seigniorial and a social element variously
proportioned in different States. These proportions change
through violent or peaceful political revolutions, instanta-
neously or gradually, and principally because the two elements
are not sufficiently determined by some express, evident Right
[App., no. 5].

Right which has to determine the seigniorial element is uni-
versal and particular. Universal Right contains the principles
needed to provide the determination of which we are speaking.
Particular Right applies these principles to the de facto titles
found in different nations. Through this application, it is able to
establish whether this seigniorial element exists in a given nation
and, if so, its precise sphere.

8 By associating, members tend proximately to a varying degree of
complex good which can be made up in various ways. To achieve this end,
government can use only those means least onerous for its members. In other
words, it must obtain the end proposed for it with the least possible evil.
Consequently, it must have at its disposition only what is strictly necessary to
achieve its end. This must always be understood, however, relative to its
capacity for solving more or less adequately this problem of the least means.
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288. The general theory of these titles, and the principles of
justice and equity to be applied to them, are not yet complete.
Even less care has been taken to collate the real titles themselves
and the documents indicating facts which, in individual nations,
can provide a base for seigniorial right and limit its extension.
This work was viewed with apprehension by those who could
undertake it; they reasoned like aristocracies which, as we said,
are loathe to provide clear laws. This reason is not, we maintain,
a simple will to abuse power through vague, undetermined
laws, but rather fear of the dangers foreseen as an inevitable
result of the discussions that must precede every attempt to
establish new, clear laws."

289. The social element can be based only on the nature of the
society, the will of its members and on all the documents
enabling us to know this will precisely.

290. Such de jure determination of the proximate end of society
is reserved for the future. It will not be delayed by any human
will, and it is the greatest step that civilisation is about to take. Itis
true that all right pertains to the ideal order, but whether progress
comes about in this order or not, or whether the proximate end
of society is determined or not by human thought and expressed
under positive sanctions, the agent causes, which pertain to the
real order, continue to act for good or ev1l justly or unjustly, in
society. The proximate end of society therefore is always
under de facto determination, despite its continued de jure
indetermination. Our intention in this book is to study this
single, unremitting de facto determination of the civil end.

87 If we consider the highest aristocracy of Europe before the French
revolution, we do not find a single sovereign State without its precious claims
over other States. There was no desire to define and bring to term such
half-rights because each State wished to reserve for itself some excuse for
action when occasion offered. This is the worst kind of false political theory.
Uncertainty about rights and the secret struggle over unending claims must
cause constant distrust amongst States and generate war with extreme ease.
Some idea of the mutual claims held by European courts can be seen by
reading the booklet Intéréts et maximes des princes et des états souverains,
Cologne, 1666. — This part of seigniorial-public right has made great
progress since the French revolution. Many ancient claims have been
mutually renounced; conventions between reigning houses have been
clarified, defined more closely and made more explicit. There is no doubt
that similar progress is required today in the field of social-public right.
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The undetermined, proximate end of society is determined
in fact by the practical reason of the masses, and by the
speculative reason of individuals

291. It is not difficult to understand why the per se undeter-
mined end of civil society is necessarily determined in fact by
the behaviour of the members and administrators of society. As
long as some good remains undetermined, it can never in prac-
tice be the aim of human actions, which always tend to attain
determined good. Real good is nothing if not determined.
Undetermined good, as we call it, which is only an abstraction,
existing in the mind, does not indicate anything real in nature.

292. Applying this observation to civil society, we can distin-
guish government from those who are governed, and the differ-
ent ways of acting of both parties. On a more general level we
can, if we wish, repeat our distinction between the practical rea-
son of the masses and the speculative reason of individuals.*
These two agents work together simultaneously to determine in
practice the good or complex of good that society tends to
attain in fact. This good thus becomes its real, proximate end.

293. Sometimes the practical reason of the masses and the spec-
ulative reason of individuals are at one in determining this good
or complex of good; sometimes they conflict. In the latter case,
the good or complex of good to which in fact civil society tends
is the composite effect resulting from the simultaneous action
of the two reasons, which together direct and move the social
body in different, or even contrary directions.

294. Tt is clear, therefore, that human good, the contentment
of the members, the true good of society, depends upon
uprightness and soundness in the practical reason of the
masses and on the speculative reason of individuals. Whether
they act harmoniously or disharmoniously, these two reasons

88 Cf. SC [c. 8 ss.]. — Properly speaking, speculative reason never acts.
When we speak of the speculative reason of individuals, therefore, we simply
wish to use an abbreviation for the following over-lengthy phrase: the
practical reason of individuals which is guided by some speculative teaching.
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contemporaneously urge society towards its end. If the masses
and individuals are corrupt and seriously mistaken in their eval-
uation of what is good, society cannot arrive at the end for
which it was established. We conclude, therefore, that society’s
salvation depends ‘on the opinions and uprlght feelings that
members have about its good and evil. This is espeaally true of
the more influential individuals in society.” Moreover, the
citizens’ vices are detrimental to public happiness.

[294]



CHAPTER 2

The soundness and corruption of the practical reason of the
masses prior to the institution of civil society

295. We will gain a good deal of light on our subject, I think, if
we first examine the different levels of soundness and corrup-
tion at which the practical reason of the masses and the specula-
tive reason of individuals can be found. In each case, we shall
show how these sound and corrupt reasons exercise their influ-
ence in determining the proximate end of society. We begin with
the practical reason of the masses.

296. In order not to omit any case, we have to begin by con-
sidering the state of soundness and corruption in the masses
anterior to the institution of civil society. We have to go back in
thought to the cradle of humanity when, at the death of the
father of a family, or whoever held his place, siblings with equal
standing remained deprived of the natural ties binding them in
domestic society.

297. Communal living on the part of siblings or kinsfolk
forming a tribe, that is, an incipient civil society, retained family
customs, although it is almost impossible to suppose the exis-
tence of such a community before the development of agricul-
ture, which fixes the population on determined soil and forces it
to adopt city-living. Probably only the Hebrews knew how to
live together in strict sociality before becoming cultivators. The
force of true religion brought them together and gave them as
father a truly extraordinary man, a prophet of God. Religion
made them respect this man, consecrate forever what he willed
to them, and bind unmovably his paternal desires to the revela-
tions of the Almighty and to solemn promises about future
greatness. Religion accounted for the wonders which bound in
such unity a multitude of descendants who had not as yet
learned to live by cultivation. It is indeed difficult to find in his-
tory another example equal to that of the children of Jacob who,
in their twelve tribes, lived as pastors, yet as a single people.”

89 Nomadic tribes of pastors still exist, but I think that the Hebrews are
the only example in human history of a pastoral people’s changing, after four
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They had a single will, both in the slavery of Egypt and in the
freedom of the desert where they were led for forty years by a
captain who used only his God-given authority to guide these
six million persons through such a vast, arid solitude.

298. Without these two causes (agriculture and religion), a
multitude of descendants from one father do not unite gradually
to form a single people. When fathers die, siblings divide into
more than one family, that is, into that state which, according to
us, is prior to the foundation of civil societies. During this period,
hunting, fishing or pastoral activity, the sources of subsistence,
give rise to only temporary, or at most imperfect, civil unions of
tribes held together by the necessity of common defence. Their
head is the finest warrior, who leads them to war when necessary,
and whose power ceases when war comes to an end.

299. We must now examine the characteristic soundness and
corruption present in the reason of the masses during the period
of varying length that precedes true civil societies.

300. In this initial condition, the population has no
intellective development. Nevertheless, the need to act draws
with it some use of the understanding, whose development
now begins. In the first steps of such development, made
through the perception of external objects, nature provides
human beings with a rule — physical pleasure and pain —
enabling them to distinguish what is useful to them from
what is harmful. Note that the physical pleasure and pain of
which we speak are simply indicators for primitive people of
what can help or harm their nature. As long as human beings
remain incorrupt (even though they have not developed),
they never tend to physical pleasure as their end, nor avoid
pain as if it were the height of evil. They tend to good, general
well-being, to a good state of their entire nature; pleasure and
pain are only indications which they follow in the belief that
they will find what they seek. Consequently, placing little
importance in actual physical pleasure or pain is a sign that

hundred years, into an agricultural, property-owning nation. There is no
doubt that Providence used the two means of slavery and desert solitude to
keep the Hebrews united amongst themselves by separating them from all
other peoples. They thus came to possess that unique, indelible temperament
which enabled Balaam to describe them as: ‘A people dwelling alone, and not
reckoning itself as among the nations” (Num 23: [9]).
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instinct and practical reason, which serve as guides to these
people, are still incorrupt.

301. However, there are races in which the senses seem to
have acquired total command over the will. This tyranny of the
senses may depend both on the primitive strains of physical
constitution amongst them and their continually obtuse, inert
understanding, or on the corruption of their upright, natural
instinct through the abuse of physical pleasures. In either case, it
is certain that these populations can never make any progress if
the corruption of which we are speaking is rampant in them
before they associate in civil communities, nor can they ever
hope to form civil aggregations.

This primitive corruption seems to account for the origin of
savage tribes who appear to have been overtaken by corruption
before political association has made possible the actuation of
their intellectual and moral faculties. It 1s very difficult to believe
that populations united in civil societies, which presuppose an
activated intellective capacity, could descend into savagery,
which presupposes no intellectual development. These popula-
tions and races were, therefore, held back from their initial step
forward; their intellect, weak and inactive by nature, was over-
ridden and conquered by the vehemence of material sensations.
Sense alone thus remained in charge; and sense has no power to
draw people together in civil communal life. Sense foresees noth-
ing; it moves only on the basis of actually felt, present good.

302. I think that this origin of savage peoples explains better
than any previous hypothesis the customs and characteristics
distinguishing them from civilised people. Their passion for
liquor, which makes them drink themselves to death, shows
how immediate pleasure amongst such races has prevailed over
the instinct for good behaviour and bodily health. This is an
obvious symptom of the intimate corruption of the animal
instinct which, while still incorrupt, is ruled consistently by the
need to follow immediate pleasure not for itself but as an indica-
tion of what is healthy. It often happens, in fact, that the
incorrupt instinct guides the animal even to deprive itself of cer-
tain pleasures and to submit spontaneously to certain kinds of
pain.” Destroying a plant after collecting its fruit shows a total

9 This law of animal nature was studied at length in AMS, 401-415.
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lack of foresight and practically zero use of the intellective fac-
ulties which, impeded and as it were imprisoned by present sen-
sation, are scarcely capable of taking a single step forward.

303. At times, the religious ideas of savages sometimes appear
simple and pure (this is the case of North American Indians
who worship God principally under the name of the Great
Spirit); at other times feticism is found amongst savage races.
This is a superstition originating in the family, and presupposes
in those who initiate it not only dominion over the senses, but
also control of the sensual imagination and some use of the
intellect as an aid to the imagination. It is the opposite of the
pure idea of the divinity as one and spiritual, which itself shows
that primitive tradition has been preserved free from elabora-
tion and alteration by the human spirit; in other words, it indi-
cates a lesser degree of intellective activity than feticism [App.,
no. 6].

304. The nature of language amongst savage peoples also pro-
vides a sign of intellective inertia and immobility. The languages
of the American Indians from the Arctic down to Cape Horn are
regular to the highest degree, and depend upon the same gram-
matical laws. Modern philologists find that these languages pos-
sess a very exact, wise system of ideas.”” Here, too, it is clear that
such populauons have traditionally preserved the language they
received from antiquity without elaborating it. This is due, as we
said, to the immobility of their intellective faculties. It would
seem, therefore, that these languages, preserved more faithfully
from remotest antiquity, provide a better source for discovering
fragments of the primitive idiom towards which modern linguis-
tic studies tend ever more eagerly, than do the languages of more
developed peoples subject to greater changes.

305. The love of freedom and independence found amongst
savage peoples is famous, but careful examination shows that
what is at stake is great repugnance in using the understanding
rather than love of freedom. All social bonds require the use of
understanding because they demand constant attention in

9% On the languages of the American Indians, cf. Papers of the
Philosophical Society of America, vol. 1, Philadelphia, 1819, pp. 356-464; vol.
3, which contains the grammar of the Delaware or Lenape language by
Geiberger; American Encyclopaedia, vol. 6, in fine.
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directing one’s actions in harmony with them. This continual
intellectual care and vigilance is an intolerable burden to savages
who abandon themselves to the guidance of passing sensations.
Civil society is thus excluded by savage peoples because their
use of understanding is not at the level required by the institu-
tion of society. Their intellect, we repeat, has come to a halt
before the insuperable repugnance felt in using it; at the same
time, degraded human beings have an immense propensity to be
moulded by casual yet lively sensations.

306. I note finally that poor use of the understanding does not
prevent savage peoples from having extremely strong feelings.
On the contrary, feeling seems greater when reflection is
non-existent. In savages we find, united to animal instinct,
activities arising from what we call human nstinct.” This
explains the presence in savages of heroic acts of natural virtues,
allied with monstrous vices.

Charlevoix, in his description of the first French war against
the Iroquois in 1610, narrates that the Huron, who were allies of
the French, were greatly scandalised when they saw the French
strip several Iroquois, lying dead on the battlefield, of their
beaver skins. The Huron themselves, however, inflicted
unheard-of cruelty on their prisoners, and the French were hor-
rified to find them eating a man they had slaughtered.

These barbarians prided themselves on their aloofness
and were amazed at its absence in our own nation. Yet they
did not understand that despoiling the dead was far less
evil than eating their flesh like animals.”

The Indian is kind and hospitable at times of peace, but
in war merciless beyond the known limits of human cru-
elty. He is prepared to die of hunger for the sake of the
stranger who knocks on his door at night, yet tears apart
with his own hands the quivering members of his prison-
ers. The most famous republics of antiquity never saw
more resolute courage, prouder spirits and more unshake-
able love of independence than that hidden in the savage
forests of the New World.”

92 Cf. our remarks about the human instinct in AMS, 683-686.
% Vol. 1, p. 235.

9 President Jefferson reports: “The Iroquois have provided examples of
elders who disdained to flee from their enemies or to go on living after the
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Hospitality and revenge pertain to human feeling, and do not
require great use of reflection. Thus, they are found even to the
highest degree in savage peoples.

307. This all shows clearly that the state of populations which
have degenerated before the institution of civil society renders
the institution impossible. The degree of intellectual activity
sufficient to determine the proximate end of society is lacking,
together with the means for achieving it. As a result, the collec-
tive will of these people is anti-social rather than simply unso-
cial. They consider society as an evil because the use of
understanding required by society is for them an evil.

308. Nevertheless, humanity does not renounce contentment
when reduced to a state in which it is unable to determine the
proximate end of civil association. Contentment is that good to
which human beings tend as human beings, either through soci-
ety or without it. Savages, too, seek and find a suitable content-
ment amidst their dearth of needs and desires. They achieve it
by neglecting their intellective faculties and exercising extreme
physical activity, after having been immersed in this state of stu-
pidity either through their ancestors’ fault or their own, or
through having contracted disastrously yet blamelessly some
disordered physical habit from the race.

destruction of their country. They faced death like the ancient Romans
during the sack of Rome by the Gauls.” (Note sulla Virginia, p. 148). He goes
on: “There is no example of an Indian who begged for his life after falling into
the hands of his enemies. Rather, the prisoner almost seeks death from his
captors by insulting and provoking them in every way’ (cf. p. 150).
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The soundness and corruption of the practical reason of
the masses during the four stages of civil society

309. Let us now review the case of populations which are
incorrupt before the foundation of civil society. By retaining a
certain amount of free, intellectual activity, these populations
are fit to unite in civil societies; their power of understanding
enables them to conceive the advantage they would gain by this
and, therefore, to determine some good which serves as the
proximate end of the society they intend to establish amongst
themselves.

310. We should note, moreover, that such association, which
presupposes a degree of primitive incorruption, is itself
extremely useful both for intellectual development and the
moral betterment of the families who unite. I add ‘for moral
betterment’ because the establishment of a political society
between families or individuals in these families provides a new,
useful direction to all the passions as the new society becomes
the fixed aim of the attention and thoughts of all.

From the moment the city-state is founded, the intellect sees
before it a new, great object for which it has to work. The mem-
bers’ previous unregulated efforts and customs necessarily
come under a rule and order; the affections are nourished by a
noble desire to develop and obtain common prosperity, which
is the common good sought by the association. This would
explain how Romulus’ insignificant offspring evolved so
quickly and almost magically into a solid people with exem-
plary customs. Later, the outcasts of Europe established in the
New World flourishing colonies and well-ordered States in
which respect for laws together with love of order, work and all
civil and domestic virtues took root. In the light of these things,
it is not to be wondered that all the traditions and memories of
remotest antiquity are unanimous in asserting the presence of
natural goodness when a civil community is at its first stage of
association.

311. The further we go back in antiquity, the more frequently
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we find simple customs, frugality and austerity of life, upright-
ness of mind and integrity of heart. In a word, the goodness we
meet in primitive nature would convince us that human beings
are good from their origin, were it not for the clear, though
few, indications of human corruption that we find by careful
consideration of those first stages. And, of course, we have
before us examples of populations that have fallen into the sad-
dest depravity almost from their first existence on earth, as we
saw in the previous chapter. Moreover, the phenomenon of
good customs present in the infancy of nations is explained
easily enough if we realise that even the germs of corruption
need as much time and opportunity to develop and show
themselves as do the phenomena of virtue and wisdom. The
aberrations of instinct, although scarcely perceivable at first,
become ever greater as humanity grows older; all the seeds in
humanity germinate and develop with the various stages of
society.

312. Let us take one example: the function assigned by nature
to the instinct of pleasure and pain. As we said, this function
serves to indicate to the animal what is useful and what is dam-
aging to its habitual constitution. From the very beginning, this
instinct must have been fallacious to some degree. In other
words, it must have indicated falsely what was good or harmful
to our constitution. In making certain things too pleasurable or
not pleasurable enough to us, it showed them more or less use-
ful than they actually were; it made them too painful or not
painful enough, it showed them more or less harmful than they
actually were. If we then go on to abuse the pleasures falsified to
some extent by faulty instinct, pleasure itself stimulates the
instinct of pleasure. Finally the stimulated instinct acquires the
prevalent force over the will and the understanding which leads
to the advanced corruption found throughout the whole human
being.”

313. This natural law, in virtue of which the innately corrupt
germ, scarcely noticeable at the beginning, grows as humanity
develops, causes the gradual corruption of the practical reason
of the masses in civil societies.

% I have explained (AMS, 687-726) both the natural malfunction of
instinct and the development by which it comes to prevail in human beings.
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314. Here, we have to note four stages in which this practical
reason, always intent on the most immediate and present good,
comes to determine in different ways the proximate end of soci-
ety, that is, the aim which the complex will of the members
intends and desires.® At each stage there is a sound condition
followed by a corrupt condition. We can now begin to sketch
the characteristics of these stages.

315. As long as there is question of founding civil society,
defending it against external enemies and regulating it with
internal laws, the minds and wills of all its members are dedi-
cated to these noble aims, which are so helpful to the moral con-
dition of the human spirit. At this first stage, the practical
reason of the masses determines the proximate end of the
society and social activity, which it makes consist in the very
existence of the society. The newly-born society is the object of
the love, study and care of all. As we said elsewhere, this is a
moral and pre-eminently patriotic stage in the life of a society. A
special kind of common satisfaction and contentment corres-
ponds in the members to the good or proximate end as this is
gradually achieved.

316. When the end has been achieved, and the society
founded, strengthened by arms and furnished with laws, the
social will, that is, the reason of the masses, is bound to turn
naturally to another object and thus determine in some other
way the proximate end of social action. Normally this end is
determined by making it consist in the attainment of power and
glory for the fatherland. Already at this second stage the proxi-
mate end or good to which people tend is neither as pure nor as
moral as at the first stage. It is now a question of being on the
offensive, not the defensive; of conquest, not avoiding defeat;
cornmandmg others for the sake of one’s own advantage, not
laws useful for self and the commonalty of the citizens. The
laws which first regulated the citizens were highly charged with
social benevolence because they tended necessarily to the
common good of the members; now, because they aim at
dominion over foreigners, it is utility, not social benevolence,
which dictates ordinances and laws. The relationship of
dominion and servitude is introduced into society. The sole

9 The reader would need to recall what has been said in SC [cc. 7 & 8].
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relationship of brotherhood no longer rules as it did; the social
bond has been entwined, ivy-like, with the bond of cold, hard
ownership. We should not be surprlsed at this stage, to see true
virtues decrease and give way to other false, apparent, impres-
sive and popular virtues, despite the presence of military heroes
and wise counsellors with profound convictions. Customs
deteriorate rapidly as ambition and glory come to hold sway.
Patriotism, which seems more ardent than at the first stage,
actually loses its purity and pristine legitimacy. In such a state of
things, satisfaction and contentment are achieved with diffi-
culty; the longing for power and the burning desire for glory
become unquenchable, and the practical reason of the masses
loses its way in the midst of delusion.

317. With the State now powerful and glorious, the practical
reason of the masses once more changes direction and moves
eagerly towards love of wealth which, together with power, has
entered society. This love of wealth can be united with produc-
tive work, commerce and other decent ways of enrichment, or it
can be a love of false wealth, satisfying its longings by means of
theft and rapine.

318. The love of wealth is less dangerous in the first case.
Productive work requires use of the intellect, which keeps the
intellective faculties alive. However, it is practically impossible
not to go to excess in wanting to enrich oneself, at least with
the passage of time, and not to become insatiable. In this
case, contentment of spirit, the supreme end of society, is
impossible.

319. The final result, if a powerful, easy-going people loves
wealth solely as a means towards luxury and pleasure, is a state
of moral perversion and corruption. As I have said,” these very
pleasures are still desired for some time by the society as a
whole. Soon, however, each person desires them for himself
alone; selfishness takes the place of benevolence. External
society goes on, but only untl it crumbles before some slight
collision; 1nternal true society has perished. In this final condi-
tion, the proximate end of society is factually non-existent. The
difference between the condition of savages and that of citizens
who have arrived at ultimate corruption is this: the corruption

97 Ibid.
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of savages precedes the existence of a society, that of citizens
comes after the existence of the society. As a result, the society
continues for some time in its exterior forms despite the corrup-
tion of its members.”

320. The practical reason of the masses therefore determines
the proximate end of society differently in society’s four differ-
ent stages.

At the first stage, the proximate end of society is made to
consist in the soczety itself, whose existence is sought as the
immediate good; at the second stage, in power; at the third, in
social wealth; at the fourth, in pleasure. Only the first stage can
be called a stage™ of social incorruption; only then do the reason
and will of the masses tend towards the substance of society,
that is, to an absolutely upright good. At the first stage, power 1s
still absent, and with it the desire to overcome and dominate
others; justice reigns. Wealth is absent, and with it covetousness;
a frugal simple life reigns. There is no luxury or refined
pleasure; moderation and sound living reigns.

321. The stages of power, wealth and pleasure have their own
special dangers. Each stage is subject to its own kind of social
corruption.

Social corruption resulting from an immoderate desire of
power consists in a state of violence and war, in the harshness
proper to ways of living consequent upon war, and in continued
acts of arrogance intended to subjugate free peoples — magna
latrocinia, as St. Augustine calls them.

Social corruption resulting from an immoderate desire of
wealth leads to servitude. Love of wealth belittles noble spirits;

98 The masses, who find all their good in pleasure of one kind or another,
are like true prodigal sons who dissipate and consume what their
predecessors have accumulated. Consequently, nations which have
succumbed to sensual living rapidly sink from riches to poverty as pleasure
becomes more precious to the people than wealth. This is most obvious in
the case of Rome when the occupation of that sovereign people was reduced
to eating and enjoyment. Every public office, and even the empire itself, was
sold to the most prodigal competitor. Sallustius marvelled at a certain type of
contemporary who was unable to possess any patrimony himself and could
not tolerate it in others (Cf. Fragm. ex De Civ. Dei, 2: 18).

99 We have already divided this stage into two periods, that of the founders
and that of the legislators. Cf. SC, c. 7.
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there is no depth to which a lover of money cannot sink. Besides
bearing every hardship that promises some possibility of
enrichment, peoples” wealth also attracts the cupidity of rulers
who see it as a reason for imposing higher taxes and other bur-
dens. Rousseau, after noting how Alexander, in order to keep
the Icthyophagl under his rule forced them to renounce fishing
and live off the produce of the land, adds: ‘And the American
savages, who wander about naked and live only on what they
hunt, could never be conquered. How can you impose a yoke
on people who need nothing?”'® These comments are true, but
they go further than I need. Agricultural wealth, if it assists the
institution and government of a society, is more to be praised
than blamed. A society that regulates natural freedom is not
some kind of servitude, but part of the perfecting of humanity.
We cannot deny, however, that freedom is lessened. This proves
that if love of wealth is excessive, initially good diminution of
freedom changes into the evil of servitude.

Social corruption resulting from the abuse of pleasure neces-
sarily leads to barbarity; the light of intelligence is extinguished
when social corruption acquires predominance in populations.

322. War, servitude and barbarity are, therefore, characteris-
tics and effects which follow the corruption of society through
excessive desire of power, wealth and sensual pleasure. Three
kinds of integrity correspond to the three kinds of corruption in
peoples.

1. The sign of integrity relative to pleasure consists, as we
said, in valuing a healthy, robust, general well-being of person
rather than actual pleasure as a constant perfection in nature.

2. The sign of integrity relative to wealth consists in a
greater esteem of one’s own freedom and independence than in
devotion to wealth.

3. The sign of integrity relative to power consists more in
love of justice, equity and beneficence towards all than in love
of power and glory.

These signs and characteristics of integrity are found in all
societies when we examine the most ancient, primitive stage of
their foundation. Greece and Rome are our proof

323. Not far from Heraclea there is a place called Agamo after

100 Disconrs a ’académie de Dijon, P. 1.
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a queen who, for love of hunting, preserved her virginity. The
name is a reminder that the pleasure of the hunt, in which all the
benefits of a healthy, agile, robust, forceful body are experi-
enced, were preferred to softness of any kind. According to
Sallustlus ‘at one time, Roman youth learned how to put up
with war through sheer hard work; they learned combat in the
field as soon as they were capable of bearing arms. And they
found more pleasure in stout weapons and war-horses than in
prostitutes and banquets.”® The kind of incorrupt nature we
are speaking about is shown by the delight described by Appius
when he wanted to encourage the Romans to continue the siege
of Veii during the winter: ‘Effort and pleasure are of their nature
very different, but are joined in a certain natural companion-
ship.”” And because country life removes occasions of such
corruption, it was said that ‘agriculture is a neighbour and
almost a kinswoman of wisdom.”® This is the sign of incorrup-
tion relative to pleasure.

324. Poverty was held in honour for a long time amongst the
Romans who boasted that their private patrimony was small
and the common patrimony great. Examples of this are seen in
Valerius Publicola and Menenius Agrippa. They saved the State
by their virtue, but had to be buried out of public funds; at their
death, they did not leave enough to cover their funerals.
Cincinnatus is another example. He returned to the plough
after being dictator and leading the army to save Rome from
extreme danger. Another example is found in sentiments
expressed by Fabricius who told Pyrrhus about the contempt
for gold and the honourable poverty which in Rome went hand
in hand with the most important offices of the magistrature.
There are many other memorable actions and sayings which
show how Romans at their first stage of society put their own
freedom and defence, and then their own power, before the vain
splendour of treasure.” At that time, even women, who easily

101 De Bell. Catil.
102'Tit, Liv., Dec. I, bk. 5, c. 2.

105 Colum., De re rust., bk. 1. — ‘Country life teaches austerity, diligence
and justice’ (Cic., Orat. pro Roscio Amer.,n. 71).

104 When Fabricius told Pyrrhus that the Romans wished to command
those who possessed riches, not the riches themselves, he expressed a
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fall prey to avarice and vanity, gave up their precious gold
ornaments for love of country; the people, still sound and great
lovers of freedom, would not allow themselves to be seduced by
the Tribunes who offered to divide the land for them.'” At this
stage, the love of wealth had not yet blinded and corrupted the
practical reason of the masses.

325. Both in Greece and Rome alike we find facts which
prove how at that time equity, justice and magnanimity pre-
vailed over the love of power. When Hercules and Theseus
fought with thieves, they wanted to use only the arms the
thieves themselves had. This shows a certain type of bravery
seeking something nobler than mere dominion. When Alexan-
der, to avoid appearing like a common thief, refused to attack
his enemies at night, he showed that his desire to dominate was
still tempered by some kind of feeling of equity and magnanim-
ity. When the Athenians ruled the seas after the defeat of the
Persians, they laid down the amount to be paid by Greece and
Asia for the maintenance of the fleet guarding Greece.'™ The
Heracleotes refused to pay. The Athenians sent Lamachus with
ten ships to demand the sum in question. He left for Pontus in
the summer, took the triremes up the river Caleca and devas-
tated the Heracleotean territory. At this point the mountain
snows melted, causing a surge of water that drove his boats on
to the rocks where they broke up. He was unable to return by

sentiment in which love of power, rather than love of freedom, prevailed
over love of wealth.

105 T ivy, speaking about the people’s rejection in 266 auc of the
proposition made by the Tribune Rabuleius (to reimburse the poor with
public money for what they had spent in the preceding famine when buying
grain given by Gelon, king of Syracuse, to the Republic), says: “The people
spurned this as little different from an actual reward given by a kingdom.
They had such an INBORN sUSPICION OF “KINGDOM” that even if they were to
abound in everything, they would in spirit spurn all its gifts.” This
philosophical manner of speaking, ‘spurned in spirit’ (in animis hominum
respuebantur) should be noticed: it shows how the principles governing a
people’s political attitude reside in their disposition of spirit. — Even in 690
auc, Cicero was able to dissuade the Roman people from accepting the
distribution of land offered by the tribune Servilius Rullus in the agrarian
law. He did this by reminding them of the harm to freedom threatened by
that law.

106 Olymp. 87, a. 2.
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sea, and dared not march overland for fear of the savage inhabit-
ants. The Heracleotes, instead of profiting by his misfortune,
gave him provisions and an armed escort for his return with the
army to Chalcedon through the territories of Thrace in
Bithynia. There are several examples of such conduct in the
great days of Greece.

The same can be said about Rome. During Rome’s finest
periods, the Senate, before declaring war, spent more time
discussing the justice of the war than its usefulness. As we can
see, love of power was still moderated by a feeling for justice.'”
The Romans, after defeating the Etruscans in battle, treated
their enemies with great humanity, looked after their wounded
and gave them a zone at Rome itself between the Palatine and
Capitoline hills. This was a fine example of humanity and
beneficence in victory. Porsenna was greatly moved, and freely
restored to the Romans the territories beyond the Tiber ceded
to him in a peace treaty. This was another example of how love
of virtue overcame and conquered love of power.

Signs of the three kinds of integrity we are discussing can be
found, therefore, in the history of the most famous civil
societies.

326. The same is true about the three kinds of corruption
which correspond to the three kinds of integrity. What we have
said clearly indicates that the worst corruption is that which
snuffs out social existence by placing all social understanding in
sensual desires. As a result, sense remains the sole guide of the
people. This kind of corruption is either first or last; it either
precedes the existence of a society and thus prevents its forma-
tion, or it indicates social decrepancy and thus annihilates the
society. In both cases, it shows itself equally incompatible with
the existence of civil association [App., no. 7].

Corruption arising from the desire for power and glory can
be present in a nation which nevertheless remains upright

107 “They went to war as a last resort, not light-heartedly. In their view,
only just wars could be undertaken’ (Varro, De Vita P. R., bk. 2). The
Fetiales, armed heralds sent to declare war, witnessed to the justice due to the
Roman people with many oaths and before Jove. This is another proof of the
point I am making. — Although it is fashionable today to malign everything
done by the Romans, I would prefer to avoid the company of backbiters,
whatever the fashion.
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relative to wealth and ways of life; freedom and simplicity of life
can still be found there. During this period, the nation is
wounded, but gives no sign of its weakness. Indeed, it remains
on its feet, grows, and provides examples of virtue. Rome con-
tinued in this state for some time after the defeat of Carthage
(608 auc), the moment from which we can begin to measure the
corruption of the Roman republic. The source of the corrup-
tion is immoderate covetousness, unleashed by domination.

Corruption arising from the passion for wealth is itself prior
to the corruption consisting in the downfall of the senses. As a
result, a nation does not abandon itself to voluptuousness as
soon as it begins to lust for riches. For some time, it remains
rich, temperate and frugal. Usually this period is also notewor-
thy, provided wealth is a result of industry; it is, however,
extremely brief if riches flow into the State as an effect of
aggrandisement. This explains why the wealth of Rome, that is,
the spoils taken from nations and the gold that Spain took from
the New World, rapidly give way to luxury and immorality in
those peoples. War and conquest, not honest work and constant
industry, were the sources of this wealth.

Nor should we believe that a nation which becomes powerful
must immediately be dazzled and seduced by its own power.
Although the possession of unlimited power and enormous
wealth 1s dangerous, it is the decent or immoral origin of these
goods which corrupts the masses, not the actual presence of the
power or the gold. If power is the natural effect of justice and
virtue, and wealth is the reward of industry and wise economy,
neither corrupts peoples. Usurped power and stolen wealth
serve to corrupt without limit because they themselves are
rooted in corruption.

327. It is impossible, therefore, to determine precisely the
length of the four stages through which nations pass, or the time
they need to be influenced by the corruption proper to each of
the three final stages. In this respect, nations move at different
speeds. One nation may take a very long time to pass from one
stage or kind of corruption to another; a second nation may
pass rapidly through all the stages and kinds of corruption. We
can only say that humanity itself contains a cause constantly
inclining it to abuse power, greatness and material enjoyment.
This cause is humanity’s lack of an absolute good which fully
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contents the human spirit, a lack which makes human nature
seek its necessary, total contentment in everything which pres-
ents itself under the appearance of good: greatness, power,
material abundance or sensual delight. Seeking from these
things what they are incapable of giving is the deepest cause of
the corruption present in humanity’s abuse of them.

328. Besides this universal, permanent cause of corruption,
there are also variable causes. The waywardness of innate
instinct is found to various degrees in different races. This is the
unnoticed, principal cause of differing fortunes amongst peo-
ples. Human generations are marked with their own stamp
from their origin, which is the secret, powerful means used by
Providence in assigning to nations their destiny.

Climatic conditions influence the temperament and native
character of races, although not entirely. The modifications
they produce are only accidental.

Two external causes serving to help and accelerate the move-
ment of societies through their determined stages can also be
indicated. They are: 1. external occasions, the result of complex
circumstances, which allow societies to organise themselves
more quickly, establish themselves strongly, and go on to attain
domination and wealth; 2. a higher degree of activity inherent in
certain races which generally speaking enables populations to
act more swiftly and thus achieve more in less time than
steadier, slower populations. Here we must note the law gov-
erning this phenomenon: ‘Increased effort by human beings to
attain external good through their own initiative and effort
means greater affection for this kind of good, and greater pres-
sure and force on the part of human beings to accelerate their
own movements.’

329. Finally, having seen that there is a certain contentment
corresponding to the first stage, in which the proximate end of a
society determined by the practical reason of the masses is the
very existence of the society, we can ask if there are also kinds of
contentment corresponding to the next three stages in which the
proximate end consists first in power, then wealth, then plea-
sure. My answer is as follows.

330. At the second stage, in which the practical reason of the
masses seeks power and glory for the country, we have to dis-
tinguish two periods. In the first, eagerness for domination and
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glory is still modest, limited and just; in the second, power and
glory are sought without limit or regard for justice. This second
period cannot provide contentment; its only outcome is
disquieting, insatiable longings which tear the spirit apart and
cease only when the nation’s forces disintegrate or evil love of
wealth takes their place. On the other hand, given that the desire
for power and glory in the first period is limited and subordi-
nate to justice, some contentment of spirit can result from
achieving desired power and glory through just, upright means.
In this case, contentment is the natural fruit of beneficence and
prudence, and of a value that can only be explained as a support
for what is right and just.

331. At the third stage (wealth), we have to distinguish differ-
ent sources of wealth, as we said. Wealth as the fruit of unjust
conquests is fatal, especially if the stage of wealth follows upon
that of already corrupt power. In this case, there is no intermedi-
ary moment when spirits find rest; they pass with great avidity
from one excessive, tormented desire to another. If, however,
wealth has been achieved by a nation as a result of legitimate
power or hard work, this stage is subdivided into two periods. In
the first, the practical reason of the masses tends to seek the
nation’s material well-being, but moderately, uprightly and
equitably. Such a desire can be contented and thus constitute a
state of contentment for the spirit. However the nation easily
slides into the second period, especially if its increase in wealth
has been excessive and easily come by. In this period, cupidity
erupts like a flood; it knows no limit, it never says, ‘Enough!” At
this final moment, the masses, although very wealthy, are
extremely unhappy and totally without interior peace.

332. We have to say more or less the same about the final stage
of luxury and pleasure as we did about the stage of wealth. If
pleasure is the result of usurped power and unjust acquired
riches, and follows corrupt periods of power and wealth, there
is an inevitable increase of tormented disquiet in the nation. If,
on the other hand, the desire for pleasure is preceded by a
decent period of power and wealth, the stage of pleasure also
offers two periods or moments. In one, the pleasures sought are
moderate and righteous; in the other, which soon follows the
first, naked sensuality reigns without check or shame. In this
case, it eats at the roots of civil association.
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333. These vicissitudes to which the masses are subject have
their hidden explanation in the condition of the human heart.
We soon find the reason for historical events if we consider
what takes place secretly within individuals. Let me add a few
comments on the sequence of conditions in which the mind and
spirit find themselves in human individuals. This will throw
greater light on what we have said about nations.

334. In the development and journey of the mind and the
spirit, we notice that the individual finds certain occasional
places to rest which, however, prove provisory and temporary;
what was thought capable of contenting the spirit totally is now
recognised as insufficient. Realising his mistake fairly soon, the
individual rouses himself and continues along the way of
thoughts and affections until he appears to have arrived at some
other resting place. This, too, soon proves illusory and the jour-
ney continues. These halts along the road of thoughts and affec-
tions produce two results: they hold back and delay individuals
in their advance towards perfect knowledge and virtue, and at
the same time prevent them from plummeting immediately to
the depths of vice. If we analyse this extraordinary fact of the
human spirit, we find that it takes place as follows.

335. When the mind seeks the reason for some fact, it is con-
tent with the first apparently true explanation that it meets, and
rests in it. If further reflection shows the first explanation to be
insufficient or false, or itself in need of further explanation, the
spirit loses its former tranquillity and immediately sets out to
find another better, truer or deeper reason. The same thing hap-
pens with the second reason it finds, and the third, and so on
until the last. The delays made by the human spirit for false,
imperfect or non-ultimate reasons can apparently vary in dura-
tion and even last a lifetime if individuals are not stimulated by
some accidental occurrence to reflect on the insufficiency of the
reasons they have discovered. The intelligence’s pauses and
contentment are naturally neither stable nor sure until the true,
final explanation of the fact is attained.

336. We can, however, consider the mind as some kind of map
for the journeys of the spirit, that is, for the principle governing
human operations. What occurs in the mind also takes place in
the spirit as it searches for happiness; it overflows with joyful
hope of great things whenever some good presents itself,
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assuring itself that happiness lies here. Attracted, it loses itself in
the search for enjoyment of the good in which it has placed such
high hopes. It rests; it is content — but only until its repeated,
satiated experience of the good develops into weariness and
vexation. Finally, realising its mistake, the spirit concludes that
the apparent good was not what it had sought and hoped for.
New desires, new searches are undertaken, and the spirit moves
on until it comes to some other good. The same thing occurs,
and the spirit moves from one good to another with intermit-
tent pauses — like a landslide which, momentarily halted by
some obstacle, finally comes to rest on level ground. These
pauses and the accompanying imperfect contentment of spirit,
although accidental, can be long or short, as we said. This will
depend on the opportunities for reflection and progress which
we have already indicated in a general way.

[336]
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A special case: a civil society passes immediately from the
stage of existence to that of wealth without passing
through the stage of power

337. The ideal history of our four stages is verified in the real
history of the most illustrious nations of western antiquity, but
is subject to an exception when applied to the continental
nations of the East.

It is only natural that a people dwelling in an extremely fertile
region capable of producing everything required for the needs
and pleasures of life should soon become soft and take pleasure
in wealth, luxury and all kinds of delight. If the same race,
already assisted by the climate, is per se gentle and sensitive, and
marked by an agile, ready mind, it will be drawn to the arts
proper to peace rather than to the hard labour associated with
war. On the other hand, there is no impelling need to seek in
other regions what they find in their own. Consequently, the
mass of people inhabiting such rich lands are of a peaceful
nature, and their practical reason leads them, almost immedi-
ately after the foundation of their civil society, to determine its
proximate end in wealth and pleasure rather than in power.

338. Nations of this kind normally pass immediately from the
first to the third stage of society (wealth). They then move rap-
idly to the stage of luxury and pleasure without showing any his-
torical sign of experiencing a separate stage in which they seek
national power, or at least without remaining long at this stage.

The great monarchies to the east of Persia, are not a proof of a
warlike spirit in their peoples. Indeed they are a clear proof of
the peacetul nature of which we are speaking. They were easily
overcome by valiant spirits with an ambition to reign. A single
battle, in which terror, not the sword, was sometimes the most
effective weapon, decided the lot of hundreds of provinces. War
was not undertaken by the masses, who docilely accepted the
fortunate conqueror as their ruler; it was always the outcome of
immoderate ambition, first on the part of two rivals, and then of
two families.
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What I note here is especially applicable to India which,
according to Diodorus Siculus'® and Strabo,'” never undertook
military expeditions outside the country, did no colonising and
was never conquered by other nations (this has to be under-
stood of the remotest interior of that great country).

339. These rich, intelligent populations, having founded their
civil society, were naturally prompted to develop classes
devoted to agriculture, manufacture and business, that is, to
peaceful crafts in every kind of industry, rather than military
institutions. And this is precisely what we find in India.

The caste-divisions of its inhabitants, already present when the
first families came together in civil society, must have provided
many great advantages, especially that of keeping the families
united in their common association. By means of castes, families
became mutually dependent, and were forced to maintain con-
tinual communication for the sake of functions and benefits.

We are not dealing with societies held together by some
national spirit tending to glory and domination, but by societies
cut off in great part from the dangers causing people to unite for
common defence. Well-tried modes of domestic living were
sufficient for these societies, which did not need laws [App., no.
8]. In these circumstances, it would be difficult to find an
institution more suitable than that of the caste system for hold-
ing together families which of their nature were separate and
selfish. Moreover, Robertson is completely right when he
affirms (whatever others say) that the division of the population
into castes destined for different duties and trades had great
economic advantages:

It is true that respect for ancestors blocks the spirit of
invention. Its advantage, however, is such an ability and
refinement in manufacture that Europe, with all its

108 ‘Tndia, an immense country, was inhabited by many different nations,
all of whom are thought to be indigenous. As far as we know, they were
neither colonised themselves nor colonised others.” He goes on, speaking
about the accounts given by the most learned Indians: ‘His descendants (the
descendants of the Indian Hercules) governed the country for many ages,
and accomplished great undertakings. They sent no troops abroad, however,
nor colonised other regions’ (bk. 2, c. 11).

109 Bk. 15.
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advantages of superior knowledge and assistance derived
from better instruments, has never been able to rival the
precision of the output.

He goes on:

The division of professions in India and the ancient
distribution of people in classes, each destined to a particu-
lar type of work, provided such an abundance of the most
normal, common wares that internal consumption was sat-
isfied, together with that of all the neighbouring regions."

340. Besides these economic benefits there were undoubtedly
political advantages. Castes accustomed people to work by
stimulating competition amongst the different classes; castes
provided a type of order and regularity that had great influence
on the intelligence, which extracted from this typical order and
regularity the principles proper to a certain kind of practical
logic; castes made government easy through the division and
classification of popular power, and removed causes of intesti-
nal wars by accustoming all the families to fixed habits'! and
peacetul crafts, and by making war abhorrent to the utility and
will of people occupied in preserving and increasing wealth.

341. However, we cannot accept that these practical advan-
tages produced the caste system, although they certainly con-
tributed greatly first to stabilising caste-distinction and then to
strengthening 1t until it was sanctioned even by religious inter-
dict."” The origin of the castes must be found in a state anterior
to that of civil society but later than the foundation and devel-
opment of families which formed societies to which each family
brought its own jealously maintained way of life, its own abili-
ties and its own traditions.

We find traces of hereditary crafts in families in Genesis, the

110 Ricerche storiche sull’ India antica, appendix 2.

11 War disconcerts and breaks up domestic ways of life. Families greatly
attached to their customs are therefore naturally enemies of war.

112 Tt seems probable that the religious prohibition forbidding the passage
from one caste to another was established by the Brahmins in more modern
times. Nevertheless, it had its roots in the religious veneration of ancestors
who founded the families. Divine honours were accorded to these ancestors.
Indeed, all Indian castes claim their origin from the gods.
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oldest book of all. We read that Jabel, even before the flood,

‘was the father of those who dwell in tents and have cattle.'”
This is one example of an entire clan maintaining a craft as it had
been received from the patriarch. Jabal’s brother Jubal, as he
was called, ‘was the father of all those who play the lyre and
pipe’* — an example of descendants who carefully retained
their founder’s musical ability and profession. Finally, we have
Tubal-cain, the brother of Jubal and Jabal but by another
mother, who ‘was the forger of all instruments of bronze and
iron’" or, according to the original text, ‘taught every smith
who worked in bronze and iron.’

342. There are many reasons explaining the continuation of
paternal crafts and professions in children. Amongst them is the
spirit of imitation, the principal if not the only guide of human
beings before they mentally form directing principles which
allow them to be their own masters. We must also consider,
however, the immense value of a new craft in very ancient times.
Such a craft would have been looked upon as a domestic trea-
sure and jealously maintained for the sake of the power it gave
one family over others. We must also remember that the craft
could at the time have been kept easily within family walls.
Outside, no one knew how to exercise it. The domestic ambient
contained both the craft and those capable of teaching it.

This is an obvious explanation of the distinction between
castes or families exercising paternal craft. We consistently find
such a state of affairs in all primitive, eastern societies: in Arabia
Felix,"* Egypt, Persia, and so on. It is also clear that the same
institution was found in Peru under the empire of the Incas."”

113 Gen 4: [20].
114 Gen 4: [21].
115 Gen 4: [22].

116 “According to another division, the whole of Arabia Felix is divided
into five orders. The first contains combatants, who defend the others; the
second, peasants, who provide the grain; the third, the technicians and
craftsmen; the fourth, traders in myrrh; the fifth, traders in incense, who also
transport cassia, cinnamon and nard. These professions are not inter-
changeable; each person remains in the profession he has received from his
ancestors” (Strabo, bk. 15).

117 There are several indications making it probable that America was
peopled from Asia, as we can see in Malte Brun. Similarities have been found
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Amongst the ancient Greeks there are clear traces of traditional
crafts and professions. For example, all the descendants of
Esculapius were doctors. The degree of nobility inherent to
families was dependent on the capacities and professions
handed down from generation to generation; the great deeds of
the individual members were attributed to the families rather
than to the individuals themselves.

343. All these considerations are especially applicable to India
where traces of the originally different families clearly remain
after their union in civil societies. In fact, the weakness of social
bonds has prevented the complete fusion of those families."®
Wherever the stage of domination and glory is lacking in a
nation, the bonds uniting the masses remain weak. There is no
great, smgle public aim capable of arousing enthusiasm which
concentrates the thoughts, interests and will of all. In other
words, there is no single, common will, as it were, to absorb all
the citizens and enable them to forget and sacrifice their family
affection and customs for the country.

in the physical characteristics, the speech and customs of the peoples of
North America and the Tungus, the Manchus, the Mongols, the Tartars and
other nomad tribes of Asia who live near the Bering Straits (v. Fischer,
Conjecture sur lorigine des Américains; Adair, History of the American
Indians, and the works of A. Humboldt). Humboldt notes (Essai politigue
sur la Nouvelle Espagne, vol. 1, p. 502) that even now the Tchuktchis cross
the Bering Straits every year to fight against the Americans. Rask, professor
of literary history in the university of Copenhagen claims in his
Dell’Antichita della lingua Zend e dell’auntenticita del Zendavasta (1826) that
the languages of the Telugus and of the inhabitants of Kanara and Malabar,
and of others living now on the eastern coast of India and the lands south of
the tropics, have close similarities to the Tartar and Finnish languages spoken
in northern and central Asia. — Traces of Asiatic Sabaism have been found in
America. The Egyptian Pharaohs called themselves Children of the Sun, as
Champollion junior discovered. The ancient rulers in India were also proud
to be children of the Sun (Diod. Sic. bk. 2, c. 11). Even now the second class
of Hindus, the Kshattryas or warriors, is divided into two orders, one of
which descends from the Sun, the other from the Moon. Garcilasso della
Vega notes in his memoirs that the same double origin is claimed for the most
noble families of Peru.

118 ‘Everywhere, the three superior castes, although possessing their own
separate dignity, are distinguished en bloc from the inferior castes not only
by their religious and political privileges, but also by their colour (white) and
their facial characteristics.’
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In India, therefore, families still retain their patriarchal great-
ness.'” More interest is shown in local, rather than national gov-
ernment, and local government itself is run on family lines.””
Indian languages themselves have never become a single
national language; they have remained multiple and distinct.™

Great force was given to domestic customs considered as
honorific for the house and practically useful. As I see it, these
customs were the origin of the political and religious establish-
ment of the castes. The stability of the private life of the Indian

119 ‘Hindu houses are necessarily large. If a man has twenty children, they
remain with him even after they marry. Uncles, brothers, children,
grandchildren live together until their number forces them to separate” (Mrs.
Graham, in the diary of her sojourn in India, 1809-1811). The ancient Manu
codex prescribes that if a family wishes to remain together, the eldest male
takes the place of the dead father and administers the common property,
providing for the needs of the family as his father did.

120 The following is a description of the immediate, family government in
which alone Indians are interested: “The Patel (the name given to the head of
this kind of local government) governs his village, which forms a small
republic, with his twelve Ayangandi. India is simply a mass of these small
republics, the inhabitants of which are concerned solely with their own
Patel. They have no interest in the destruction or dismemberment of the
State. Provided the integrity of their own little municipality is respected, it
does not matter to them who governs the principality, because their own
internal administration is not affected. The Patel, or mayor as we might call
him, is at the same time tax collector, magistrate and principal doctor in the
village, as well as overseer of the transactions of those to whom he
administers’ (Langlés, Monumenti dell’Indostan, t. 1, p. 213). The secret of
the eastern empires, which enables them to rule over innumerable provinces,
was their non-interference with the particular interests of families, tribes and
municipalities. They left the various peoples to live according to their own
customs or family or tribal law. Imperial rulers were content with certain
gifts, acts of deference and a general military command which above all
provided an an air of pomp to internal proceedings. Consequently, they were
not a burden to the peoples over whom they ruled. On the contrary, they
provided a fine show which simultaneously induced wonder and reverential
fear.

121 These surviving, distinct langunages do not allow us to conclude that
there were never any great kingdoms in India. Indications of their presence
are indeed provided by ancient historians (v. Diod. Sic., bk. 2, c. 11). We can,
however, conclude that the influence of these kingdoms was not sufficient to
intermingle races in such a way that their languages would grow closer and
identify.
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people'” — a stability which tempers the absolute power of

their rulers and renders them less harmful” — has also been
rightly attributed to these customs. The rights and privileges
granted by custom to castes are intangible; no force or imperial
will could abolish them.

344. A very important consequence flows from this. The
third of the four Indian castes is called “Vaisyas’, that is, the
land-worker and business caste. Agriculture and commerce are,
therefore, necessarily protected by the constitution of the State.
This is not a written constitution but one rooted in the customs,
opinions and spirit of all the people.

The advantages of these restrictions imposed on the
authority of the ruler were not limited to the two highest
orders of the State, but were extended, up to a certain
point, even to the third class dedicated to agrlculture e

In every part of India where Indian princes have main-
tained their dominion, the ryot, a modern name for ten-
ants, hold their goods in what can be considered perpetual
tenancy. The rent is regulated according to the initial
measurement and estimate of the land. This method is so
ancient and so in keeping with Indian ideas about the
distinctions between castes and their respective duties that
it is invariably maintained in provinces conquered by
Muslims and Europeans, and is considered as the basis of
the whole financial system of these two powers. In remot-
est times, before the primitive institutions of India were
overthrown by the conquerors’ violence, the work of the
tenant, on which depended the subsistence of every
member of the municipality, was as secure as the tenant’s
title to the land. Even war did not interrupt his labours, or
endanger his property. As far as we know, it was quite
common to see two enemy armies fighting one another
while the peasants continued to work and harvest quietly
in a nearby field."”

The merchants, who also belonged to the agricultural caste,

122 Cf. Robertson, Ricerche storiche sull’ India antica, Appendix 2 and 3.
123 Thid.

124 Tbid.

125 Strab., bk. 15.
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were treated with equal respect. As a result, the government
never put any obstacle to commerce.

Consequently, commerce with India has remained the same
throughout the ages. Gold and silver have always been brought
in by others to buy the same goods which India still provides to
all nations. From Pliny’s time down to our own days, India has
always been regarded and detested as a whirlpool that swallows
the wealth of all other regions. Riches flow into India, but never
come out.'”

126 Robertson, Ricerche storiche sull’India antica, Appendix 3.

[344]



CHAPTER 5

The quantity of intelligence required to move the practical
reason of the masses in the four social stages

345. Let us sum up what we have said. First, we stated that
civil society cannot be formed without the presence of a certain
quantity of intelligence in the families and individuals who
compose this society. It follows that society is possible if intelli-
gence remains active in the masses, impossible if intelligence is
sluggish and almost inactive. Moreover, if intelligence, after
being stimulated, either comes to a halt or goes completely
astray, the society once formed either ceases or disintegrates as a
result of internal convulsions. Finally, the measure of intelli-
gence actually used by the reason of the masses is in proportion
to the length, tenacity and animated life of civil society. With
these principles in mind, it becomes clear that the formulation
of a philosophical theory of politics depends upon seeking ‘the
measure of intelligence put in motion by the reason of the
masses at each of the four social stages already indicated.’

346. This investigation presupposes some psychological
teaching springing from observation. The doctrine states that
although people are all naturally gifted with some intelligence,
the proximate power for using it is not given by nature, but
acquired and dependent on all the particular circumstances
which aid and occasion human intellective development.
Granted an equal intellective power in two or more people,
therefore, the proximate power for using it, on which alone
depends their social aptitude, can vary in extraordinary ways.
The degree of use that human beings make of their understand-
ing is not in proportion to the breadth and force of the power
they have received from nature, but to the proximate power
they have gained in its use. My question, therefore, “What mea-
sure of intelligence is activated by the practical reason of the
masses in each of the four social stages?” is equivalent to: “What
quantity of proximate power in the use of one’s intelligence is
acquired by the masses in each of the four social stages through
which they usually pass?” or ‘How much does each of these
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states necessarily influence the intellective development of the
reason of the masses?’

347.1f T wished to note accurately the absolute power of the
masses in the use of their intelligence, I would have to take into
account the religious and moral teachings preserved by
tradition in families, or taught by some special instructor. This,
however, is not my aim. The problem concerns only the degree
of power which the masses must draw from the proximate end
of civil society, that is, the end they have determined at the
different stages. In other words, we are trying to see ‘if the use
to which the masses are brought in the employment of their
intelligence is greater when they found the society, or when
they are intent on making it powerful and glorious, or when
they think only of enriching it, or finally when their only care is
to enjoy its accumulated riches.”"”

348. We have to decide, therefore, which concept is most suit-
able for fertilising the intelligence: the concept of society, that is,
the object of the mind in the first stage; the concept of power, the
object of the mind in the second stage; the concepr of wealth, the
object of the mind of the masses in the third stage; or the
concept — rather, the use of pleasure at which the masses aim
and to which they tend at the fourth and last stage. We have to
establish whether, amongst all the ideas and thoughts of the
mind, there is always one, more complex and fertile than all the
others. Moreover, the development of the whole mind is solely
the development of this most eminent thought.

Consequently, we can and must measure the possible devel-
opment of the intelligence itself (that is, the extension of the

127 How do human beings acquire a certain quantity of proximate power in
the use of their own intelligence? — 1 have set out some laws (NE, 2:
521-527) guiding the use of intellective acts to which human beings are
drawn by certain exterior occasions, chief of which is the speech they receive
from the society in which they are born, and the notions which are
communicated to them with speech. Through this initial development they
come to establish the ends of their actions. These ends which they propose
for themselves provide the proximate power over the intelligence of which
we have spoken. The more elevated the ends, the greater the proximate power
for using the intelligence. If they place no end before themselves, they have
no power at all to move their reason. Proposing an end, however, involves an
act of will. The dominion that we acquire over our own mind depends in
great part, therefore, on the activity and uprightness of the will itself.
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proximate power acquired in the use of the intellective power)
solely by the elevation and ensuing fertility of the thought or
concept that forms the apex of each person’s intelligence. In
other words, the measure of the proximate power we possess in
our use of 1ntelhgence is in proportion to the virtual extension
of the thought dominant in us as the end for which we operate.
As we have seen, this dominant thought varies in the mind of
the masses in the four social stages: it is either the thought of the
existence of society, the thought of power, the thought of
wealth or finally the thought of pleasure. Our question is:
which of these thoughts gives rise to greater development in the
human understanding? To solve the question as exactly as
possible, we have to discover certain distinct characteristics of
intelligence which we can use as accurate measures of each
individual’s use of intelligence.

349. If we wanted to know in general which objects were the
most suitable for exercising the intelligence, I would without
doubt indicate spiritual objects. Our query is limited, however,
to seeking the most suitable object for exercising the intelli-
gence amongst the four ends which the masses propose for
themselves at the four social stages. Because these objects are all
external, I must limit my investigations to seeking the notes that
indicate varying use of intelligence when its objects are for the
greater part material. These notes can be reduced to four, and
are derived from number, space, time and abstraction. From
each of them we can derive a rule for measuring the quantity of
intellectual movement.

350. Intellective action corresponding to external objects is
distinguished from sensual action in the following ways: intelli-
gence conceives 1. several objects (number); 2. objects which are
either not present, or as distant as imagination can make them
(space); 3. past and future objects, as well as present objects, ina
given instant of time (tzme); 4. general, abstract ob]ects as they
have been formed by the intelligence itself, as well as entire,
perfect objects as they are in reality (abstmction).

The rules that can be drawn from these four notes proper to
intellective activity are the following.

Relative to number: “There is greater use of intelligence when
this faculty extends to a greater number of objects, or embraces
a more complex, multiple object.”

[349-350]



166 Society and its Purpose

Relative to space: “There is greater use of intelligence when its
objectis more distinct and distant from the intelligent subject or
from other objects with which the mind is occupied.’

Relative to tzme: “There is greater use of intelligence when the
object of the mind and will is further away in time.’

Finally, relative to abstraction: “There is greater use of intelli-
gence when the object is more general or abstract.”

351. Let us apply these rules to the four ends which the reason
of the masses presupposes during the four social stages. We shall
then see which of the ends provides greater impetus for the
intellect.

L. We begin from the final stage in which the proximate end of
the masses is that of enjoying the greatest possible abundance of
sensual benefits. At this point the activity of the sensuous
instinct totally lacks any of the four distinctive notes of intelli-
gence; on the contrary it is furnished with notes directly
opposed to those we have indicated. It is true that sensation
producing instinct contains a twofold principle, that is, a sub-
jective and an extrasubjective principle,” but this does not
affect the fact that sensation is always particular; it is one, simple
and therefore altogether lacking in number.

It may be objected that it is possible to have several sensations
simultaneously, or that a single sensation can have various parts.
This, however, does not multiple the sensation because no
sensation has any part which includes and enfolds another part.
The contrary occurs in intelligence: a single complex and multi-
ple thought can include many others. Sense, therefore, lacks the
first note we have assigned to intelligence, that of m%ltzplzczty,
and has in its place the contrary note of simplicity.

352. In the second place, absent stimuli cannot move sense. In
every sensual operation, the space between the feeling principle
and what is felt vanishes; that which feels and that which is felt
form only a single sensation. These are simply real relationships
found in the sensation by the intelligence which analyses sensa-
tion; nothing more. Just as the note of distance is proper to the
intelligence relative to its object, so the note of proximity or
rather identification is proper to sense.

353. In the third place, sense, contrary to intelligence, does

128 Cf. my analysis of sensation in NE, 2: 878-960; AMS, 367—494.
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not perceive any past or future extrasubjective element. Just as
the proper note of intelligence is to extend itself to past, present
and future, so the note proper to sense-activity is to operate
only in the present. Consequently, sense always acts swiftly, and
tends to annul time as it annuls space. Intelligence, on the con-
trary, reaches its future object by expectation and successive
operations.

354. Finally, abstraction has no part whatsoever in sense;
there is nothing ideal in sense. All that occurs in the order of
sensations pertains to reality. This is a new kind of opposition
distinguishing the activity of sense-instinct from that of
intelligence.

It is obvious from what has been said that acting according to
sensuous instinct does not presuppose any use of reason, and
that in the final state of degenerate society reason comes to find
itself eliminated and superfluous.

355.Is it not true, however, that sensations stimulate the intel-
ligence to rise from its immobility? — It is true but, as I have
shown elsewhere,"” the intelligence does not go further than the
act of intellective perception. Sensation does not contain a
sufficient reason for moving the intelligence beyond what is
necessary for the perception of external objects. Imagination
does indeed associate itself with sensations, and draws the
intelligence one step further, that is, to the first pure ideas.”
Speech, received from society but concerned only with physical
needs, also draws human understanding within the ambit of
physical needs, to the first, most necessary abstractions. Here,
however, all movement ceases.

356. Such development does not exceed that of savages, and is
indeed less than that found in certain savage, nomad tribes. In
this state, intelligence does nothing of itself; it follows the feel-
ings, whose slave it becomes. Such limited use of intelligence is
insufficient for the existence of civil society which needs a great
deal of foresight. The social human being must be able to move

129 NE, 2: 515-520.

130 Animal imagination leads animal instinct to act far more effectively
than actual sensation. 1 have already shown the presence in the animal of
extended and lasting feelings which offer some explanation of the appearance
of society amongst animals, that is, of gregarious living (AMS, 367-494).
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his understanding with some freedom; he has to estimate things
still a long way off, connect the past with the future, calculate
the future on the basis of the present and the present on the basis
of the future. All this is impossible for an intellect limited to the
movements of sense. Such an intellect is like a bird tied to the
back of a tortoise.

Could we ever imagine a civil society formed by Caribs?
Rousseau, describing these men of nature, the type of
perfection he depicted in the satire with which he lampooned
the society of his own time, says:

Their soul is in no way disturbed; they abandon themselves
simply to feeling, without any idea of the future, despite
its proximity. Their plans, as limited as their outlook,
scarcely extend to the end of the day. Such is the degree of
foresight found amongst the Caribs even today. In the
morning they sell their bed of tree-wool, and return crying
in the evening to buy it back. It has not occurred to them
to foresee that they would need it the next night.”

The intelligence of the masses, slaves to material, sensual
delights, approaches this condition, at which the Roman people
had gradually arrived as they moved from decadence in the
republic to extinction at the time of the empire.

357. The principal difference distinguishing savages prior
to society and savages (if I may call them that) who exist as
their societies come to an end, is that the intelligence of
pre-civilisation savages has never been greatly moved; that of
post-civilisation savages has been subject to great movement.
An intelligence in movement is not easily brought to a halt; it is
communicated from father to son through language and great
traditions, independently of other circumstances. Even in
corrupt citizens, who ask nothing more of society than base,
sensual delights, there remains some inherited movement, a
kind of oscillation self-propagated in the mind, despite the lack
of any movement of their own intelligence arising from the end
of society. At this stage, the ancient forms of government are
preserved, although only under the form of appearances and
formality, without feeling or life.

131 Disconrs sur lorigine, etc. P. 1.
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The same language is maintained for a long time, although
no one understands its fundamental meaning; lies are its only
output. The authority of the ancestors is maintained; their
decisions and principles are reiterated, although often only for
the sake of rendering their meaning vain by captious, learned
interpretations. Or perhaps they are mocked by being taken
seriously when favourable, and rejected as out-of-date when
unfavourable. Literature also is preserved, but in its exhausted
condition it simply repeats what has been said without any
true taste for beauty. There is no originality, no life; bored,
degenerate minds find it impossible to do anything for
themselves.

358. What is the purpose of all these traces of intellective
movement? Their aim is to find the means for contenting com-
mon sensuality, the end of brutalised society. At this point, sen-
sual pleasure itself seems to nourish intelligence, which it
stimulates to find means of increasing its own abundance."”
This, however, is not the case. If the movement of the
intelligence were not pre-existent, sensual pleasure could
never generate it. But when the intelligence is already aroused
by preceding causes, the desire for pleasure uses it for its own
purposes. If, on the other hand, no other cause intervenes to
maintain the understanding in action, its activity insensibly
diminishes until the intelligence of the masses loses all social
action and society naturally perishes.

359. Another reflection needs to be added. Citizens who see
the greatest possible enjoyment of material attractions as the
sole end of society may have inherited a great measure of intelli-
gence from those who have gone before them, that is, they may
have a great proximate power for making use of 1ntelhgence In
this case a visceral, murderous conflict normally arises inter-
nally between inherited moral principles and the frenzy pro-
voked by sensual pleasure. The intelligence, which is very
active, only serves to push corruption to the extreme. It uses its

132 ]t is almost impossible to imagine that in the last century the spirit of
sophistry would set out as a serious argument that luxury and sensual
pleasure stimulate industry in human beings. — Nevertheless, Italy, our own
Italy, produced Gioia who gave his support to such immorality amidst a mob
of admirers who with their usual enthusiasm applauded this outstanding
individual.
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resources simply to seek means of refining delight, and even
plunges with incredible speed to the depths of corruption and
wilful malice. At the same time, the senses, irritated as they are,
tend to dull the intelligence and avoid the intolerable burden of
its activity.

Consequently, the senses give rise in human beings to dis-
quiet, accompanied by dark hatred for the principles of reason
which it would if possible annihilate. From the collision
between all these conflicting causes a kind of delirium arises.
Human beings no longer reason; they blather endlessly about
whatever forms the object of their attention, thinking them-
selves much wiser than all their predecessors, whom they
despise and mock. When the masses are corrupt, this delirium
is perceived by only a few individuals. Nevertheless, it leaves
obvious signs of its presence in history which enable future
ages, immune from that corruption, to recognise and note
them.™

This is the principal difference between the state of the savage
and the social state at the last stage of corruption. Both contain a
suitable cause for stultifying the intelligence. In savages, this
cause produces its effect; in the members of corrupt society it
also produces its effect, but not completely nor so soon, granted
the special circumstances which impede it. In savages, therefore,
we find intellectual lethargy, in the members of materialised
soclety, delirium; in savages, apathy, in the members of materi-
alised society, fremzy. Both delirium and frenzy would
undoubtedly auto-destruct if society were left to itself,”* to be
succeeded by the death of intelligence and an immobility and
apathy not unlike that of savages.

360. II. The proximate end of society determined by the

133 One of the most usual, obvious signs of the delirium we are describing is
the twofold division of the masses, one part of which is given to unbelief, the
other to superstition. In Frammenti d’una storia della Empieta, 1 have
indicated how these signs appeared in the Roman empire. The same
reflections can be made relative to our own times, especially in nations where
wealth and immorality is greatest. We see innumerable, strange religious
sects, that is, superstitions, spring up daily in the midst of a mass of
unbelievers.

134 Providence, which watches over nations, seems not to permit this final
stage; we shall try to explain why later in the work.
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masses who have reached final corruption is not, of itself,
capable of arousing any use of intelligence. It cannot, therefore,
provide people with any proximate power over 1ntelhgence
But what degree of suitability for stimulating intelligence is
present in wealth, the end to which civil association tends at its
third stage?

361. Again, we first have to separate the measure of intelli-
gence inherited by a nation from that which it obtains from the
social end proposed for itself. A nation which has passed from
the first and second stage has already developed to some extent;
the masses have acquired some degree of proximate power over
the use of their own understanding. When this nation arrives at
its third stage, it preserves its degree of power over the use of the
understanding which it has acquired in the preceding stages and
handed down from father to son through speech and education.
The intelligence received from ancestors is not however the
intelligence proper to the age in which the descendants now
find themselves; it is a less lively, almost stagnant intelligence.
Nevertheless, this measure of intellective power is used by the
masses who have reached the third stage, although the object of
its use is no longer that intended by their predecessors. It is now
employed relative to the new proximate end provided for
society. In other words, it is used to discover the means for
rendering society affluent.

362. The acquisition of wealth is the kind of object for which
reason can work without necessarily positing any limit to its
activity. This is true at least about the part of reason which has
feelable things as its matter. Agriculture, manufacture and trade
exhaust and overcome human intelligence. Such objects lend
themselves, therefore, to keeping reason occupied however well
developed it may be. Our question, however, is concerned with
the degree to which this kind of object lends itself of its own
nature to the development of reason, that is, we want to know
what use of intelligence would be stimulated in a people whose
desire for such objects was not preceded by any notable
intellective development. What proximate power adapted to the
use of their understanding would give them the thought and
desire of wealth? This is what we have to decide.

363. It is easy to see that agriculture supposes a more
restricted use of intelligence than that required by crafts, and
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that crafts require a lesser use of intelligence than commerce."
The truth of this will be clear if we apply the rules we have
drawn from number, space, time and abstraction.

The immediate objects of agriculture are few. The place where
the cultivator labours is limited and always the same because
agriculture binds families to the soil. The cultivator’s intelli-
gence is limited in its foresight to a period of a few months, that
1, from sowing to harvesting. Finally, the abstract ideas
requlred by peasants are very few.

In general, crafts presuppose agriculture as the basis of the
raw material on which they work. The number of objects on
which the intelligence has to work in establishing and maintain-
ing social crafts is much greater than that needed by agriculture.
Moreover, understanding has to make an effort to unite crafts
with preceding agricultural life. It needs to find tools suitable
for each craft, study their relationship and their effect, and
search for the best way of using them. Again, crafts are innu-
merable; their discovery is marked by an indefinite progression.
They do not bind human beings to some determined piece of
land, nor do they limit the intelligence to a determined time
(their production is continuous, not periodic like that of agri-
culture). Finally, crafts require a good number of abstract ideas,
at least from their inventors. Everything is reduced to
co-ordinating means to an end. But to conceive an object as a
means or instrument for obtaining a determined end is to con-
ceive it already in an abstract way.

364. The development of intelligence is, however, furthered
more by trade than by crafts. I do not mean the kind of trade
that depends upon minimal, internal consumption, nor simply
the sale of a country’s products and manufactured goods to for-
eigners whose intention is to transport them elsewhere, as the
Egyptians" and Indians did. I am referring to trade in the hands

135] am not speaking about the art of hunting, fishing and pasture which
are not proper to civil society, but precede it.

136 “The fertility of their land,” says Robertson, speaking about the
Egyptians in his Ricerche sull’India, 3, ‘and the mildness of their climate
generously provided them not only with what was necessary, but also with
luxuries. Thus they were so independent of other nations that one of their
fundamental, political rules entailed the renunciation of all external
commerce. As a result, they held all seafarers in abhorrence as profane and
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of those who themselves transport their goods to the most dis-
tant places. This is trade on a grand scale. It was exercised in
antiquity by the Phoenicians and Carthaginians and in modern
times by the Italian republics, by the Dutch and the English.

365. There is no doubt that this kind of trade requires a
greater use of intelligence than crafts or agriculture. Intelligence
extends over an immense number of objects. There is a vast
multitude of various peoples and customs to cope with, as well
as innumerable goods of all kinds. The talent of trading coun-
tries lies in their constant awareness of whatever renders their
trade easier and more profitable; they are continually working
on means of transport by sea and land, on navigation, new
roads, the domestication and maintenance of animals for carry-
ing goods, mechanical devices for the construction of carts and
boats, on the art of minting money, and so on.

In short, there is no limit to the number of objects which the
intelligence of trading nations has naturally to keep in mind.

impious, and fortified their own ports to render them inaccessible to
foreigners’ (Cf. Diod. Sic. bk. 1, and Strabo, bk. 67). This comment by the
English historian is not altogether exact. The fertility of Egypt does indeed
explain why the Egyptians neglected trade with other nations, but it does not
explain their abhorrence of navigation and their political principle of
avoiding the exercise of trade. We should remember rather that civil society
in Egypt was founded on domestic ways of life, as we have seen also in India:
the castes prove this. In the same way, Egypt was a peaceful society; it did not
tend to dominion or to wealth. Scarcely touching its second stage under
Sesostris, it passed quickly to its third. These oriental societies draw their
subsistence, order, stability and durability from domestic habits, and
principally from the division of the people into castes. The castes themselves
thus became the belt-irons holding together the fabric of their society. The
great utility of these castes and the respect shown to the ancient heads of
families (who were converted into an equivalent number of divinities)
brought about the consecration of such usages by religion and their
commemoration in sacred books. According to Cicero, the Egyptians
venerated animals as gods which were very useful to them. We need to note
that nothing is more contrary to the preservation of such customs, carried
over from domestic to civil society, as travelling and contact with foreigners
from whom alien habits and principles are obtained. Hence the abhorrence
of navigation and trade. This also explains the uselessness of Sesostris’
attempts to make Egypt a warlike and trading nation although, if we can trust
the dubious authority of Nymphodorus (Delle cose barbariche), he seems to
have had greater success when his policy was to unnerve and emasculate the
people.
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Relative to space, trade (which puts the most distant nations in
communication with one another) extends further than any
other profession. Relative to zime, the foresight of traders
extends indefinitely so that today traders have become the best
indicators of future political events. Finally, considerable use of
the faculty of abstraction is a necessity in a certain kind of
industry where so many means have to be co-ordinated, and
even subordinated to one another in a chain of distribution
where each is conditioned and ordered to moving another. As
we have said repeatedly, every means requires some abstraction
on the part of the mind; and a long series of concatenated means
requires a series of elevated and complicated abstractions.

366. There is no doubt, therefore, that large-scale trade sets in
motion amongst nations exercising it a greater quantity of intel-
ligence than that required for manufacture and agriculture. It
provides the kind of intellective stimulation for the masses that
ensures a much greater proximate power in the use of their
intelligence.

367. III. Nevertheless, it is the second social stage which
prompts the movement of the greatest quantity of intelligence
in nations, and gives the masses the greatest proximate power
for applymg their own understanding. At this stage, civil soci-
ety tends to power and dominance over others. This end seems
to have no limit in number, space, time or finally abstraction.
The desire for power and glory, nourished by prosperity — as
we can see in Rome — has a wonderful capacity for sharpening
minds, increasing the strength and courage of the masses, and
developing all their natural faculties. A conquering people is
normally superior to all others for its political outlook and for
valour until the corruption proper to this and the following
stages intervenes to limit and regulate the intellective activity of
minds.

Moreover, when a people with a single will extends the con-
fines of the State and conquers others (as, for example, when
Fabricius could affirm that the Romans wanted not gold, but
the possessors of gold), it has risen above all family usages and
moved away entirely from domestic society. With the removal
of the limitations of paternal residence, families have grown
closer, been perfectly fused and have formed a single body.
Civil society now dominates family society, the government is
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perfectly constituted and rulers can form laws with which to
regulate nations. These laws replace the ways of life proper to
peoples who do not altogether escape from the bonds of
domestic customs" and cannot make such rapid progress as
totally united and civil peoples.

368. We need to reflect that a nation in which civil govern-
ment can make itself strong and dispose of things with a univer-
sal outlook without encountering insuperable difficulties from
families possesses a perpetual fount of intelligence, that is, civil
government itself. This is especially the case where the people
govern themselves. Government is under a continual necessity
of making the greatest possible use of intellect; to govern means
to reflect and to calculate. As a result, the masses normally
attain great, continual power over their own intelligence when-
ever they exercise government, or whenever government is
exercised amongst them with their consent.

Such universal governments, free to tend to the common good,

137 Tt is incorrect to speak about Egyptian ‘laws’. Egypt did not have civil
laws, properly speaking, but ways of family life consecrated by religion, as
we said about India. Such ways of life limited the power of the king and
blocked government. Indeed, they impeded the constitution of perfect civil
government. ‘The kingdom was hereditary,” says a historian too little
regarded today. ‘But according to Diodorus (bk. 1), kings in Egypt did not
behave as in other monarchies where the only principles of action were the
ruler’s own will and good pleasure. Egyptian kings were more strictly
obliged than others to live according to laws. There existed special laws, put
together by a king, which formed part of what the Egyptians called sacred
books. Thus everything was regulated by ancient custom; it never occurred to
them to live differently from their ancestors.” — ‘I have already pointed out
that the food and drink of the kings was regulated by laws which governed
both quantity and quality. Only ordinary food was served at table; the aim
was to satisfy their natural needs, not delight the palate. The laws would
almost seem to have been dictated not by a legislator, but a conscientious
doctor intent only on preserving the health of the ruler.” — “The best part of
Egyptian laws was that everyone was trained mentally to observe them. A
new custom in Egypt was something to be marvelled at (Plato, Tim.);
everything was always done in the same way, and exactness in little things
provided support for great things. There has never been a people which
preserved its customs and laws for so long’ (Rollin, Histoire Ancienne, t. 1).
These characteristics show clearly that the so-called civil laws of Egypt were
rather ways of life which had come to be written down. The legislator did not
invent, but compiled or at most made a choice of what to write.
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do not surface in nations restricted to the acquisition of wealth
through manufacturing industries. These nations do not produce
sufficient use of intelligence to break family ties, as I said, and
form a city into a compact body dominating all private interests.
Only large-scale trade produces a sufficient measure of intelli-
gence for this. It is true that certain great, powerful nations, such
as Tyre and Carthage, sprang from trade and became warlike as a
result of trade. But these nations, too, for whom trade had gener-
ated power and a cwvil government dominating family institu-
tions, finally had to give way to those other nations in which the
stage of power naturally succeeded, without having to burgeon
again from wealth, the stage of social existence.™

369. IV. The first stage does not develop the same quantity of
intelligence in the masses as the second stage; the use of intelli-
gence in the first stage is sounder, incorrupt. During this period,
the proximate end of society is restricted to its existence, foun-
dation and defence; no one as yet wants to extend the country’s
boundaries.” The end, as we said, is pure and immune from all
injustice, and can only be useful for the country. Love of coun-
try is as sincere and strong as nature, without over-emphasis
and exaggeration as it is at the second stage.

138 Tn trading nations which used power as a means of wealth, the stage of
power follows or rather depends on that of wealth, with which it mingles. We
know, for instance, that the Phoenicians conquered several ports belonging
to the Idumeans on the shores of the Gulf of Arabia; they also took
possession of Rhinocolura on the Mediterranean. They did this to take
advantage of the trade route to India (Diod. Sic., bk. 1; Strab., bk. 16). This
was how trade led the nation to conquest.

139 The historian Justin had some idea of the first two social stages. This is
how he describes the initial stage of nations: ‘It is normal to defend rather
than extend the boundaries of the empire. Kingdoms are all limited to their
own countries.” Then comes the second stage, of which he wisely remarks:
‘When they have overcome their neighbours, the newly-acquired
populations strengthen them for action against others. Each new victory
provides the tools for the next until all the peoples of the East have been
conquered (Bk. 1, c. 1). Nothing could be more exact. — Appian notes
moreover that the wars undertaken by the Romans prior to the third Punic
war were all defensive (De Bello Punic.). The duration of Rome’s best period
can therefore be measured exactly from the foundation of the city to the
destruction of Carthage or to the war with Antioch, when the Romans grew
wealthy and tasted the delights of Asia (607 auc).

[369]



Intelligence and the Reason of the Masses — 177

370. Let us conclude. A greater quantity of intelligence
amongst the masses is put into motion at the second stage when
their collective will tends to make the country glorious and
dominant; the first stage, on the contrary, is characterised by a
less extensive but more logical and moral use of intelligence.

At the third stage, the degree of intelligence developed
amongst the masses, although less than that of the second stage,
varies in accordance with the masses’ tendency to abundant
wealth by means of trade, manufacturing industries or agricul-
ture. The masses who tend to riches through trade acquire a use
of intelligence comparable to that of nations intent upon domi-
nation. The masses who tend to riches through manufacture
develop less intelligence than trading peoples, but more than
those dedicated to agriculture. Finally, the masses who draw
their wealth from agriculture normally use their understanding
more uprightly, although less powerfully and within their own
limited sphere, than artistic and manufacturing countries. Agri-
culture, we should note, has a close relationship with the task of
founding civil societies; agriculture and the establishment of
societies both help to preserve the good sense of populations.

The last stage, that of pleasure, has no power of itself to
develop the understanding. In this final period, the masses, like
a prodigal son who squanders and dissipates the wealth left him
by his ancestors [App., no. 9], begin insensibly to weaken and
use up the power acquired over their intelligence.
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CHAPTER 6

A provident law governing the dispersion and vicissitudes
of peoples

371. We can now turn our gaze from these sublime consider-
ations to the historical data still available about the dispersion,
increase and diminution of primitive peoples, and about the
unceasing development of human civilisation. It will not be
difficult to discover a providential law which unknown to
nations leads them towards universal human good.

372. The whole complex of historical knowledge that we pos-
sess, especially after recent discoveries, clearly shows that the
different populations covering the earth set out from Asia. The
most ancient and noble of books tells us unambiguously that
the clan which re-peopled the earth had its seat on the moun-
tains of Armenia. It is probable that the Noachians increased
after living there for some time'*® and then came down from
Ararat to feed their flocks along the courses of the Tigris and the
Euphrates. They would have arrived at Shinar about a century
after the flood. Their first mass movement would have been
towards the south-west.

From Shinar, the tribes would have dispersed more regularly,™
moving in two directions, south and north. Obviously the
southern regions, with their better climate and lands, were the
more attractive. Moreover, the families and tribes who migrated
to the north soon came up against the great chain of the Taurus,
Tibetan and Himalayan mountains which separate southern and
northern Asia. It is probable, therefore, that the first peoples to
form civil societies were, besides the Babylonians, Chaldeans and
smaller races, the inhabitants of Egypt and India. China would
appear to have been inhabited a little later.

140 Cf. Josephus, The Jewish Antiquities etc., bk. 1, c. 5.

141 Moses signals the epoch of the institution of ownership when he says
that ‘the earth was divided’ (at the time of Peleg, Gen 11 [10]: 25), that 1s,
parts of the land were assigned to the different heads of families. Initially,
granted the abundance of land and the small population, territory could be
used by anyone.
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Families which were pushed towards the north as a result of
the peaceful division of land (probably by lot) or of the violence
inflicted upon the weaker families, must first have increased in
number, and then penetrated the sinuous valleys along the
rivers. They would also have crossed the mountain barrier and
descended into the northern plains, which they would have
populated. These new peoples gave the name ‘fathers’ to the
mountains and rivers from which their ancestors had come; the
mountains became for these peoples the dwelling place of the
gods who generated both heroes and human beings.

Families who moved northwards in Asia occupied Asia
Minor at different periods before passing by sea into Europe.
They peopled the territories around the Black Sea and Caspian
whence perhaps they later arrived again in Europe by land and
settled in Germany. Finally, they peopled the immense region
known in antiquity as Scythia. It could well be that much later
America received its populations from this region.

As 1 said, this distribution of families is especially indicated
by the course of the great mountains, and the rivers which flow
from them.

373. Our aim, however, is to discuss the provident law that
distributes amongst various peoples, with extraordinary equity
and wisdom, the events natural to them. Take, for example, the
families whose lot it was to inhabit the finest territories of Asia.
As we have seen,'” they passed rapidly from the first stage, the
foundation of civil society, to the third stage of wealth. This
impeded their national development. The families who migrated
towards the north, that is, towards less rich territories, set up civil
society more slowly, and passed regularly from the first stage,
foundation, to the second, power."” This explains why northern

142¢.13.

143 Many other circumstances must have influenced the development of
these different conditions among contemporaneous peoples. 1. The southern
inhabitants of Asia did not experience the needs which normally cause wars.
Moreover, they did not feel any necessity for a very active, vigilant
government. The family regime provided sufficiently for every desirable
comfort. Consequently, the rulers of these nations were never able to acquire
the minimum unity and force necessary for active rule. I have already noted
that the absolutist forms in the East do not prove the presence of unity and
force in the ruler. They are only indications of overwhelming ambition in the
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nations must have been at the height of their national develop-
ment and power when southern nations had arrived at the final
corruption proper to luxury and pleasure. When the mutual
position and state of nations is expressed in these terms, corrupt
nations are in continual danger of conquest'* from their power-
ful neighbours who abound with social life. The slightest occa-
sion, which is never lacking, is sufficient to guarantee conquest.

Corrupt people, whose moral virtue and intelligence is
exhausted, become daily more immobile and static until they
are punished by Providence and at the same time buffeted and
renovated by an incorrupt people whose hard way of life, agile
intelligence and less fertile lands are rewarded and repaid by the
acquisition of better territories, and of other peoples. These
nations are handed over to them not simply to serve but rather
to re-learn what they have forgotten, and even more, under
their new masters’ instructions.

374. Perhaps all the conquests of antiquity are explained by
this single law. The Assyrians, Chaldeans, Medes and Persians
perished only when they had each in turn arrived at ultimate
corruption in the face of conquerors who showed themselves
more lively and powerful. The Greeks, more to the north than
these monarchies, reached the stage of power later than the oth-
ers, whom they overcame. The Romans, more to the north
again than the Greeks, subjected the latter, The second stage of
cwvil society, in which a nation is totally engaged in acquiring
power, was longer among the Romans than in any other nation.
As a result, Rome had greater leisure in which to construct a
more perfect civil government.

375. The peoples who expanded into the northern regions of

supreme authority and lazy indifference to public affairs on the part of
subjects. 2. The climate, and the abundance of things necessary to life and
affluence, must have played their part in enervating and weakening the
peoples of southern Asia. Inactivity itself must have given them greater
affection for domestic ways of life, and rendered such ways unalterable. 3. If
the land was divided not by lot but by free choice, it is probable that the more
courageous, adventurous and perhaps less cultured, knowledgeable peoples
were content to move towards the mountains. Others, endowed with crafts
and greater development, remained as owners of the places they inhabited,
and only moved through territories more suitable for cultivation.

1 Cf. SC, c. 9.
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Asia are divided into two classes, western and eastern. The facts
we have noted show that amongst the western peoples, world
dominion passed step by step ever further northwards. The
peoples of north-east Asia can be seen to bear down continually
on those of the south as forcefully as those of the east. There
appear, from amongst the Scythians or Tartars, the Huns, who
were devastators rather than conquerors, the Turks, founders
of the Ottoman empire in countries which they conquered, the
Mongols, who overwhelmed Persia, and the Manchus, who
took possession of China and reigned there.

Generally speaking, therefore, the peoples of the north are
kept by Providence to conquer the south. This is the result of
the extraordinary law by which southerners develop more
rapidly than northerners, and are thus always at a social stage of
weakness and advanced age when northerners are still at the
stage of youth and virility. Nevertheless, there is a great differ-
ence between eastern and western northerners.

376. The line persistently followed by civilisation does indeed
move north-west."” The north-eastern peoples have always
shown signs of strength without losing their native barbarity.
This may depend on peoples in the north-west being the first to
have civil government. The north-eastern peoples, on the other
hand, preserved the ways of life proper to domestic society,
living as they did in tribes or great families. Peoples which have
entered civilisation strong in body and spirit but without
entirely abandoning domestic society can conquer, but not
established totally civilised empires. An individual’s ambition,
supported and aided by the love of valour and courage pro-
duced in the masses, brings about great conquests. The people
are strongly united under a chief in time of war. Nevertheless
they are not subject to him to the same degree in peace. Their
leader can, when he leads them to victory, do anything with
them, but is leader only in name when he tries to order their
peaceful, common life. The enduring Tartar empires, for exam-
ple, had their centre in lands they conquered, not in their native
territory: Persia, Turkey and China show this, and indicate how
the victors were themselves overcome by the civilisation of the

145 Notice that the north-western movement of civilisation continues into
the next hemisphere.
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peoples whom they subjected by force. Thus China became
mistress of a large part of Tartary after the nephew of Genghis
Khan had overrun China and the conquerors had set up their
seat of government there.

377. We still have to explain why the peoples of the north-
east, although participating in the social stage of power, did not
establish fully civil governments in the same way as the
north-western peoples. As we said, it is characteristic of the
social stage of power to override domestic limits and bring to
birth totally civilised societies.

378. It is not difficult to see, however, that the stage of power
can only bring about perfect government provided that the
power aimed at is profitable for the society as a whole, not for a
single person or a few leaders. In the west, society showed itself
as an association of individuals; it was the republic as such
which wished to conquer; dominion of this kind was destined
for the benefit of all the people. In the east, however, society
appeared as an association of tribes, not of individuals. The
tribes gave their allegiance to an absolute ruler in time of defen-
sive and offensive war. The conqueror, however, made war for
himself; the tribes shared the glory rather than the dominion.
Individuals took almost no part in the division of booty, and
even less in the expansion of government. They were subject to
the heads of particular tribes whom they obeyed on the basis of
custom, principles or religion without thinking of empire or the
conditions proper to a social state. The stage of power in eastern
peoples is not, therefore, a truly social stage; the masses do not
want power for their own sake, but for the sake of their leaders.

146 The republican principle present in those colonies which moved
north-west found the greatest possible expansion in the origin of these
colonies. Let me recall something that pleases many English and French
women today. In very ancient Athens, at the time of Cecrops, women were
present at public gatherings and voted with men about matters concerning
the republic (Cf. Varro, quoted by St. Augustine in De C. D., bk. 17,¢.9). It
is also true, however, that Cecrops, first king of Athens, who was responsible
for the stability of marriage, expelled women from matters of state when he
had the opportunity, as we can see in Varro (op. cit.). I want to ask a single
question about this: can we rightly call social progress a return to customs
which prevailed before Cecrops’ time? This is the kind of progress crabs
make!
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Such a disposition on the part of the masses cannot produce any
compact and strongly established civil government. This can
only occur when perfect government is seen as a necessary
means to national power, that is, a power in which all the mem-
bers of the association participate, as in Greece and Rome.

379. We can, however, take the question further. Why are
north-western peoples constituted in well-united republics and
civil governments when those of the north-east have never been
able to unite in true civil communities?

Let us begin with datum provided for us by the very nature of
the fact we wish to explain: north-eastern peoples maintained
domestic affections and ways of life more strongly than
north-westerners. Careful consideration of this datum leads us
to an hypothesis fully capable of answering our question. The
hypothesis itself, corrected and modified by the historical
information we have about these ancient populations, illus-
trates the truth of the matter.

380. The hypothesis we use to explain the fact under discussion
supposes that populations migrating towards the north-east were
composed of various families which moved peacefully in that
direction either because they received those portions of land in the
first or later divisions of territories or because they were forced to
expand in that direction for the necessities of life or through the
desire to hunt. Migration north-west, on the other hand, would
not have been undertaken by complete, well-established families,
but only by individuals gathered together to attempt some enter-
prise. If this were the case, we would have an explanation for the
conservation amongst north-easterners of domestic ways of life
and customs; north-westerners, on the other hand, freed from
these bonds, would have been able to associate freely in totally
civil communities.

This explanation, considered as a hypothesis, becomes
historical truth, we said, when modified by reflection and the
memories extant amongst ancient peoples.

Certainly, it seems hardly possible that the first human beings
to move north-west were individuals associated simply for
some undertaking. At that time the world was still unpopulated
and empty; there was no reason to go in search of military con-
quest. We have to believe, therefore, that the first dispersal of
peoples took place in families, not as a result of individual
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action. Historically, moreover, we know that after the first dis-
persal of peoples over the earth new colonies were sent from
south to north. These later colonies were indeed composed of
individuals, that is, of adventurers in search of glory and a new
country which would replace the limitations of their old land.
History also tells us that the colonies we are describing went
north-west. We do not hear of any which went north-east.

381. The geographical situation of Egypt and Phoenicia seems to
explain why these colonies of adventurers, coming in large part
from these countries, did not proceed north-east. Egypt 1s very
much to the west, and both territories had open before them the
Mediterranean which naturally drew them to Greece and Italy.

Moreover, Asia is blocked towards the north-east by the great
Gobi desert which makes expansion in that direction very
difficult. It also forces peoples desiring to dwell in north-
eastern regions to move great distances towards the Pole in
order to find pasture or fertile lands. They arrive in lands which,
especially in comparison with north-western areas, are cold and
inhospitable. I believe that the great impediment provided by
the desert, the lands unsuitable for cultivation and the harsh cli-
mate in that part of Asia, brought people to Scythia later than to
Asia minor or Greece. As a result, immigration to Scythia took
place only after domestic society had already developed into
tribes, and time had allowed domestic ways of living, which
were perhaps already sanctioned by ancestor-religion and
civil-family laws, to be strengthened.

This would also explain why in the north-west itself, Ger-
many never seems to have associated in true civil unions under
well-united governments. A part of the populations which lived
on the coasts of the Caspian and Black Seas seems to have
poured into the Germanic regions from Asia, and arrived late in
Europe after the long journey taking them over the Ural,
Caucasus, Taurus or Emodi ranges and the Balkans. In other
words, they arrived only when they were already ordered and
established in tribes, each of which had its own unchangeable
customs — customs which impeded progress and prevented
those families from fusing into a single people.”’

147 During Augustus’ reign, Maraboduus established a powerful kingdom
in Germany, while Decebalus, king in Dacia, became famous under
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382. Let us return now to the western migrations. The very
first populations travelling towards the north-west did not
arrive at any greater state of civilisation than those who trav-
elled north-east. If the information we have about the Pelasgi in
Greece is to be believed, they seem to have returned to savagery.
A recent author writes:

This social state of the Pelasgi is lower than that of any of
the inhabitants of Asia, of the blacks of Africa who have
crafts and agriculture, and of all the pastoral peoples of
these two parts of the world who, despite conditions in
their regions which impede agriculture, have brought civil
society to a high level. It is also lower than the state of
hunters in America who are at least familiar with maize
and potatoes, and know how to make certain kinds of
cloth. It can only be compared with the social condition of
Australian aborigines."

This was the miserable state of the first families who came to
dwell in Greece. They were raised from such barbarity by the
work of individual adventurers who abandoned family restric-
tions and founded colonies. Sismondi continues:

Nevertheless, the Egyptian colonies™ led the inhabitants

Domitian and Trajan. The kingdoms, however, were only ‘groupings of
peoples, the effect of superiority achieved by a warlike tribe under a famous
leader. — Weaker tribes were compelled to recognise the sovereignty of the
strong tribe, and received territory or a guarantee about the territory they
possessed if they provided military service.” — For the rest, Germany was
characterised by about forty more or less extended peoples.

48 ]-C-L. de Sismondi, Les Colonies des anciens comparées a celles des
modernes sous le rapport de lenr influence sur le bonheur du genre humain.

149 And the Phoenician colonies, we may add, especially those founded by
Cadmus who gave literacy to Greece (16th century B. C.). — Greece had its
finest colonies contemporaneously with the expulsion of the Canaanites
from Palestine and Phoenicia under Joshua. The defeats inflicted on these
soft, corrupt peoples by this condottiere shook them to the core and
dispersed them throughout the world. They founded other colonies in Asia,
Africa, Europe, and it seems probable that their ships even reached America.
We are all aware of the two famous Tingitane columns which could still be
seen in Africa five hundred years after Christ. They commemorated, in
Phoenician script, the arrival in Africa of colonies fleeing ‘from before
Joshua, son of Nave, thief’ (Procopius, De Regno Vandalico, bk. 2, c. 10).
Bochart in his famous book, De coloniis Phoenicum, gives a fine description
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of the land to the highest degree of civilisation. The
colonies taught the local population every useful craft and
how to dominate nature. The inhabitants were not driven
out or exterminated; they were admitted to the new societ-
ies formed by the colonists and united within the colo-
nists’ cities where they became more Greek than
Egyptian. Everything was Greek: religion, language,
customs, clothes — everything belonged to the new
country, not to the old. This was particularly true of the
political organisation which also was Greek. Here alone is
the source of freedom and love of country; here was lit the
flame that was destined to illuminate the universe.

383. Note, however, that this is not altogether exact. It is not
right to say that everythlng, especially the political organisa-
tion, was Greek.” How could it be Greek when Greece was
inhabited by populations whose degree of civilisation was on a
par with that of Australian aborigines? It would be more appro-
priate to say that nothing was Greek, and that the political
organisation above all was not Greek. Up to this point, Greece
contained only a family, not a political element. Everything in
Greece was itself foreign, or at least new; the political organisa-
tion in particular was entirely imported by those who colonised

of this incident which forced the Phoenicians to leave their native land and
migrate to foreign parts. — Thus Providence, in moving the Hebrew people
against the Canaanites, did not simply intend that the Jews should enter the
promised land. It also aimed at the good of the Canaanites themselves, when
it chastised them, and of the whole human race. The Canaanites were
growing more and more corrupt. Providence shook them, forcing them to
abandon their own vice-infected homes and to break with their families
amongst whom they lived under the insoluble bondage of domestic
superstitions and blind, narrow customs. Some perished, the rest fled by any
available escape-route to exile. In such tragic circumstances, individuals, not
families, are the operative force; individuals have to associate, and think of
new things and new undertakings. The more knowledgeable and courageous
person is better fitted for such conditions. When the fugitives reach
barbarous regions, however, a happy mixture takes place between these
fallen, civilised peoples and the totally uncivilised native population. The
latter learn the principles of human living, and the former, through
intermingling with their uncultured neighbours, absorb simpler ways of life
together with an example of work and activity in the face of need. The
ancient civilisation-process of the human race moves forward. God has never
forgotten any people on earth.
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that land. Greece’s sole contribution was a germ of domestic
society, helpful to the new people which was to arise there, if it
were not to develop excessively harsh, military forms of
government.'”™ This seed was dominated by the power of the
colonies which possessed knowledge and energy, and contem-
poraneously provided laws accompanied by sanctions.

384. The formation of compact, strong civil governments
which appeared in the midst of the north-western peoples, and
then served as the focus of universal civilisation, is dependent
on the association of individuals, not on the first association of
families. Individuals, having renounced and left their own fami-
lies, made up an artificial family, the true beginning of civil gov-
ernments. This occurred principally in Greece, and was
repeated in the surrounding regions so that political association
was extended along with the good things of civilisation. As our
author says:

As soon as Greece had fused into a single people the
aborigines (ad76 700vec) and the colonists arriving from
Egypt, she began in her turn to extend the civilisation she
had received along all the Mediterranean coastline. The
colonies of Ionia, Heslos and Doris turned to Asia Minor.
Others came to found new city-states in Italy, Sicily, along
the shores of Pontus Euxinus, and the coast of Africa and
Provence. Everywhere these colonies exercised the benefi-
cial influence on the natives that Egypt had exercised on
Greece; everywhere the colonies civilised, taught the art of
living, and allowed the original inhabitants to mingle with
them. The resulting union soon led the colonies to outdo
the local metropolitan centres in population, power,
wealth, crafts of all kinds and even in the development of
intelligence.

150 J¢ is essential to preserve intact an element of domestic society in the
midst of civil society. Establishing the extent of this element and its weight in
the balance of power is, however, one of the great questions capable of
various answers according to the stages and particular conditions of nations.
The solution of such questions illustrates to a great degree the wise skill of
legislators. It would seem that until our days civil laws have continually
weakened paternal authority as the family is gradually absorbed to an ever
greater degree by government. This should be considered carefully by those
to whom Providence has entrusted the duty of making laws.
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385. Here we have to note once more that the adventurous
Egyptian and Phoenician colonies mark the most vigorous
stage of development in their countries of origin. As I have said,
these countries either had not completed or had rapidly passed
through the social stage of power. It is, of course, in the nature
of things that civil societies should attain the stage of power.
Nevertheless, in some countries this stage either comes to grief
or does not attain full growth, although the natural effort of
the peoples to reach it is obvious even when unsuccessful. I
contend that this stage corresponds to the time when new colo-
nies were composed of youth who felt the need to conquer,
dominate and expand in greatness and power, but were blocked
in their endeavour by the unbreakable yoke of family ties. At
this moment, they left their homeland to satisfy their desires
elsewhere.

386. The colonists, therefore, were the liveliest, most agile and
intelligent section of the country which they had left; it was
they who heard more clearly the voice of nature, and felt more
deeply the need of complete development. It will be useful here
if I quote more at length from Sismondi, especially as his inten-
tion is to prove exactly the opposite of what I want to establish.
These observations, or rather this historical information, prove
that what mattered most to the ancient colonies was not the
acquisition of wealth, which they still despised, but the attain-
ment of power and glory. Consequently, it shows that the colo-
nies were animated by the spirit proper to the second social
stage which aims at domination and glory and, as we said, pre-
supposes a greater use of understanding.

The Greek colonies were made up of free men coming
from all degrees of society. In heroic times, they were led
by the king’s sons, and later by the enpatridi or citizens of
the most noble lineage. Nevertheless, a necessary
consequence of their undertaking was the need to establish
extreme equality amongst the colonists who enrolled for
these ventures without wealth or any desire to acquire it.

This is the contempt for wealth which characterises the state
of the masses in the second social stage.

This does not mean that they were without ambition, but
that they wanted to excel their compatriots in counsel or in
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war. They never thought of growing great through wealth,
but by eloquence, prudence or valour. They could not
expect to find in their new land any food other than that
provided by the work of their own hands; like all the
others, they received their share of the fields of the colony
and had to cultivate them without domestic servants, daily
labourers or slaves. This new society, surrounded by
enemies or jealous neighbours, refused to harbour domes-
tic enemies in its midst. As long as the lesser peoples of
antiquity were mutually independent, slavery amongst
them was simply an accident arising from the right of war;
it was not an industrial organisation. Work was therefore
still held in honour. The chief citizens of the colony did
not baulk at manual labour. It was agreed that such work
would not occupy all their time, of which a great part had
to be spent in civic admlmstratlon instruction and
defence. Nevertheless, rural industry produces far more
than is needed for the maintenance of those who exercise it
in countries where the labourer has no rent to pay and the
State has no debts, where no part of the production of
succeeding generations is mortgaged by fathers to their
debtors, where customs are simple and luxury is un-
known.” Today the labourer lives on half his crop and
hands over the other half to the owner; at other times,
however, the person who worked his own land lived on
half a week’s labour and could devote the other half to
public service.

387. All this shows that the colony was simply an association
of approximately equal individuals whose common will was
necessarily interested in government. This gradually became
the single aim of their thoughts and inevitably constituted a true
political society, not simply a communal way of life for masters
and servants.

All social interests were debated in the Agora, every
example was open to common view; all characteristics,
however they developed, were public. The study of
mankind, the philosophical study of human passions and
interests, was accessible to rich and poor alike. Polished
language and refined accents were not a sign of social
standing because everyone endeavoured to speak with the

151 Especially where the soil is fertile and the weather very good.
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same purity of tongue. Any book which occasionally
increased the fund of common instruction had a popular
influence; Herodotus read his history to the assembled
Greeks. — The interests they had in common, the proxim-
ity of all the citizens and their constant mutual interaction
made the colonies of antiquity a school where all learned
from one another."

388. Clearly, peoples in circumstances such as these, no longer
separated by family walls as it were, were strictly united under a
single, public, civil government. There were, however, other
circumstances that favoured the bonding of the citizens, above
all, the city-states which were founded, in such a way that each
was like an ample, common home for all.

The colonists were weak, small in number and left totally
to themselves (their mother country gave no thought to
their defence). All were eager to build their houses, there-
fore, within the restricted confines of the city. At night,
they slept under a common guard, and went out only at
daybreak to their work in the fields. These conditions
marked their agriculture in a way similar to that of Pro-
vence or Spain where no houses are scattered through the
fields, and the peasants all return with their beasts to the
village. Certainly, this type of agriculture has serious dis-
advantages: the labour of peasants and animals is
increased, the farm worker cannot take stock of his land or
expect abundant harvests, there is no encouragement to
lay down plantations, to keep fields tidy or love the soil.
The influence of this system on mankind is, however,
more important than the production of wealth. For the
colonists the feeling for social and civil life was the most
important thing to preserve. Country people in villages
become more civilised than those scattered over the lands.

389. Moreover, the need for defence also helped to bring
about equal conditions for all and remove the danger of wealth
accumulating in a few families.

152 Sismondi, op. cit.— Num 35, with its description of the form of the city
the Hebrews had to build after conquering Canaan, is worth reading from
this point of view. It is the oldest document we have which allows us to see
the form of the cities built by the ancient colonies in the countries they
conquered.

[388-389]



Law of Dispersion and Vicissitudes of Peoples 191

The colonist who depended only on himself and his
companions in the venture did not want fields where he
was unable to hear the sound of the war-trumpet calling
him to the defence of his city. This was the principle used by
the colonial authority to divide lands that had been
acquired. It was necessary, therefore, that all should have
approximately equal shares so that no one was too far from
the walls. The divided lands spread out like concentric cir-
cles. The cultivated fields were nearest the fortified precinct;
further out, the colony had its pastures where the advancing
enemy could easily be spotted. In this way the higher inter-
est of common security brought about territorial equality,
whatever the inequalities of wealth amongst the associates.

When we examine Romulus’ robber band, we find exactly
this kind of association amongst individual rogues without
families. The abduction of the Sabine women confirms this."

390. It is clear, therefore, that the most robust civil govern-
ments took their origin from the very ruins of family societies. In
this we see the law of compensation, which Providence posits in
the fortunes of mankind. By this law nations are renewed even