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INTHODUCrfION

Professor ]~eo St.rauss f horlloland "tlas Germany., He is

a refugeE:: from his native hoine. He found refuge briefly in

EnglcU1cJ., and since 1938, in the United States.

matb.emat.:i.C:s a.nd na-cl).ral science"

'n~· c~l'~~ed pb~loccphv.'';; ..,) tv .......,1.].. ~. 1.L... ~_r) ~'!.J'

I A ' , , -' '
nmer~can un1VOrS1GlOS,

he has taught. pol::i.ticcll sd.once exclusively and contintlO1..~sly.l

Political Science, that. tyr·CJ.nny is bad, and that reg:Lmes based

on liberal democratic theory are qualitatively better than

N8.tj.onal Social:Lc:rn or C0ll1nl1J.n.5.sm~ than tyr'annios pa.st or

p:C8Se::nt.. In 0;.,..0.01" to fj.l1.c1 a ba[ds on \'1hioh S'lJ.ch a cla:iJD.·

could n.=:f,t, Profes::.:;o:c Strauss has dedi.ca:ced him.self to a P];'o-·

C'.:' gJ' our,] ~r Q"~I' ·r'>f'·' c''''j -:- 'ga':')l' 1"10 J:."'P.sto·.r.·a·:--.i.Ol'l· tC) acac1.cmi.ct.L :. >. .:••••~ •••t. .•j" ·l.J.... V ...c.. vi~, _ _ V _

respcctab:1.1it.y a.nd t.o a central posit.ion in pol:i.ticE:.l science~

of th8 best politic21

OX'Ci.cr < As VIe sha.ll E,8e 5 in h:Ls v:Le'l'l $, this requj.y·os the rest.o:r·C:l<=

recom:.;:j.d81·'at.i on.

IJJ. Cropsey (ed), !lj:~£:!;£}:!.Y.§.•_~EsL..l12s.Le.jox?" (N Q Y: B[~.E',ic Books, 196.l.i.),
p.v.
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Professor Strauss is hannted by Hhat he sees as

t 'r·J.e.•fc._r"~.·j~.'::"I:. Olf.' tIle l~,.·.·l.!lC~ of' Gc,·rtl"D tl~J'Dl-"vo' 'J 1.·cl has '·n r ,.· "0' "J-r• 1::;."_ :-::".~_ v .l..;' ;,L'l'LO, .' ~ • ~·\. __ .t.l.o 11.1 : 1 ....c' J... 0,:.0.:L .ll,:.... .!

infected cont.emporary though."\:., not l,east, his ovm disc:Lpli.ne.

He' cl··l'e·~·· ~'.ro."·.lt·:-·.cl-l.a a d' .' . h d ,. . 1 n "'" ," bv,~ ~ '.;; ~~ # .1s-eJ.. ng'lD.s.0 a:LsClp_.e OJ: l:lCJ.X IVe er,

as proLl,dJ.y claiming as the distinction of Germctn thought,

i.ts total rejcc"l":.ion of t~he natu.:cal right tradit5.on:

.. .. c> in Germany t.he very terms Tnatl..J.ral right T and
t 1-Jl,m~, on ~t ~"I1' V r '1'~' ',re 110· r '0"" C-Ol'''1 C> a lrtlos··.. " nc or·'l)re'r. p'''' <" 'ibl r"J. . ;.;.uc.I.J.L.... LJ J ·1 o. v - ~\ v· ;.. 0 . UJ. . V 40'...... ..l-LlJ.:' -. 1.:.. J.J..1..~\.J.... ...~. \.;, c • 0

an· .J l'I;:-'~)'O 1. O' P,"t- "'1 t· 0 p'r-'~'11 6'1-' +}le'; .(. O'(·'·L ;:r1.'1'" nl l'j fe "11(1 colo'" tl ~\;v 40"" ••, J c;:l.__ 0 0 v 1..... ..~_ <::; ,J.G.. .. C.l._ J" _ ..'- 111

T.,r'n·j "e "'1')0 11~ C)"1"j 1'" ,- ~.1.- e ~ Q' "'a of n'" J. " .... " ] r''; g]1'" ~ nc~ t 1.- -"'O'L' C;']li, .. ,._" 0..', "J.. 1..•• ·J.S L·ll· .1., v. . i::I.ln..d. 0... . .\.... \..' c~ . .l ·ll.!. ,..6. .
ab ~nl(')C)1""j'1C' J"" 1-18 !'rl.'·'j··Oe ... ··'e'C}l ' con""'LDUcO' GCo'~"Ja'Y" "hO""""""c.•. 1..1.6 .c-, L ' .... hLL-,,,, ! v. , ...::. l, :r ..... .I.1l,.U U •• 1.1.6110

has Vcreated the historical senseT ..... 2

Strauss observ8s~

Vnl.ateve:c I?:i.f,h'l:. be ~~!."'lJ.e of ~~he th?1J.ght, of the ArnsT:\.can
people, certalnly Awer-lean soclal SClance has adopted the
ve:cy at.t:i.tnde tOidard r.tat.u:cal right ,'{hich, a generEltiol1
"''''0 co·,Jrl s·····L·I-J· '0'" a'''''''·c-r-':b'-'·d 'f·.l"·'} <"'O-'le pl"'ll'''l··')l·Jj·'·yCl6, . L" '-' ,. L".,. v " ...> •• ,~.,:;. , ... v.1 ..., !J. • C'. ... ,:~ l.. .., L,. ,

as char8.Gto:c:i.f:~tic of German tl1ought o •• c>PresGnt~·d8.y
Am(~:r:":l.CD.n sociaJ. sC:loncG< < < is dedicated to the PI'o})O~'
sition that all men are enclovTed by the a'ilolr(cion.ary
process 0:(' by a mysterious fate "lith many kinds of
u.rges §l.nd af.:)p:i.r'ations~ but. certainly \'lit.h no natu:caJ.
l~';gJn'~ 3 ........ ::) l, C

St~.r~allSS J:'~elnctl"'lcE):

It ""Tould not bc th(;: f:i.rst time that a nation, c1efe8.-ced
on t.he batt.lefield 8.nd, as it 1iJ'ere, o.nnihi.J.at ed' as a
poJ..:Lt:i.caJ. bc:d.n[s~ has deprived its conquE)}"OrS of tho') mo.st
subl:i.n18 fruit of I victory by imposing on them the yoke of
its (J\'jl1 thong}ljj ¢ "!.

--,.._-_.~------_.~,~_ ..-..

2 Leo StrauE;S, n.~:tgr:§).:_."TIJgh'!~,_E!!:.~...Bj.~:~S?.:LY:, (Chicago: F'hoon:~x
Books, The University of Chicago Press, 1965), p.l< (Here8.Itcr
this wOTk 1,'1111 be referrEK1. t.o as NR.). --~

.3

4 Ibid.
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All of St.rauss t l..rorlc is :i.n a SGnse a I'Irestling lilith this

,Ki?:.,t~t,a mighty str:hrine; t.o breD.k :i.ts fOl"midable hold c

Professor Strauss t opposit:Lon and posit..ion is expressed j.n

the folloh'ing: referring to He1.degger' t S "l81coming l?as a

dispensation of fate the verdict of the least vrise and

moder'ate part of his na.tion, H Strauss asserts, HmEm cannot

abandon the question of the good society, and~ .. .. he (:8.nnot

free himself from the responsibilj.ty for anm'loring it by

History or to any other power different from

his (lVT.!1 J.:-8ason •. li5

StrCl1..1.SS p.iagnoscs the contempo:cary licrisis of the

Hest!l in terms of ths HCl1..1.Gst.iol1 of the good sod.et,y. tr

He demarcates modern from pre-modern by the new line

O.·_F' Dol"'1-'i(>~1 1)',-11oc'O""'1"r J'niJ"l''''''ec' <:\<" 'j CO'1SC'~Ol)C.l: • J. "'" ,e-. J. L ..,.. C;> );..I1.l , ..... l' c!. Lo .l 0.,.) cc . 1.. J. ""; even

. ",." '')'''i 0 18 .con""C.l.CLLo __ L , break "\'Jith tho t.r'acUt:i.on of classical pol:i.. ",

tical thought. The crisis of modernity, theD, is tho

crisis of modern political philosophy. It is Strauss'

account of the emergonce of this c1'1s:;.8 and his tr'acing

of it to its histor:lcal roots th3.t i.s the subject of this

paper.

. .__• .....__H. __._... ~_· ... _ ...~....·__''''_'_..60'''' ........; ,...,,·~_.;O_O_H~ .......__...,_.........,.... __.__........_.. ""' ..--.~....:..............._~_ .. ~.WO"O.__.. _...........--...: ......-~_.

5 l,eo. St:C8.u::;s, ~lb~::~:.._..J,§_....t?,~.~l;.~tJ:.~~2L ...rlr~J.q"?l(·.gJ?bX?, (Glencoe, ,
Illinois: The Free Press, 1959;, p.27. Hereafter this worK
\·[111 be referred to as WPP.) St,:causs does not; ment,:Lon
Heidegger by name. He ·spC:'alcs of l1-'che most radical histm:'i·..
cist n and mentions the year, 1933.



':['l1e West, until rElcenJcly, had a (;18o.r vision of it.s

aim::; and a ce:cta:i.n conviction of its purpos,e~ This c18.r-:Lty

and cert,ain:i:,y of PlJX"POSO "W.. 8 thG an:3...·TG:C· of moclGT'l1 political

,Philosophy to tho flquestion of the good soc5.. ety. H 'rids

of statesMen made

during the World WeTs e Stra:us S l'Trites:
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society of nO.tions 0 Good order in one COl-lIlt-I'Y preSuppOSGS
good ordc:c in all cOi).n-criE::;3 and among all countries" 7.'he
movement;. t.o·I'lard the universal soc:Lety or the un.:1.versCl.l
stat.e 1'1aS thonght to be gl1.aranteed not only by the ration~
ality, the ul"J.iv·ersal validity, of the goal but also be ..,
cause the movement tOI'Jards the goal seemed to be the
movement; of the large majority of men on behalf of the
large m.a.jorit,y of men: only small groups of mOil iIho,
however, hold in thrall mmlY millions of their fellow
human be:i.ngs 8.nd i'iho defend thel:'r.:' m·m. antiqv.at.ed irrtcrests s
resist that movemento b

In t.hj.s depict.ion of the mOdel"'l1 PI'O j ec:t) StJ'."'auss intimates it

·\\T8.S ri.d:Lng for a faIl o

SOI·'l"'Ot'· .... },,:, o')"orr·""C·'ll-; r)0"0vv V J.~ ... '" CI.... .'_. b~

The readG:c,as it is intended he should
i

• .t.>. dOd "J' b'" f'l.t: na:Lve an , J. -.ea_:1.8 ClC, am J:c:l.on o~

.," • J 0, • , I... " 7'enG moo.ern pl'O J 0C G i 1:C8 :1.r:unOQerC):CJ.OJ:l. Immoderation is ~ :i.n

St -',,,,1. ;,·,t ~"""'r tl'" "]"a ("!ia('b·j0-~eJ·)1·) ~,-1 0 rra (1'10."('" "'1'.t <-, l.Sc";l v .J.O\:\ ~ ,le. t·~.,.pnC' he. ~ .•~o." "., ..... c,.n... meb '. " __ X cd 0.

Niet.zsche) of mod er·n:i..ty ~ .

'l'he pol:Vd.cal rea1:Lty i"7hj"ch punc't1..trcd the plEt1.lsibiJ..i.ty

of the moder'l1 project and brougl1"G itsimmoclerat.ion clearly to

the fore 'Has the r ENelation that it had spa'..-med v. te:r."X'ible

Commv.n:Lsll1. 8 \'rhic]~ threatens Horld dominat.ion and, .

6 Leo St.rauss, 1.h!:':..__Q.L~Y~_c:::~~._~~J·l~.~1;~ (Chicago: Hand McNally, 196,~.),
pp. 3-"h. (Hereafter tld s vwl'1:: vTiJJ. be refel':ced to as .91. )

7 Niet.zsche vIas ruefully avtare of thi.s 0 He puts it: HI1~~~~l;.~:?:.
is alien to USc • • • Like a rider on a steed that flies fo1"­
l'iard, ....·re drop the reins before t,he. infinite, He modern men,
like seFli·"be.rbal'ians ~,~ and reach O"t.J.r bliss only i'lhere 1'TO a;ce
most =M in dE'tDf?;c:c. H P:r-obD.bly intended, thL=., evokes a pointed
contrast.-·"ro-":CY1~··"'!irider!iof the Phaedrus. See F. Nietzsche! s
E.£y.~y.xl~L_9~9.g.sI",_~·)2.~;....J~XJ_J. , ,S 8 Cto i 0 11 224:-"~'~"-

(5 Strauss notes that in the face of Fascism ~.:. tlnot in spite
of it but because of it-Ii ."- the model"'n project and its viell
of the hl).mci:n situat.ion retained its plausibility.. See CH, p"l:_ ..
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justifies its tyramiY and its impcr18.1 ambitiom"3 pr(~ciseJ..y

in terms of the modern project ts v'1sion of a u.niversal society~

Tho West "'las struek dmnb in 'ivord and deed.. St.rauss comment.s:

It v,ras impossible for the \'IGstern movement t.o
understand ComTJl'lmism as merely a nei,1 version of that;
e ..l... c ·1']'") ....:l l' O'ir... ·jwl· Clw j ··1.C\rj1 !'lC1!J]"l~C.'T. ".,rl j -i C'J ]'Jl- brIe' b(:'Pll fJ" cr11·I---ir"'p'!.JC;.,e-<.. ,c._v! CCbC'-"VV '.L.,. J ' .. cAL ~_ .. -6-1.1 .• 1.

0

for centuries 0 It had to adm:Lt t ha t the Westel"'n p:c'o j ect
'\'lhi(;h b,ad pl"ovidcd :Ln its vlay aga:Lnst all ear'liE,r forms
of evil could not provide agcd.nst the nOH fOY'm j.n speech

• , , 0or :1.11 ((eOQ <, "

Where previonsly the Hest could cla.irn for :i.ts pltrpOse

the pol:i.tical realiz8.t.ion of the lJl"othE:rhoocl of man, it nO\'1

could speD.k, and none too clc:al"'ly-, and hardly 1'.r:Lth one VOice,

only of c:ont8.imnent of the Commun:tst mCU8.ce 8.1)r'oo.d, and e'ven

less clea:cly abo1J:c improving th5.n.gs at hone" . Strauss notes:

n • • • the same experionce ,..!h:Lch has made it doub-'cful of tihe

viabil:i,ty of a vrorJ.d··society has made it doubtful of the

. belief that affluolG0 is the suff::Lcient and even necE-;ssar'y

condit5_on of happiness and justj,c\~; affluence docs not CUl"'8

t 'he d ",",o,""oc.'··· e~TJ"l'" n10
",-.., ~ c· "l:~ .... ' lJ ~ ....... 0 ~ This lack of c el~taj.n.-'(,y of pl)J?pose

makes for malaise. StT8.1.lSS ObBG1'ves: tlSomc amo}.18 ll,S even

Q' ~ c·'''''a-j of' tl, -:> J.l"l+ ""r~e 8'lC'l ·... l,-j s o'.e, ,C~·P,c~..., ·J"••i.."' e)_~.)la:i.rlS I.r,lan.·cT _fonns~S:)..l,.IC ..... ..!. _ ..... v __ 1",.:,Ul...L.-, c~, ll __ ..• ~ ~..... -.. - J

of C01..., .... C7'llpO-r.. ::J"·,,. Q'''g·I''=lcl!:Y.... ·'Lr)'l'''l Hl1 rp11'1<:3 l:crisisl? :is c()'2Tavated. l.l' I'~ • • .. c ....j.. ) v.... (........ - t.: ......... J... - ..... ~ • -'"'- - • "'DC)· "

10 Ib:i.cL, p. 6. Strauss ~J'r.rites: l~Fo:c tho foreseeable futtt'CEl
..-c'"""","",,,"-=.~'" • 1 0 .J:." .. t?thex'e cannot. be a l1.n:nt c:CS8.... state, un:Lta:cy or J. cClero.:c,:Lire 0 •

See his discussion. "Thich concludes Hone r.l'(ls;t rest satisfi.ed.
'th ..., .,-_..., r.~··· 0 1J ,." 11 S . po, !:' (\'T:t. I. c' praC!.JJ..ca.L pC1.!. \.JJ.CtL.a,l. J.Sw.o OC p. :;,>-'0.

11 Ib:i.d., p.)_
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byTYtho:.::;e tVlO grE.::at povr0rs of the modern ';-.rorlcl, 11
12 Science

(socia.l sc:i..encc pO~3:Ltiv:Lsm) C).nel H:i.sto:cy (n' l' C;{'O'''J' c'j s"n) ""'lll' (' hJ. "- V ..t.. • _" .I...... ..~ _ ."_.l.

stridently decree that the quest for pur'poEie, t1'.t(,"; Hqucstion

of the good society, ii is hnralid.. (Note: Web ex' , like Nietzsche

peat,eo.J.y chast:i..ses his f8]'J"O\'1' social scientists fo:c thc:tr

assumed profeE.:sional Iiobjoct:i:ll':i.t,y. If He I'fri.-ces:

The habit of looking at social or hUiJI£1.n phC110Y:1ena
't'ri thotrt, nW.1dng vaJ.u.e ;juclgemen.ts has a corroding :i.n~"·
fluenc8 011 any prefer-ene es.. ~[ihe more s8:cious l,re are 8.S
soed.a1 sd.entists) the more completely \'Te develop vrithin
oW'-'selv88 a state of indifference to any goal, or of
aim.1essness and dTifting, a stc1.te wldch may be cal1ed
n:i.hil1sm.. 'l'he social se :i.ent..:i.s·c is not :i.ymnune to pre""
ferenc:es; his act.ivity is H const8,nt, fight againE>t. the
prefe:c8nces he has as a h1Jjj18,n be:i.ng; and ;;1. cj":ti~,en and
~'Tn'., c1'\ ·t hJ:"E' ':I,~' 8'1"1 , .. 0 O'! 8"1'°' ~'OT"'c" 1'1"j S SC~ l ';:"'1"'"; p,',' C 0' (>t,·) cr.',n" (Yr'l'L·. 1hIlY J.. .A, ' •• ~~....~lo _ Lo ....... II .L.~,,-.. ~~ _."I,,;:;.. ! V_ ... a •• _,~ ...__ ." 0 .. ...... 1..... J.. C

12 T'1PP p) [5
!:.~ .... , ".."

13 ",'+x'·"">:.'<" }o,0S c'aJ'c1 c-fl':l'a v i~Jeb"'r" ,il hl'8 SO'11 C°,L'avcr} a1.. v 0. v~v Q ...v. ~ U _ 1". }_.. . _/)., c'i v_. fl. 0 ' l,..~~ .. cu..

universe in vTh:i.ch fa.ilu:ce: that bast8.rd of forceful sim"d.ng j

~ .'"..., ~. " 1 b ,·c"r-.: 1 J (',:>.C'.,.".p J f" 0' • '. h '.~, .!.. ,'),1 f' j' ,'1 -' C '; .'. ""ITc;.CCOLflp",.,.l..LeC J ..)l·--'...... m:..>rc J.OJ. ce~_u" .. ceJ.L, ... , J.n0v8~,.Q 0,.. ,G_.. J, __ l'J

8.nd s0ren5.. tY1 VID.S to be the mark of human nob:U.:i.ty.1i L1:?)·.c;L, p.23<



The social C' f':L' e'" 'c' ·'L C":' 'i-u_ l.l 0 .. 1. ..... \",.l, qua scIentist, aspires to nihilism

but does not :cise above confon:a:i.sm and phD.tstil1:tsm o 15

Strauss 'vlTitcs:

I have never met any scientific socj.al scientist.
\'rho apart from, being dedicated to t:cuth and integrity
'\\Tas not. also i'iholeheartedly clevoted to democracyo
I'lhen he says 'that democracy is a valu.e ,"Thich is not
evid.ently superior to the opposj:CG value, he does not
mean that ho is impi:'ess(;d by the altern.8.tive 'tThich
he rejects~ or that his heart or his mind is torn
betHeeD altenlG!.tives i'Th:i.ch in themselves are equCJJJ.y
attract:Lveo l-I:ls f ethice,.1 neutr-al:i.tyf is so far fi:'om
b e",' 11'7 n'; }"l'l ~ Sf" 01', '" ro~o' -'- (l ....~ },-i] -i S'~l +11~'!- J.' 'C" .; C' no+'-'.. 6 .. ~ -- ,I. ' .... L\ Co'. -', v l',J• • .J.... •.• 1•• · .... .r \;.., V ..l., u l v

more thEm an alibi for thov.ghtlessness and vulgar':lty:
by saying that. democ:r'acy and truth are values, he says
in effect that one does not have to t,hink a bout the
re8.sons vrhy these thin.g8 are good, and that he may ben'!
as vIel1 as anyone els8 to the values that arE) adopted
and respe cteo. by h~.s 80C: iety" Social s c :l,onc8 pOE;itivism, ,-
f oc;';-e'cs t10'" c.:o I"'llle'l-l Y:17:},·jl··L C'Yr] 8S conf'oPI(J'isrn ~J:'ld plll'lJ'<:,·I-·"ll';syn 10I.. \,1.. ... ....., t..,.,. t ... '. ._ ... ....t.. __ Wll._ C. , _ ...~ ll .... '1-. .. _ .....1" ~ _ .. • v v_~... ....I..\. J. .... Co

15 From th:ls per'spectj_ve, vlhat VTcU::: said about Ame:cice..n social
science~,,' German,~inE:pired rej ection of natuJ:'al right, must be
qU::il·'L-P'-J· "':l4 Q11':1 iY"']UO l~r'Cle sc";CJ-t-l'S"- t',.o f\'''~~r'J' C""1 }lr"IC cu ..·...,u'~'[· ... t:')~~'•••L .\"U" < _0. .,0. _ ",~.L C" .... _1..··.1 __ L., l~.;... ••1'1", _ ,c.l ~C'".u..;> .,•• '_. ,.:u-'~.l,

to TZGe:cm,in tho'L'.ght l1 and feels obliged to reca:cd thOEjO lfsclf··
evident:;t1 truths of which t.he DecIa,ration of Independe..YJ.ce spe8.kE',
as myth" Qua citizen, he cloes indeed hold those lit.ruthG t.o
be self"evident ~r in the sense of' n.ot lIc:mi.:.int; t.o lJ.ave to t hiDk
abolJ.t them. Strauss perho.ps alt.ernates bet'.ieen -ell>::: charge of
"'J' , }'-' t" ., db '·1' 1n:UU_.lsm a 110. P_Ul.:I.S·- unsm 0.8 (I.J, ctatc y h:t. S Cll.l.C :Lcnce anc

p1.J..Y'pOSO. Or perhaps Strauss i'Jants to say both things. Taken.
literally, thG socia.l sc:i.ent,ist·ts llassoI't.ion that integrity
and. quest fol" t1'uth are v8J:nes v!hich one can i'i:Lth equ.al right.
choose or rei,,;;c-c, I, is condemned bv Strauss as Hnihilistic 0 It

BU.t S'trauss kn01'-iS. this assertion is 8. tfmere movement of his
tGhe social. scient.ist t ~J l:Lps c1.l1d h;1.s ton.[{u.(J, to uhi.ch nothing
correspond.s in his hear·t and mind. Ii' (Sec }!.?}.~, p. 20.) In light
of thiE.:;, the assertion is seen as 11an alibi for thoughtlessness
and vu18SJ:·ity. 11. Or <J.E~ he puts j.t_ alt.ernately and more

, , J YJ'T ' • 1 ' " t ! ",pOJ.nt.eo...y: \'\ e r~o CJ.CL SClent.J.S ·.S,i, arc. • 0 D8lngs VJ.rlO are sane
and. sober 1';l1en engaged 'in trivial business Cll1d who gamble Jj.l:c8
madmen v-rhcm confronted I'lith ser-j.C'us issv.eB retail sanity
and i'iholesale madness. 11 (See liE., p" 4. )



Still, its' affected sciont,ific l!valu.e-freeH vant.agel ?

aggravates t.he Il cr:i.,s.;).SH; or as Strauss puts it Hith pointed

sarcasm: ftThrough t.hJ.s Olympian freedom, it over-cornes the

cris]·.s o_f' Ollr tl·1"ln.8·,,, m n, "'t r>1--'i c-'is o.y , s~ J-h d' J •. 1 lce ,,·_'.l.v ..... , In" o.e eroy '(,_,.e con .lC2on

of social science: it cannot affect. the validity of its

f i n(~ -;nrrc. a18- •__J....1-. o":;)C

As we shall see, Strauss regards the major challenge

to the possibility of politiccd philosophy as :lssuing not

from SO(;". aJ. cc'i ""Dr-,e. po':'i tJ.· V'J~ S""1... ..t- C/o _c........ c; U_ .. it ~ J.t ... , but from Hschoolsl? of History •

On8 school, HegG]j.Cl.n:i..sm J offers the Final Solution to the

philosophical quest ~'<' and the H}'inal 'Tyranny, tl the universal

homogeneous stat,eo The second j apprec5.ated by Str2.uss as

the most formidably profound and t,he most profoundly per~

n-j c' -j 0' II C'... '.- "':;> ,

-
is '\i',rhat he calls rlradical historicisfIlq.li' The first

is the Hschool 11 of the' Final Solut:Lon; t.he sE~cond suggests

the probl~1 is bogus. Both are philosophies of history; both

17 A critical examination of the l!fact~value clist.:.i..nction li

is not within the scope of this paper. For Strauss! argu­
ment,s 9.gainst, the th,:;or-etical ten2.bil:i.ty of the ftfact-valu.8
distinction,l1 see ~L~~,5:, pp. 9···'27, ~m, Chapter 2, and 111m
.... . ] H']' '1 'I • J ., , "'I~ 'F '.6pl .ogue 2n _~~2,~?:::'?::.:::2:.§'DL.in~:":l.:2XJ:];'."~§;9.,S,_~i~Q.9:Q!.Xl;. ,or our purposes,
let it be noted that not the least of theSE: argaments is the
telliur)' one the-t pOc~itivism I!necessarilv tr'ansforms itsE~lfo '_ . ~

into histo:cj.c:L2,n1, If that positivism is no 18;:i8 slJ.bject, to the
histor'icist Cl~:Ltique than is the natural rj,ght. tradition.
See Wtt, pp. 25~27.

18
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have faith in history, the first in its rational progression

or progress tOl-lard rationality, cmcl tho second in the mys-·

ter-ious d.i,spons8.tj_ol1~3 of fate. Both aspire to 17transc(:;ndH

history. Both are l'!-=b;.11~:,·philosophies. Both are philosophies

of freoclom. The first is an e xt:cem8 rac3.ical:i.zG.t.ion of the

modern liberal nat1..'Lcal right. tx'adition; the second is an

extreme react:.ion against this t.re.elition and ago.:Lnst :Lts

radical:1..zCttion. 'I'hf) first is a po}j:'d. cal p lliJ.osoplly i,'rhj.ch

OP.I~erc +'ne Do1~+1c01.1. . -.;:) v _ .I.. .~....... \""_ c ... _ ... evil of tyranny; the second regards

political philosophy as delusion, an,d thus inv:U.-.,os the \'lOl~'St

political eVl.ls.

In the face of the Hcr:h:>:Ls of the Vlestl! and bccC:t1J.sE~

of Science and History, StrauBs has striven to bring to tho

fore nn.d to make fQremof3t the Ilqu8st:i.on of t.he good soc:i..O·t,Y9 n

and to combo.t those vlho i"lould abandon it. In his ongotng

battle Hith Sc::i.oncc and lIi~~to:cy, he ha.s focused on t h8:L:('

presu.ppos:i.tions and found them to be dcscen.dants of ths

radically Dei'T in modern thought, pJ.°oducts of the. rejection

of clas:::d.cal polit.ical principles 0 In taking the vie..,! that

the modern p:r.~ojec:t has faj.J.ed and addressing himself to the

que st-iC)"'l of "1'1,.,. it_.~,J.. _~ ~.J. ..'j ... has failed, he finds vihe.t "Jas vn:'ong vTith

• ~- -a J..,' ,"1 ly' r od cr··... OP1)O ~ pc' -l_ 0 ,J'he cJ .... c, cJ" cal "'(TJ' Dr·T~v ,'/ S vY.l?J.Cc;!.•I.- L1, 'e. H, ~.L;;;'~ l. v l, v' •.,(".'''''C' .. J _ , _v"/. In

T

his debate 'Vr.i.th Kojeve on the tyranny of t.he universal and
0,

hOffiog8neous state, h'3 makes clear hO'.; thoroughly dependent

" r T T



11

its ju.stificC:l.t:i..on is on modern thought, and ho\,; dependent h:1.8

opposition is on classicE~l political thought 0 This has led

hj.m to champj.on a nret'l1x'n'~ to the thought of clc1ssical pol:L~~

tical philosopb.y <: Stre.uE;s is not indulging in romantici%ed

nostalgJ.a as is evident in hi.s exhortation to tlreturn11 :

The re·t1..u:·n to cl.assical political philosophy is both
nGCeSs8x-y and tentative or experimental" Not in Dpite
b 'l·t br::.cr-")cc> of ih:'" -l-en~·r1·:"J·"·e r"l~l<:>""""'c'l'"l''' J.·t· l··'Jc·t be caV>'-'-'ec~~ ...... :...-I.f..,... \..,.">\.:. ...~ ...... v.:,) u ~._-..~c.~v....... \"It O . .l. o. Vv j 11, .. 1...0' , • J. J.....J.. t

. • 1 • • .l ' . J' •ou:c serJ.ov,s...y, leeo ....J':L"C.l0U'C squJ.ncJ.ng a'c OU1'" present p1"e~

d:tcam,ont. ., There is no de.rJger thcl.t. viE, call ever become ob~
1·· f.\ ~, • d' .' .. ,. ._ J.VJ_OUS 0.( cm.s pre r lceIil~.n1"(. SJ.rJ.C e J..'C :LS tL18 J..l1centJ.v·E) to
our \'1'11oJ.e concern, 'I'd..th the cle.ssicso vIe cannot. reasonably
e,;-('ec+ tl1a+ '" f- ..e c ....... u·lc'e ...··s··-aylrl·~,-g· of' c1"'~s·J·c~1 pol""'J'cpl_'-..... v ,__," V 0.. 1. QU. .1 I.•J. vC ~,,_. J.J.l. _ ..• c·..... .. c._ _ ...L L" • " ......

I "lrso'" - .···"IJ C' 1, ~ "t'l" "",,·'l~ .t:' y' t '-:> rtc cpp 'l..L... J '-1~J.1Y IlL......,upp".. y U;;" vTJ- L r;::GJ.J,... es ... 0.. OCte,) >;) 11,':;>":'0

]'or the r81at:i..ve suc.cess of mode~cn political ph:i..losophy
1.-,,,, C' b·... 'lr'1"" .~ J_ b "j" C!' a Jr" _'.r> .l .'. "}1 11"1 ,·1" .,... ...W:'.", r OL_C:l ll' _,.nL"O E.-_llo C ,,,J.IIO. O.l SOc.!.(;~,y 11 ..O..,._y l).J.L,.nO\'·,J .•
+0 +hc. (.J o::>c'''''1C'''' ~ }--;no' or C'oc'j .,./.. - J· o 1>'1J'c1- ..... )18 c·la c'c··L""'1v v I,::.. ... Oo'l.:JU ...u "':', Ct \...... ..'. ,_1 · .... c.. v;/ l, t".l ...... l Lr ~ .... , "">~'W~_' l.....c._

prlnc:i..pJ.e,s as st.ated and elcl.boratec1. by tll,e classics are
not :i.mmcc1:i..ately applicabJ..eo Only 1,riG l:i..ving today can
pc: c<c;··,b·lv fJ'llcl ~ <:·01'1'·J·o1" "'0 +118 p'("0')-l8"('''' of ·t·od·~"\r E"J·,J~,•• ,. "~.J ." ... c.. u ....... 1I. ,.1 L. v.. .. L _••. ,0 __ lC'.,J 0 ,",l

a.n ao.oquat.e u:n.cle~cste.ncl:i.ng of the pr'1nciples as ola.torat.eo.
by the classics m9.y be the ind:i..spe:clsable start.ing point.
for an aclecp..i.E:.te c.ul8.1ys1s, to be e.cb.:i.GvccJ. by us, of preserrt:,~,
~!)'T ... .l.--r· •.l.-, '::) l·O")-a 11~"C1 .'-.-(' .t"'\ ' .(....···,·"lP "l',.r-·C':'_ctc.:..j soc.LeL'J J.n J.l,S peen.. J.cc.r C __.. lv.eGG.. , o.no. .Lor vL,. ".1.•.,0
appl:i..caticn, ~co be ach:ieved by us, of these p:r:·:Lnc:i.plcs
to OU ",' -;".Pe:-'l;C' -'-9__ v~··~,;.,J "L,,)' 0

This pap or is primarily an a tt empt. to expos:i.to:ciJ.y

sketch St,:cau58 f underE,"Ca.nding of mode:r....n:lty. Though his :i.,nter··..

pret8.t.j.on of the t.hinke:cs dis cusE3ed m.0,y be subject to dobB.te,

such debate is not the subject of this papc:c~ It does t.ake

prord.Yl.E:l1t,ly into c't ccount t.he opposition to 'Strau~;s t tireading':

J:> d' 't' J 1" . ... -' , . 1·.• 1 . ..... r ,ox mo lernlty ana 'ne scrortg O)Jec~lons ~o GUO POSS1Ul lL"y ana

relevance of I'1retu.:cnH 1't'hich 5.:::')f:iUO especially from t.he peeu-

liarly mode:r-n tlvl2.vesli of H:l.stoI'y. Modernity as tfsecularizatiC'nl1

of biblical fa.ith cme:cges as a ll;S.,jOY· iSSD.e 5.n understa.nd5.ng

, " ,. +- t' ... J . ""1 • t"r 1)"T'>t:)""m0081"l1J."GY ano. J.S vI'ea" co. C'c'L" __ cn.gl,1 J.n 111.<::; . '-'.1:)..:. ••• ~

19 '"l 'rp ~ J.J.•



CHAP'rER I

l..fode:cnity begins Vihen the ql.1.estiol1,

1

live together 1'1811, becomes the q.u8stion of hOVl to El.~k~

peoplc li1.t8 toget.}'wr 1'lell; vihen the ques'i.:.ion of the good

society becomes primarily a concern vr1th hOi!i to make· soc:tety

good. Modernity is in:U:.j_ated by a momentons tu:cning in poli~~

tical ph:U.osophy, }xc':i.nl8.rlly e. t.urning aVI8.y f:r.'om the tr8.di.·

tional teaching of mor'al virtue vd..-ch its emphasis on model'J.tion

philosopb.y~]. cla~sice.l heclonisYi1; and b:Lb15"cal faith a ppee.J:' to

concu:c in stressing. re~rt:.rc.d.n·c and in teachingrnodeJ.-'atioD o 2

1 Strauss Vi~T,1S all ofl-That j~s geriex'"a.l1y cf1J.led the t?natux'"al
J l' t .... ~ .. ~ .. .J.. .. t.. "j "l . . h.a1,'[! TaCt:lGl.On U.p co moo. crt). L.Hnes as '8.Slct:I..... y consonarn.:; \·iJ.. t.
the .pol:i.ticc'1.1 philo30phyof SocrLltes/Plat'o and Aristotlo.
Somet:lmes by 11 e1ass:Lce.l politi cal phiJ.osoprr.;.rtr he intends the

lOt. ;"1 ..e..... + ~ ....~ 1i -t·- -, 11d "\ ...·n C\-'....~ ....., .....}, -!.... • C" J l-~ i")_-~ .....~ -l c:. l ....1 .p. 'l:"I· (".~ ··i c·'-eLL.>._ .. c ...,J,c.Cc ... ,J..Ol_ a... SOll"'Fv.:.l!1"'.S -'.L. :'I. v Co-Cor-d. n", _'-v l e.:..c""lJ.n6 JLJ.,:>IJ

to the Greek thinkers or one of theme This should not Drove
COI1~L]0ing' -_ "....>_ ... 1 ... .,

2 The Socratic tro.d:ltion and the Biblical t:cadit:i..oD. eoneu:c in
vie-r,·r:i.ng lrl2.n as essent:Le.l1y depcmdent and Ij,mited, in the G:ced\:
vim'l by n~'t;1),:re, and in ~he theological V~e1;lj b:>;, virtue of .. his
creat1,l.:cel1,ness. Accordlng to both, man JUS SUb~1 eet to a hJ.gher
eternal order OJ:' Being 'i'Thich or l'1ho is b,12;!.l1cficent 8"..nd .lovable 0

Though Epic1..1.rean5.~;m stoutly maintains th:cr;t nothill.g lovable is
eter'nal and the eter'na.l is not lovable, it· does -teach moderation
because it seeks the purest 1 not the maxinnvm of pJ.oaSl)X'eS,
Strauss does note a k:i..rl'sb11) bet'\.·;een EpicmL':o3.nj.sZ'ir and the mode:n1
scientific vie'!,'! of nature.. He refex's to ~Kc::.nt t s presentat.ion
of EpicuTeo.nism. as ident.ical vlith the s}):l1c:Lt of modern natural.
science prior to the subjoc:tion of that StL:iGDC8 to the crit:Lque
O +' Dl1i~e r:,:')::,"'- n"" I7 1""0 .("~ ... ~ J..... ";'"'l'l C'.-.. ]" '" "t') r~YI ~ll ..; ,~l"1 \l~\ n C -f (:>1'1 .....· -n (1 ('5rY1 t":'l~r ..''l

.L ...' ._ t;:; ,., ,0 ~ L '" J <:; ..., l' . <.c C_Cl i::> I _:.:::....:..:::.-::....'::.::.::,.::,.~:_..'.::.>_-.: :.".;....:,::.:;:.:~,.~.':;!;:.;,._._~,.:;.:_~; ..~:.:,,:'..::.,,
(Na''-! York: Bas:Lc: Books, 196F.5j, povi:i.L vr~e:ceEtfter tids "Jul.-,k
T'r-il1 b o .,... ~J:",I"'.''''('(: +0 "'s II\i,'T)
.(' _... .._ . ...:... .,I. c.:.l. t:::..w.J.. 7,.. ... ~. v c~... __'::.:..:,::.

12

I I r



13

This is not to Sll.geest that modern political philosophe:cs

d:LscJ.pprovc of v:Lc·tuG. On the contrary, they esteem virtue

as Hsubl:i.me and lofty~H Strauss de.sc:cibes the attit.ude

toward virtue j.n mod ern times:

• • • it was inferred in modern times that since
virtue [?-s class:i..ca.l1y conce:i.vec\.l cannot be brought
about by coercion, 1,110 promotj.on of virtue cannot be
the pw....pose of the state; not. because virtue is un:Lm,,,
pQj~·t;al1t bu:[, becalJ.se it is loft.y and sublime, the st.ate
7··j'1.S·'· b C' '"to l'c.l·"Lf'{" r··...·,""J·.,t ~. 0 v'; 'r,·i·. ') r-.- a·J.1r1 -v"'j ,"' Co ~ R S 1J C1} as r1 J" to' ~..l .. t.)..,. v .. J. .' __ .,,~ v...l.. v.J. v _, ..." ~ .. ~ .. '" C. ~,_ ... vv 0.1_ .......... _, . v .... 0

tingu:i.shed fX'"om transgressions of the staJce f S lavrs 1'rhich
have no other function than the protection of the life,
JJ"bey·i-v a11(1··p""'·ODc,., ·;·y'" of t::,""c" ro-j+J"r'pn j.';7eo n('\~l'(::>' J."n p::;,c,c'·il·1g,_4.l.. ,,; V.J' c ... ·.. J. J..- V .. _ \";.CJ,, II """"-1,.) .. l:1 ...... __ ~ r ....... ,_ ¥ \,.l..0v ......

that this rCB.[;:oning does not pay suJ'f:i.c:i..ent. attention to
the inroort.ance of habituEl.tion OJ.' eChlGE.l.tioD. for tho accll1.isi-·

~ -
tioD. of vir'tu.o. 'Yhis rScu30ning leads to tho consequence->
that virtuo~ and religion, must become private, or elso
t 'n 9T S{)Ci 0+ Y 'tS d-i t::'''!A,j n· O'U'"l C:rl (:.\,:>' r'l-'orn ~·11~ C""-!;lt CO J" C' t11eC.<.v _ .' •• V ~ C, ••l.U" ••. C ••_.,.) •._~ •• H. \.'."'.' ...> v(#· " .... , .u .'

sphere less of the private than of the voluntary" Society
embraces then not only the sub.~·political but the supi:~a""
political (morality, art, scienee) as "Jell,,3

as the determining ground of all principles of legitimation

on the Hre8.1istic il gro1.mds that people 8.re not v:iJ:t."J.ous end

are not suscoptible of being r,};,§:;'sl§'~ vi:ctuouso The classics

fully ag:C00 Hith tho mod'8l"'11 trrealisticH dic::.gnosis: a vixtuo:J.fJ

man is indeEd raro; the best rE)gime~ the good sc>c:1.ety~

depends on an j.raprobable chance of the f:ceD.kish occur::cence of

h ""' ... , '1 1 1 J"'" 1 a " at~.8 COUlC-lCl811Ce OJ. pnJ.._oSOP_1Y 0.1.1(( po .J.·C:LC:a.... povre):,; In n :I.S .

playt:.hing of the gods; man t s nature is enslaved in many 1'lays 0

--'"'.~... - ..._-_.....-..__._._...__....-<......-'-_._.--_...._-_..__._..._----_...---~'::--._.-..,.-----,._-,.............~



111-

1iWhat is p,ecul:1.e.r to modern thought j.s. I. • the resolve to

l:i.bex'atc man from that enslavement. by his ovm sustained

effol"'tJ. l~h f]:'h:i.f; ~'0f301"\re strains 8:gainst restraint,s of
I

moderation. '1'0 achieve this liberation, traditional moral

and religious :r'estraints must ue loosened 0 PoliticD.I v:L:ct.u.e

comes to be understood as the socially 1..1.seful, as that v,hich

conduces to g10ry, povre:r."', ~'iealth 01:" recognition, as that

pO'iverfuJ. passion or selfish interest '-Thich can be counted

on to !l1?-1Ss. m.an Hbehave .. H

We spoke of the inmoderato goal of the modern project.

Xt. is hnF;lOde:rate b0;cause in its concorn for mal::i.ng, and in

its e8,gerne8:::: to nJ.Ci.ke Sll.T'S the realization of its aim, it

discountcd m(lder~1.t:;.on (or reJ. 8 Gatod it. to the privat.e supra.·.

political sector) and s'lditched it,s faith frO!11 an etornal

order or Boing to Hinv:Ls:tb10 i1 ' societal l1J.echcmisms or histo=

rical processes, or bothD A sketch of the modern project

focns:t.ng on the means J:"athe:c than theg<rJal '1:iil1 suggest, in
I

a gross I'ray, vlhat is meant and also s el"'Ve to introduce many

of the feat1..u~es of modernity taken up in subsequent discussions:

r,10dern poJ.itico.l philosophy diE;counts mc;>ral virt.ue and counts

on the ema.ncipation of flO CilSi.lly useful ]passions, notably

acquisitiveness" It nuts its faith in the "invisible hand.!!...
, -

~' "'_..- ,..,.'-.- _ •.• ._..-.,.__~..u _ "'..""":'_ ' _ .. _ _......_.,__ -..... . -,_ ..

1:- Ibid. rrhta is a central a ssert:ton of. Strauss t • Much of
what. :(0110'['s is an elaboration of -'-(,hi8 assertion.

rI I



15

It has greD.t fcdth in the ma.l1eallility of man and corollary

faith in inst:l.tl..l.t:i. ons to mold him int 0 the tf r atj_onallyl1

desirable icl,§~~ of man~ There is ·the faith in the compulsion

of nature 1..rhich compels man to become civilized~ This leads

t ....." . 'l-' 1- t h .... T b .o I m:cn ~n .Lu.s-coJ:-y as -'. e p:r.'·ogress 01 man s . ecoilllug ever

more civili:t~ed or ration8.l, or) ironically, ,free. 'There is

fa 'i1.:'-h }'n ',-he H C '11"l-'-,-iI1P- o·r Y'i->c>con n_ ,__ •. v... ;"~ ..... _J.J.._.... 0 _ _ ....... C.\.Q .: Hodern political thought

can) therefore, wit.h conviction, set i tseJ.f a goal of uni~·

versal grandou:r, secure :i.n the faith that it. is only a mG:c.-Ler

and the molding process, History.

(It may perhaps be said that in the confI'ont8.tion. vrith Comnnu1ism

the Vlest faced the immoderation of its Ol'm project in racU(:8.1·~

ized form.)

The immoderation of the modern proje.;ct j.s sensed by

us today as evidenced by tho i'r.:Ldespread conCern over the

'dehuJlan:i.z:Lng impact of technology 0'

110]o "'-r S-'--""'"'l'C'C' ascc,"''''C''' ·"I:l')·"'a"·oc'lly...... b} , G~ 0.. -I.f.) U (.~ C><,,;. • .I.. to.) .L vi c. l,v .-- ,

The attitude to'\\[ar-d t0ch~o

decisively distinguishes

cla~:;sical polj.t:LccJ.l tholJ.ght from the 1'aocle:c21.. Other differ'euces

commonly point ed to) are derivat:1.ve froEl this basj.c diffe:r,-·ence.

Strcu,lSS discusses the commonly alJ.eged difference in I' espect

t.o democracy and concludes:

On the v'[hole the v:i..e"\'J h8.8 pr8v8.ilecl that democracy
must beco"ne' rll.le by the educated, and this goal \-rill b:­
achieved by univer'E',al education. But universal ec1u.ccJtJ,on
prosuppose~ that the economy of scarci.ty has given ;,'Jay to
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an economy of plellty. And the economy of plent.y p:-ce­
SUpPOE3CS the cmancip8.t.ion of technology from moral and
po]j.tic.:::tl control. 'The essential difference between our
vie'", and the cl<:J.ssiccl.l vim"J consists then, not in a di.f­
ference regardirl[; mo:cal principle, not in a different
understancUn.g of justi ce: vre, too, even OUT communist
coexif~tent~;~ thin);::. tlla t it. is just to give equal things
to equal people and unequal thingc, to people of unequal
merit. The d:i.fferenc e bet'\'Teen the classics and us vn.th
regard to democrncy cons:Lsts exclu.sively :in a different
estimate of t,he v:i.:rt,'ues of technology ~ But '.'Te are no~c
entitIed to say that· the classical v.Lm'; has been refuted.
~eheir implicit prophecy t,hCi.t the emancilJation of technology,
of the a:cts, fj~'om moral and political control ,,·rouJ.d lead
to dis8.ster or to the dehlJJnanization of man has not yet
been refutecL 5

(l'hj.s int:cocluces a central precept of modern political thought:

universal enJ.j..ehte.nmc.mt Q ) This suggest.s why St::cm.J.Eo;s f eels a

H:cetlU"n '1 'dotJ.J.d be salv:r.:-al'y: mode:cl1 thought cannot teach us

moderat.ion; the progres::d.ve 100sening of restre.:'Lnts he.s even~·

tuat-cd in the unbr'idling of technology and vice versa.

1I!IacbiavelJ.:i.
~-'_,..,l~~,,,,.-=_.. .e.-'~'

Fundamental and p:cominent, :l.n Strauss f portrait of

modernity is its Fa.ustian str:bd.ng '''0'' restless, ince.ssant,

str5.ving to ove:c·cOTI1e chance and to conquer nature. The credo

of this technological bent of moclerr:d.ty is expres:::;ed l'1it,11 style

1 11 ° , • .t:>. • 1 t 1by l"I8.chiave_.Jj.: For~~,~~~~_~ :lS a Homan, ano. J..i one ins les 0 (eep

her d01',m~ it is neces;3a;'Y to beat her and to pOUTJd her. n6

Compare this vr.:i..th the updated version: liberation is to be

l'll"ought by the dominatIon of nature through tecbnoJ.ogy 0

5 T'pD <".!~, P~ ..... I.

6 Quoted and clisc~J.ssec1 b-J\~ Stl·'8.1.1·3S in his Th(Ytl.Ehts on I"I8.chiavel1:i... -"'--'''{;:j ,------ ..---;.----•._-_...••.-.
(SeattIe: UniVOTS:l'cy of VT2,sh:i.ngt.on Press: 19<i.'i9) , p ~ 21b. .



17

St.rauss deoms I,IachiaveJJ.i to be the HColw.nbus lY of

that neVI cont.inent of polit:Lcal 1?:cealismH on uhich modern

political philoE;ophy tEd';:ec) root" Tlds 11m,., HrealismH rejects

classical poli.t:1.cCl.l philosophy on t he ground that it is not

dovm to earth, culmj.Xl8:tj.ng as it docs in kingdoms of heaven

.'!:r~9j~i9£(, 'l'his n8i'! political ph:Llosopby is urealistic ll in that

j:ts goals are so dev·:i..sed as to minim:l.ze chance and rrlaxindze

the probab:i.J5ty of their realh~ation" From what has been said.

it is clear that this requires either rejection or revision

Here is Strauss 1 para.phJ."'<~.se

of M'ich:i.avcl:L:L? s cr5.:d.qu8 of moraJ5ty:

Vi ) ".-, 1"'" 'j)" , C"! 1,)J ..> l-r .,r-j ""1' ~ ,~,,- 0"''"'' "r}' },! (1 C' ••1.[,,, J.S POSv,l.L, .E. Ol.1"_.Y \,.,.k1J..n ("~ COHl...... .I',.C....1lC•.

Can 'll0'(', b'''' ('P0P'['''''C"J' bv 'mnl,~,"l"; 'C''''y fell'" 1110Y·!:IJ ·'L·f·y Cc"',l'l·nn~'.~.~. . _ ,-. ~_ v....,. J _.~ l .. L I ~ _.... _ l.".';' V ~ _ V

r, t . .... . '" l ,~. fCI}. C ' • J. n' .J. --' J.}.' •.'.' 1-' ~ ] ,,'.... - "ere,,,, e J.(,S".....L. J, .k: COlll,~XL' \'1.LlJ.lJ.l1 ViLle 1 lJ10ro.•J.l,Y .l,S

7 See Chapto:c 15 of ~:he PriD.ce 'Jherel'.Tachiavelli l-T£':Ltes:
n 'nlY -:>!·t·-;,nJ'~o1- h";;::'L'~I~;~:t::"'o·"-·~·,;,,,·~·r-n. CO"l""':·},]'l',,.·· OJ.·'" 1.'8 0 "'0 tho e;::>• • e J -l..l._ II"... V_.... 1.. ...... '-.:.... __ .:.,.) ,l Ve •••L.v ....... ",::;> .. I, vv~l.~ "'0 ... 1., I.J V _ "-' .....

\'7ho tmde:cstanc1., it appe2.J:'S to me more p:C'opor to go t.o t.he real
~:j""'l1:t}: of the m.~~J~te:c than J~IO ~.ts ~mc:g:l.nCl.t'~cOlL; and many have:;
lmagJ.l1ec. repub.LJ.cs c:md pr:mcJ.pe.J..:L't:t,es \·7[).lG11. have never be8::1.
S8 ",,'1 or }'l"'C"'" "0 E''''; S·....· J"l ..,..."''''1i.J.. v '' foY' hOTT rre lJ'vo J' <, co J:>~'1~-:.01.. • _J, I\'ill I..' .J,.,' .. '. L. .J. •• I;:.·C<, " v J l' ,,', ." \"" • ,~? ,.) .l. c: ..

removed from hO'i'l v;e ought. to 1:Lv8~ that he vrho abandons \'rlj:::-t.t
is donG for '\'!hcJ:c, ou[;;ht. to be dune, \'11]J. rEd.iheX' lear'n to b:ci.ue;
about his 0';111 ruin than his pl'eserve.t.ion. A man \'rho vJishes
to make a pr'ofession of goodn(:.ss 5.n (;;verything must necesse.riJ.y
come to gri.E;f CJ.riJ.Or:.g so many \'lho arG not good.. 'I'here.for(: it
is necessDTy for a p:cincc) \0'.;110 vrishes to m8.intEdn himself, t·o
learn h01'1 not:, to be good., and to \.1.80 this lmo1'!ledgo an.d not-
use it, according to tb,'3 necessity of the case" It
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. 1l' '1 1" ' . 1 . I . l'POSS:L). e :u:.; crc2:C ec l.)y l.mmOJ:'8...• :I."t.y ~ \lorC:LJ.ty rests on '.,

'r"', ':::Jl't-· I'p ,)' t1,..,:, .... ",d"'," .<:' R' 'T.C' ~ f.' • .,~.,.... ,' • 1~,'J...uLlOr".• J, .v : ~ ~ 0 a, ,He 1. OUI1.. e1 OJ.. ~0111e \, a"" d .l..L c-.\.,.l.L C J.C, '-.I ,
. " -'-- .. "' -, J~] -, -JUE::-C:I.Ce X'C:SvS on J.Y1JUSGlCG, JUS"(. as a .,L •.eg:ltUD.acy 1.LL--

timC:J.teJ.y rests on re-I/'olutiorlD.ry faun.dations $ • • $ one
cannot define the good of societ.y, the common good, in
t e-~""lC' o·r:" V'l'1','-l"'U Co 1-·u ·', O'lr., r'l"l e-"' a' "".O:'J.' 'r e "'J" ~""lJQ J..' 11 .t. erm c of, J. ,,\ •.:>..L •• v . "', , U l' "\> [ \.. ,.) LJ . v.l ~l '.J. LJ .v v . 1 h~ ••

the COlEman good. • • .By the common good 110 must uncler~
sta.nd t.he objectives actually pm"sued. by all so cieties.
T1-1ec'r.:. obJ-ec:1"·J.'·;-8" a't~e' freeclcl11 f-"'o"n J..J:>o'''e· l P'll Cl0"1"Ln~-l"ion1. \...>....... .~ v., ,I.;' C ~ .. ) .,_ ./..1. .(,. 0 . lL v~_ ,

str'b·'l- " " r ",'- J O·n 1 ~- T 'r' c.' .' .,. t]· -- " --,'c~ J. -'."(.) 01 l.·u..e J. _..c>\, p_ O...,perlGy, 6.-0.r-:; or 81l1)J..re"
Virt.ue in tb.e effect.uaJ. sense of the vrord is the SlEll of
habit.s llhicb. are l'equ5.red for or conducive to t.his encl."
It is this end, o.nd this end alone, 'l;'Jh:Lch makes ou:c actions
V i r·t. O' C' 1.7'V 't"" r"'1- ..... C5' ' Q ff' '. ' -Iv ,r.•• ~ t" c' .-,lr f_.. ltU V.v.. .l:J. e."} [,.l.UJ.b GOD". e .. eC"GJ..\ie. o! J..OJ. 1.1e ""CJ."e 0
t .h'l·S GPO' "lP r"oor' rpl.-ll'c' 8'10' J'U0-1-,'"l-C' l e'" e'~er-"Y l'(\C~ns' V'il'~'ne1...... ,_1. ... :.:,) b' \"J..~ .J..j. v ,l"". 1.. 1 ........ l. _.,:::;) V~.l. ....... v .... _ 0 _ .. Lt .......

~S noJ'h'j"!=-' b'U,1-- C'l'-rr-iC' v·~r.·:'l'P. paJ 'Y']'O'l-;"""1 or 0'e i 10"'J'O":1 to... LJ_~·_110 "'. Y --' v '_'''0). v .l •• , V. I v_,.H.. • V. J.

collect:i;\re E3eli'ishness Q 0

But. man is not natllTally patr'ioti c c vrnat can make him patriotic

and in this sense good is the desIre for glory of the fOlUlcJ.ers

and rulers of ste:t.es. As Strauss pu.t s it~· llThe desire for

glory j.s the link bet1'!cen badnoss and goodness. n9 The fO'lmder

or Btat eS!'i1:;i,h , 5.n his selfish a.mbition f or glory, has a .801£':1.811

inco11t.ive for servi.ng his st.at.e I'rell; he has a selfif3h intere,st

in seeing to it that t.he c:i.:tizenr-y 1!"get alongli and libehave.l?

Machiavelli succeeds, Strauss says, "in building on this basis

a political teaching 1,qh:l.ch doc:.s full justi ce. t,o all po::":.;sibl0

req"Ldr'sments o,r any pol.:Lcy of blood. and iron, and v[hich is E:!.t

the same time most favorable to political liberty and the

""'ill" e oL' J ""T 1110 B·".-lv' St,j'....c:u.ss al[,o points out that HachiaveJ.li .... ,'" _L _.,,;e;l. v,.

~__..__.•_~.",~~" ,,,,,,~_,,_, • ''''''''''''''''__._.'M''''' ~.'~_' '~.-,,__•__...__......_............__..........-...

9 £L.£., p .!.:-3.

10 Ibid.
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quite intentionaLLy Habolishr3s the essential diffor'ence

be1.::~18G:n civtl. soc::i.et:Les and bD.ncU::; of robbe-Ts. lill tll'he great

public tasks Vlhicb. he :~_~he r.lv.chiavellian stat,esma~J under~,

takes are for hilE onl'y opportunities for coloring his design.•

He is d:i.stingnisbed from great criminals merely by the fact

that the criminals lack a defonsible opportunity; the moral

conviction is the same. nl2

This is not, to say 1,J:achiavelli underestimates the

delicacy and demanding diff:i.cu..lties of the princely or

fOLUlclers tart e It is certainly much easier to be a robber

(but then l'rhere t s the glory in that.?) c Aristotle, generally

regarded 8:S more of a ttreal:tstY than Plato, requires for the

B.ct'll.8.l:i.zation of the best. reg:i.me the proper fimatter J H a

mox'B.lly decGnt c1 tizenr'y l'lolluplaced geographically; and this

depe~ds on chance. Machiavelli does not discount chance

complE:tely; ce.rtainlY it is an imrJort8.nt fC'l.ctor, but not pri~

mar] ~ He apprecia.tes hO'll very difficlJ.l t it is to Hhip a

come chance. HFo:cttma is a 110m8.ntl and can be conquered by

and pounding. ti What for A:cistotle is impo~Ed.ble) beyond the
~_"'~._'''''''''''~''_'''''•.'''''''''''''•. -''''''_'''''''''~'''''''''zt''1'',..ot:= .. .,.. .....",........,__·_,-"~"" "". ,,,,,__,,._·__~~__.r' ""_'''_''''_''''''-"--_··'''''''_~·''··__ ''''''~ ...- ..

12 WPP p.lt).
-~~,



ken of the princoly a. rt, is for Machiavelli a very difficult

challenge demanding very clo"ilSl'" application of the princely

art~ 'I'his difference point.s up the TYshift from fornw.tion of

characte:c 0.mpossible to AX'j_stotle t s way of thinking 'when a
1. __

peopJ.e is corrlmt "', to the t:cust in :i.nst:Ltutionsl~13
.. __ .... 1

\- .
: tTVl:Lth
1.--

the fl.e;.,-;h
faith in
1~D.chiavoll:1.an
may sounds

teeth in thorn~~l char·acteri~3t.ic of modern political ttdnk::i.ng •lit

This in tlU:'Tl, Strauss notes, is f1t.he chctrac:t.erist.ic cOj:,011ary

of i.ihe belief in the almost infinitemalleabilit.yofman. 1115

1'he notion of tb.e malleability of man in later> poli·~

tical thought 'Hill give rise to a profoundly t:('oubling antino:::ny:

man 'is almost infinitely free because he is almost infinitely

malJe "')lc,' I"a~"'" -'lS 8J",,0<:+ ~'·otP...1J.-.;'T s'1_'bJ'~e,'c"l:' Jl,-,O n!1::l n l'D"la,t-io"l b'"...'___ c·.l h'. V , ii, '.!.J, ... C~_ .•.L".:."':> v v .r __ v_ _ . ~ ........ ~ v~~,_.c It_~ 1..... e~

cause he is almm3t infinj.t81y ms.lleable" The v_ltirnate in

freedom philosophy promisest,he Fi.nal Tyranny. Bot.h t he faith

13 l.rar1' r'l""'i-'.--' i- '1"'!- "".- (F J1 r " 1~i S pi C"oJ. -j "'t; C 1"8 '-'8r~1 of\.\,...... lv, .\:.1 .... ~JJ.vl C)-v,-,. .:.1 4J~ 6 ,.:.,L __ .. ..._ ....... lt~ .... <) .~,. -:,~~c: . • l... __

-' 't· .r'C'c--·r,'C" a-' '",,~r"l"cl "'10.' b"'c'" ""'" 0.<:' 'Il'~c0.11.0. :l,S }J~;":l.")J. ,-,n.::> c::> 0. ..:." l_..I. ...,.l, 0., '0::- c,.U,:>v .L ,!.v

mallc,J.b-ili ty, :i.f; quite optim:i.st,ic., Opposin§~ th,~
nC>""-J'+'''I()j'l -'-LV'-' r;'~'-icif'oi'lp!c, n' CO> .~'I·atr-"q: t1~-l'Ia'''''d as it1.J. "-' _v _· I ~ J v. v"''', . v _ - .

the problem of establishing. the state.(i.e., the just social
order) ~Ls soluble 'even for a nation of devilf:~, provided they
haVE:: sen::.~e,! 5,.0., provided that they are gu5.c1.ed by cnlightolwd
self:i.shnef:::s.· H (l-E\. p,,193) Devise devilish means of dealing vd:th
devtls and the ·cIty' of God emorges.

15 Ibid.
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of the modern project and the cause of its loss of that faith

are bascO. on this l1axiom" II Rous,seau br"ought h:Ls sensi.tivo and

profov.nd avra.reness of this antinomy to the fore of modern

political thought" German Ide;:·dism laid claim to its solution.

So did the West:, and so doc5 Communism. (Hention might also be

made of Jehose uho, inf3pir8d by Rousseau, embrace their version

of a Rousseauesqu.e H01).t, H some kind of ret-urn to nat1J.ralness,,)·

Machiavelli's approach to the actualization of poli-

tical good tlrco1.J.gh the emancipation of the passions or enon

lightened selfishness, is fundamental to 111oo.o:('n pol:ttical

thought. Emand.pat.ion of the passions is, 0 f cou.:cse, th0 aim

of Mach:i.D:\,l'elli ~ s crttiquo of mo:caJ.:i.ty c The passion in pa:cti~~

cuJ.ar that he COU.D.ts on is desire £'01."' glory" This is precisely

and Locke's teaching is

directed. One may say the morality of their teaching consists

1" rg"'l y ";'1 t'-"',; '(' . r::>ll <"'q 1 to C\.·c.•'l:}nc·.i.:);:>..~·(~ ~·'_t).i'" c1e.s·.i:1.·.. e ;J:>. 01."" Q~."Lory<;;;. c_ .t.f 1.1<:'.L.. 1;;.-'..•='C'... ..... ~- . ~' v _ v ..... ~ _ ~

or in r 8st:r·:t Ct.:i..D.g it to the !narketp18.(;(~ \'rithin the sphe:t:"(=~ of

econo:m.:Lc competit:i. on, a pCl"he.p S p odestr:.tan but safe sphere",

They imply that if one lifts the l' est,Y.'aints on glory, the

consequence is tha'c lla.n:rth:i.ng goes ll and lifo vrill be nasty,

short and brv.tish. One might read confi:cmation of their vievl

in the cODsequel1.cE:8 of Hegel's attempt to Hbring bael;:!! glory

(as recognition) as tho prime political mover, as tl~t passion

't"lhj.ch can be cotm.ted on to bring pol:i.tic2.1 salvation. As lT8

TT
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811.J.11 sec, Kojeve, in Hegel ts name, jt1.st.:Lfies anyone af3piring

to tYl'cmny vrho foels he could. do 8. good job as t.yx'ant and

"encourages all statesmen to try to ext.end their authority

over all men in ordorto achie'lro universal recognition. n16

These references to lateX' devolopTL2Emt.s in political

philosophy are meant to point,u.p the decisiveness of the

t~rning effected by Machiavelli~ 'm" •liney serve, too, to In-

dicate ther;H:~s and 5.ssues to be disc'lwsecl belovr.) We att0mpted

to indicate th8:t espe9:Lally those not.:Lons 1'lh:i.ch cOll.duce to thE~

conviction that chance can be OVE':I'come and natu.re conque:cec'l,

100m large in later t,hought",

Three l1evolutioDs
........_--...-.."',-."._~_... -_.•" _ ........""_.........-_...._"...",-e.::........_

Almost contempoi:8.neOUs ;,'lith 8<3.(;11 otl1Gr, thm.'e OC cU.J::'l"od

three revolutions, t\'ro on the plano of rat,ional thought, that

of the nOVi politi cal philosophy o.nd tho· n8-;-; science, 17 a.nd

16 (C ""-"~"l-"~ ;. rl r~"'lr ··1' - .'-' r')(":!:'l J :-.,- 'r..-•. _.1j-. - ..... r'l -:I • ,,-pr l".• ....,.jJ.. '"Loo 0t.r.(~L.t),-), .Q>9~-,U~~_c.'~;~~.:Z, IL,n~,vc" h~,'! 1""1..,,. ~O:-.1,,-J..-l Un.!.\o_,=-,_.v}
Pr -~c's JOol:<:» '·'r) 201 '.JOt: (;J(.'-''''~·f··o··~ tr'j'jC' "'.'J.';' "-lll op. ··,,,,-0-'"'1'r'oc-'1VUI-, •• 7' () }'l'"' " , +e".c:...~) c;. \110..!.. 'C.,;o••• l,.J .'.'. , ...... ,.. ).) ~';; !.. .:.).. 'u ""'_'" ;.....L __.•l.. f'....;... ;;.\_~

to as 01'.) It is remarkable hUr:T lJIachia.veJ.l:l.an Kojeve's position. ~. ,r-·-;·, ~. ~ I" r;. _." r -. r.> , ., T' ,7,;:, ,.h .' ~11" t C' l' " .. j- .r.> 'l .' ... . C' '" 1:l.S. ha.b..lno c..•U'·IC•• l\.;e .Loy. ·lr.,"'• .Lav\;;. ,I.,:> •.•8c ..\. O.L l).LJ.vcr""c.
, '. . '.' ... "" Jr -i '" ,. '"" T .' '.', r" _t.; S "-.~ ... , -. C' t h' ,- .,... .,..; '7 '" -I. ' ( '.VlSJ..Oll.l COl,l,i.)al" '-O~I \j \I \;; S pOS.L'GJ.O..l. 1i'•.I.Ld.l .... Ld, c.. (;'.~,:J C_l8.r dC l,;E::A .,.,..,,,- oJJ. )~l

of the pu.rpO[;;8 of Machiavelli t s books ~ It. ~ • tb.8ir broa.c1. pur·~
" .' t e-1··;. +~.::, . ··.r1 f .'. c>"1~ r oj, ,')' ·d·'·', t' c> sc~l f" Sll cJ ,,'.,--.,::;po ,e lS 0 '.H10.[ vLh, nee Or rt.: _l.o_1 ..~.nb 't •... l·L ,11 ..I..J•• ,-.80J.1 C:v

.£> t-h:-:. ....,"·I~·',.. 'rl th ']A' 8'" "., . "'-r n"'·· ',-·";:)1 [,",co'·' .p. -I·'t'·' 'c:-O.l. __ ::., J. '.)._,;lo al~_. '_ e ru ...... eL "J L.ne OD.L J _,..:~t,t'.-, c._'o.....>l.. s 0_1, po !. J.C.::> ,

arl,.:) ... '!~C p " f.>()·r e .r.o~" .... y" 1s·t· J'. Y1 P' 11 0'.']. n r' OIl t ~ r~(' '":1 ;ll'1 J po..... J" ~'.C \_'. lr.1. )_.. t)J.. J.. .. J- v .. 1,..,,'.... "'£'':'0' ......., .... ..Ll. .......... v 6~..·l(;"...1! ," __ ... , •• .1"!" ....d.

me.r·cenaries, fortresses, money, or chfmcB but in one Ts (li.-ill

virt'J.8. • • as tho abilit.y to acquire for o~J.(;solf tho highest
glory and hence to acquire for or:te Ts st.;"J.t,€' ;;Jl1atove:c' makes it
strong~ prosper-ow:;, and respect-ecL . The vriso rulers 1"7ho e. ct vlith
a vieF to their Oiv[l ben8fit, vIi1J. enlist "tho coopel'at:1.on of the

1 ·, r1 1.,1. ;-'c :=> ... ~-'t-h' a ,'- ... ) i·l"-··~'''''' 0-' b~'l ,~.'';' J'11ru. eo., v, 10 _. "..'\.e /'1 J. ..• 0 v,c l. ,'I,t 11.1 v J. e !/T L, ( .l .,\';':..!..', vrn ;:.,.:leJ .1. \.. , _.. '

such activities as cannot but be detriment,;]. to others. Since­
the many ca.n never D.cqui:C8 the eterna1 gl(n:'y \"Thich the great
i.ndi.viduals can achieve, they must be :i.ndllKGd to bring the

, .r:>' } t- 'd" 1 f' , b J. .(.' ,greatest sa.crLc :Lces ,)y . llC .1n~ :LClOUS_.)' os':.:.creo. 8_.:1. e.:: J.rJ.

ei-~~··~·"··Y r.t:' ai10th'''''' 1 r ·in-' 11 ({fo,"'r p 2r~'2 )Jt;;:;..l. .l1.J.. l: \ \..)..L C... .L C::.,r 1\.. J..0. 0 -:~1:.:;) ~ ... 0 .... Q '
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the other on the plan8 of thGology, the P:cotestant Hefor111ation.

In poj_nt. of chronology ~ Machiavelli predf.l.tes G2.1i.leo c lE; As

a Mediterranean man, Machiavelli's priority to the Reformation

is substc':.ntial, noti'rithstanding chrol"wlogical con"temporD.neity ..

This is syrn.bol:tcal1y indicative of Strau.ss t position that the

Revolution '\",'11ich deci~d vely initiat,es modernity is that 1',rrougbt

by the nev,! politicE:J.l p h:Llosophy ~ 'The ne1'f natm'al science :Ls

i.tself S oen by Stra1JBS as a pherwDlenon of the neV1 pol:t.tioal

dispensatiol1o Tho neVi political phil.osophy implicitly points

.; , '... .. 1°out the direction and prophe::::des "Ghe destlny OI the neb" SClE-mce. -'

_ .... , .........~.""""' ... 't>"~__............,.,..,..... .......__...............__...:................ .....,............ ,~_..... lI"!-"'-.e--_-.""-'-.._.,...,....."'_..._-"'-................."'._~:.#'_ ...--..'-..,

mr:>·... h,.,l·,~·'-··Lr···I·'n lJ~c'colo 'l1...,1'~-"'D'J-J··1 i·l,O e}r.-.cJ..·,"·,p-rl ·t"l"" n r ' T• r sc·'e'··c nCI.LJ ... 01J.G.v_ l.., ..... C·.... J. _·...L.,; . ~ J.o.. Go. 6 ,- .. _C;.w, :.L~ . ..:.....v_ e~L ... ~!u ,Lv 1';;\', · ..L ll,...::..

of ballistics which he claimed to have discovered because he
was the first to apply geometrical reasoning to the motion of
projactileso • • • Galileo••• insists on the 'absolute
rlO" ~., -j "l" v f o·r h"j CO< 01 'J' S C v--, c.'r·'l e' C' 1)1)';'';- h]' ("~ c' 0'(";' ~I J' niJ iT .; S "f' ~ Y' (">'('"y-\; ~ ... _ './ ... • ..__ "-' • _\" ~ ...... ¥., -.. Ol.,>,. ~ ...J VJ..":" ,,__ " .. ..:. ...J......... _.; .1.\ 0.. C._ ,-,_

fr'om Hobbes T claim that polit:i.cal ph:Dosophy I'jag 'no older
than my OlIn book De C:i.ve 1 • • • or D8SC-Etrtes 1 con.viction thct-C
no philoE;opher b8I'ol:"l:t~1;,Iln had suce:E!(3dcc[ 5.n phi.losophy. . ~. •
Fronl tho seventeenth centu:cy on, t.ho:; ins:i.s"t;c:~nce on a b:::.;olut.e
noveli.:,y an.d the rej ection of the llll,ol'e tr~i.d.it ion beCClT!1G
comlllonplace c 11 1·1an.nalJ. Arendt ~ }~~1~~lD?~,}J£-}LSlS~1.~s}tt'J~9.n: (Garden Ci."tj'·,
Hm'! 1'01"'1(: Doubleday Ancho!-, Books, 1959) p. 363, ,nel}

18 :Machia.velli lived, f:com 11;,69-..15:27, Galileo from 1561:.··161.:.2 0

This is not to S l..i.ggc-;st thC:lt chronological p:ciol'ity demonstl"2.t88
J . J ' , . '[). , ',' I' r t 1 , (1. . r 1 1' e~" '-1 -~-.OgJ.CcL pr:Lo:r'rcy. Hcl"Cl18:C :U.~ J_l1C J,ccrvElS·.!l=:~'l. ,f\.:.l'd,USS QJ_SC ".,-'n,t elllJ

J:' .. T " 1 1 ' t'" .." , .t:"' ., • ~- - • , • 0"" ,'~.0.1 Ij.aCl1J..CJ,ve .. _.J.J. a.s ,ne lE2.'I.:.n.er 0.1 mOQerrn:c.y :1.8 SlJ.ggeS\:;'J.ve .1 fl __ '::'

viev[ that. the revolution in poLL-'cical thought. 1'i::J.S p:ci!!la:cy ..
Likewise the fact that both Galileo and M2chiavclli are Medi­
terranean men and, therefore, t:1..nt 0 1..lch Ed by the H.eformat.:Lon,
is incUcat.:1..ve of his vied of the:: :Lnd8p:~m,ck~l.CE~ and prio:city of
the llrevoll.1.t:tonH on th(~ plane of philosophic and. scientific
thought.

19 The ~ase for t.his assertion is sketched belovT in tho
following pages.



ThE: ne'\'J sd.Emce :lS) of cOUJ:'SG, an essential ingrediont of

modornity. It complements tho nelY' politic,al philosophy,

firming and confirming the ro;:,olvo t,o overcome chance s

taking to the task of the conquest of nature -v.r:l.th undauntablo

enthnsia.sJn and prodigious industry. The nevr science en···

cou.rages and enD.bles thG nei'! political philosophy to cone.

S1JJ1:llilate :Lts break \'lith the theological heritage 8.nd classi.cal

tradit.:i.on D.nd never look back; it stamps that br8D.k "'d.th its

approval and affixes its seal to it vlhich I"eads .'"~ 1!SCIEN'1.'IFIC. H

It sey-ves up the ut.most in refined technique; it supplies OX~·

quis:i.tely soph:Ls't:l.cated 1'<[hips a:nd points out "\Tith microscopic

Etccux'acy vll18re to Hbeat end POUl1cJY for' greatest effE;ct ~ And

above all, i.t }i2rl~~~. Modernity is enchanted by the charm of

compotm1ce c:md enre.pt"t,1..rcc3. by the allu.:ce of pOHcr o

The nCi'{ science complemented and reinfo:cced tho re r
,

je.ction both of tb.e subst.cmc e and rnode or L"lGthodo10gy of

Machiavelli denied teleological natural

science bnt:. j.t.;, ...78.3 the nCi'l science \'ThiGh succ:e.ssfully (and

scientifically) vitiated this classical position. In political

thonght VIe 119.va not. eel. two consequencos of this donie,l of

natural ends: the notion of malleab~lity and the new method-

010gy of taking bs.s.ri.ngs primarilyfr-om the lOvior, from bee.

g:i.nnings, I'ather than from the higher, or from ends. This is

the approach of HB.chiavelli' s political teaching: dispenEdng

'with ends 'l:le must look at the beginnings of society; "Ide mUErt



25

understcmc1 the ratione.l animal pr:tm<3Tily in his animality 1

the rational j.ntol'ms of the sub,..ra·f.:.ional, the hunlan in

terms of the sub-hl:\.man~ As applied to non·..hlJ1l1an nat.tu~G,

the notton of malleabil:1.ty is indeed a conviction of the

:.:!.nfj.qt:;:.G malleability of nat1.1Te: natlJre is a dwnb, 'l"JorthleSE;

chaos, over against i:Jhich stands man the master, ITlcm the

creator, lCian the lawgiver; nature is made something of by

man, by h:i.s activj;Ly and by his l.abor. As to 1:1hy the natural

sciences adapted the methodology of uD.derst8.n.ding the higher

"'n +F~l";·l1.• P)· 0'''' J'll c> 10"'7 0''''''' -:>nc' J OC1'r·jn rt b<=>c1r to berr"Lnn'j "...c~'" "rr:>.J,. v_ L _ .l LJ ~. _ " J., c>• .\ • h..<. b ,:;;.!'- o HG.:>, if.,-,

submit; not the lea~~t of the ret?,SOl1S Has t hG I\iachiavellian

one: it is in the interes~G of control, of overcoming chance;

The emphas:i.s on mcild.ng and effic:i.ency -~ the constructionist.

bent of modernity -- roquires a reductionist viewo 20 Related

to his methodolog:l.cal stance is Hachiavelli 1 spenchant for

, gloat:i.n.gly adducing' examples of mOTal outrD.ge, of tort1.1..1'O and

c:r"u.eJ.ty 0 (Hoithor the Bible no:c- the classics loJ'ere tu"JaiJare of

~u "1, a cC1)--(..-...·· '"'In C "" C') S+."r.·'c': l'.,.~~),q '''.il.-·...~_~I_·'l·, G," '•... • \",' • . ." J. c.,,, ~>J. v ,,_ ,. -

Thore is a hidden kinship bet.vieen Eachiavelli t s
political science and the neVI natural. science. The

1 CC"'! 'CC' ~ ",,..:: ·"0.'1'" " C',".'" C·,c:,"',.·· ..jlli'1.-c• b-" J'll0 nOY";'':ll cas"·'c...a ....",..").I.O ....' 110.,.,. l..'. "en l lc·,J.J.. .,-,C·.~.•• -:>0.,,) .• :: L,........ ~L,c.. .. > v

as d:Lf,t:.inguJ.,shed froni the exception; liIachiCJ.vell.i effects
his radical chango in the unde:cst,anding of pol:itic&l.
things by taking his bearings by the exception, by t.he
extreme casoo As appears from Bacon, there is a close
connect.ion between Machiavelli's orientation and of
tor-tu:r-:tng nat,\,1.re, i~ e., of the ·controlled experiment" 21

-...-..-.-..".....'Cl'.,_~. _ ..'•. . .........__. ........__~ ......-~_J

20 This '!i'd-11 be seen more clearly in our discussion of
Hobbes belQt,;" e

21 Wpp p.h7.
~.._--'



26

Philosophy is, as it 'were, knocked off it s exalted

pedestc-J"l of proud contemplation, 'knocked dOi'm to earth and

put to useful 1·JOJ.'k Q Strauss says of Nachiavelli:

He ach:i.cv8s t.he dec1.f:d.ve turD to";Iard that notion
of philosophy according to 1fhich its purpose :i.s to
relieve man's estate or to increase man's power or to
guide man tOi;'Jc:.rd the l~at:.ional society, the bond and "(,1-.\8

end of vlhich is enlishtel1ed self·~·int0rest or the com....
for·'·r,hle cel f.' p·"'esar\rr,····i C>Yi aT e"'c'n o.C' JOts m'"'l"1"c''-'s 2?. l, o~ l-..' "" v ..... J.~.... .l. \... "-'. o. ~,,_._ ..... _. c'. . J. _ l;;;:.LJ. ..1 •.l.. \.." ,....,

This nm'l Idnd ?f Hp oliticiz0liY philosophy implicitly prom:Lses

the ascendancy of scienceQ It permits and, :i.neleed, demands

Knoi'Tledge is no longer conceivod of

order- ,. NEl.n ElD.kos knoHJ.edge 0 Ma.n Irput.s nature to the question.!!;

ma.n constructs andpn:::sc:cibes la\'ls fo1'"' dv.mb natu:CGc Trut.h and

- meaning oX'iginatc~ in man, in mEm!s act.ive"const.ruct.ive HIlder·· .

.standingo Order is v-Jhat man be.stoi'r;:,; c . Truth and ordel' are not

independent of man Ts cogn:t·~::.ive act.ivity. As em artist, man

truthe

The Gnd of Imo'.'rledge :1.8 PO'\t)'Cl"', but. in the end it

C0111es to be seen thD.t po1;1er knG'dS no encL, 'llhe neVI techno·~

logizec1 sc:i.cnce develops a HI'.Iachiavel1:LanH inomentmn soeking

to ever' increase 5.ts pol,-rer ]j.In:i:clesslye It. is pions in its

faith in infinite progress._......--....,....,.._.__._--,..---~-:.---------,_-...._ ........-......---._........
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Both the new philosophers and the new scientists

manifest a sense of mission in their dedication to assure

propagation of their respective sciences. They are clearly

conscious of their importanco to posterity and consciously

adopt judicious f;t.ra.tegies to avoid crucifixion by the

as··yet unenJ5ghterH3d.

This reflects their divergence from both the theo-

logical tradition and the Socratic tradition. Neither Jesus

nor Socrates st:r:'O'ile to avoid Hcrosses .. 11 Jesus is beliE~ved

to be the Incarnation of Divine love.. IhBtzsche vn"j.tes of

Socrates:

T'.,rlnRn f" ] ·1 't' a '<" ,.~ _ ln8. •..y o.ea" n. • • 'He: S prOnOlL11CeC, agaJ.ns\~ n:un,
it seems to ha.ve been Socrat;.es hirns81f viho J with cO:llplete
lucidity of mind and in the absence of every natural fear
of death, insisted on it. He went to his death with the
same calm Plato describ'8S i'lhen he he-,s h:i.lH leav'3 th:2-
S 'IT'11DOSJ"l'n i·l'lt;'"}",.> 8":'"('Jy (18\'111 thr> J "'s'!' '~::>\T"'le"" to bE'"""t1" a"J"~ •• L.'.•• ,.'-" C::, __ • '.(.. , •• -'-" _C~'-.~, ".t:: 1;._.,1., '0._1.

new day; ~lile behind him on the benches and on the floor:
his sleepy ~QmpC!.n:i.ons go on drear:lin~; of Socrat.es, the
tr'ue 10\"0"-(' 2).. .:::.....-;=_::.. c.

T' 't". .l- •ne pre-moaern .raQl~lOnS accepted Hcros~)esll becau~;c of tl1Gh~

reSlx~ct:).ve conv:1.ct:Lons of a lovable Et.env':.J. \'iho or onler

1rrhich I'la:=:: beneficent,; or, to put it altern,3.tely, they believed

the:c....e ',;'[2.8 a Hh:i.ghert: love than lO'(le of one IS ovrn. -- love of

the Good, or of God. With the modern denial of these traditions
--"._--_._----------_..~-'"--_.'~ ..~,-_ .._-,,-~.~--.,._-----"-~------_._._--'.- ..~

2,3 (IiIy unclerlirdng)
S·8ction XIII ~

See F.Niets8che 1 s The Birth of
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of' tx'ust and faith in a lovable Eternal, avoidance of crosses

and an.xiety over avoidance of crosses beca111-2- the dominating

aim of Ij.fe and thought: thus the anxious st.riving for pOldEn~,

the d etcr-mina.tj.on to ma1?:e S'LU'8, thus the takin[S of bearings

:for politi cal good fl"om a negative t~.l?~, thus the 11 good If as

avoidanc~, of c ros,ses, and finally the determination to push

Providence, and indeed to take over, man incarnatinG himself

as a god v'lho avo:i.ds crosses, and brings dOlm the Heavenly City

O.L.£' Goa' to e~:r'~'h__ , b"iT J..J::'abl"'l"c~."1"·l"~'J.'f:.,· J"',t '·ll"-'-l·b. hl's o'm 'l--:':l·1dc.' ,rl""-'l--~ v .; _ _ O~ v J. ~ ,. \",. l1e.! ..... , ,\, Cd 1

his OHJ1 povlE~r and supreme technol.ogy" The str·ategy·t hen is

not incidental to the new teachings" It is a case of the

preach above all$ is avoidance of crosses"

.. The ,ne',[ 11 gospel l1 cleme..nds t1 enlighte:mllent ll; the ne",-r

tlprophets fi optim:l,s,t:Lcal1y for-esoe their impact on poster'ity

and are confident. of success in bringing abou.t. the nEM order.

1'he nevI philosophy livDs from the 01J.t~3et in tht3 hope
which app:c-08.ches or- equals certo.inty, of futv..:ce cO:clquest

f n 1 f" • ~b J.."" " '"or c. conq'L1.o:3st. 01 t ..18 .. 'Lrc nr-e ."M J.n c ~e anLJJ.cJ.pa:Clon OI
an epoch in 1,'."hich the trl.J..tb. i·iill reIgn, if not in th·~
minds of 0'..11 men, at, a.ny rate in the institutions \·:7"hi.oh
mold thom" Propaganda is to guar61.nt,ee the coincidence
of philosophy and politica.l pC\ver ~ Philosophy is to ?

fulfi..1J.. t.he function of both philosophy and religion.,·~5

2L~ Hachiavelli' did not permit his important political'
works to be publi.::::hed du.ring his lifetime~ In the seventeenth
and eiehteenth cent1Jx'ic:s it vias commonplace for politica.l
ph:i.losophers to taJ:e 17hoJ.idayslf abroad for expediency f s sake.
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Hannah Arendt makes cleaT t.b.at this cons~,iousness of signj.fi··

cant future inf'J.ue:nce ViaS commorl to the :nevi scientists as

''\'wll:

The human mind cbanged in a mat:ter of years or
decades as l"ad:lcalJ.y as the human world in a m3.tt.er of
centnries; and vrhile this change naturally remained
restri.ct.E:~d to the fevr 1IT110 b elonged t~o th,at. strangGst
of all modern societies, the society of scientists
and the republic of lettGY's. • • this society antici~·
pated in many respect.s, by s heel" fOl"'e,3c of trained and
controlled imagination~ the :cadicELlcilange of mind of
8.lJ_ modern men. • • .20

" 26 Arendt, .2,R_~.J:~(?., p.2h7. In anot.e on thi::, passage
Areno.t vlrites: liThe foundation and early 1'd.story of the Royal
Society :Ls quite sV.gges-cive. 'Hhcn it vras founded, members ha.d
to a.greo to take no part in mat.ters outside the terms of
refertmce given it by the king, espec:la.11y to ,to,ke no part in
pol·)i··jc·p;] 01' l'·c~]-l'rrjOllc" S'·l,,,,,,,·j·p,,, ('l1""G l'~ t"'l.\;·i~':"f".'d +0 COYIC1,](I,..,--- '.,.)-~ ~ ... ~ .. ~-- 0 ... · ...... \..:) ',... ......... v Co · .... 1 -, \.:> . ........ I~J:1 V _ . v .... t..'_.Ao v

that the modern scientific ideal of t objectivity" \\[a8 born
he1" 8 ~,"l'rlic'" ~"rouJC'1 ""UrJ·o,:::.<::·t -;-1/",·r· J.'ts r'r-ip-":n ·i<:' I)ol··j'·c·;c·'l "ncl- , ' •• J,.c ••.• ,., ';:'.. ()bC'::> v __'-·v •. ', 1,.' .-Co'.!."" .,.,., J; ",' J. c< CA.._
not scientific" l..~ee Nietzscho t s thi:"cd B.S;:;9,y :Ln 1he Q~~DS'::2;J..£.G~[
Q:LJl9l::~:2:.~. vrhere he does suggest preciselJ t~::.is in consicle:r'ing ,
modern science un,d the modGrD. a scet:i-e; ideal..-j . Furth8Y'rtlO1'G,
it seems noteuol'thy that thc~ E:.cicntists fonnd it necessary
fro \11 tl~o ly"r.,·il'J']l·11l" -1·0 org'-'njzco t1-·l e;'· .... e·]\7'e'" ~l'···.J..O a ("·o,c'ie·r··\;",/.,... _........ \"';"'0-- ,.1... b v '" G,,_ -~ }....... .1. __ dCl .. ~'_ ./". .10 Q '- v.;,

and t.b.e fact that the 1,,'01'1: done inside ti!z }~oyaJ. Societ.y tU:,;."l!.ecl
out to be vastly more impo:c'tD.nt. than I'lod: deDE; outside it
cJ.emonst:t'cltecl ho;."T right they 1tiC:C'E:. An oY'j§E'u:'czB.ticl l1, 1,h et.her of
sd.ent;ists 1,'rho ha.ve Ci.bjurecl politics or of politic:i.ans, :l.s
always a political inst:i.tntion; viLere me;.~. o:('gnni~i8 they intend
to act and to acquire pOWCi:'. No scientific. te8-,"l!\'TOrk i~.; pu.:ce

, , .}, .. 1- • ...t' .., -, • tsCJ.enc8, Ville'C leI' J:vS aJ.In lS l~O aC·G upon ;80C;:;.e·c/ c'.1lG secure l·S

1 <..' 't' ',"', , f..']] ,mem )crs a CGl'·,.;O.J.l1 pOS1. ,J.on i·/J:i,:,nJ.n l"C. or -., '::-;.3 i;ras ana S·vL ... lS

to 8, Jarge extent. the case of organized rese.;::~:cch :i.n the n,aturuJ.
sciences -<- to act together and in concern in order to concl1.1.8:c

t ~" -l' r!' '-'} , 1 ' f ".tno. ,UJ:"Go lt J.S J.nueeo., as idlJ.Ge 18C1.O. once rElaY' ceo, no a.CCJ.CLcnc
that an age of science h8,s developed int{l a,n age of ,o:rganization.
Organlz ed thought is the basis of ol'gc:mi~;ed act.ion T, not., one
is tempted to add, because tho1J.ght is ,th~ basis of ,action but
ra.ther because modern science as tthe org,?r;,:i.::"ati.on of thou~ht T

introduced an element of action into thiIJ~drJ.geli I-lJ:Lq. ,PP.3 0 7-36S}n.Z6
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Strauss asserts this ca:c:Lng passiono.tely about the impact, of

one 1 S vlork on post.erity 5.8 nev127 vlith HacTliHvelli:

• • e Machiavelli j.s the first phj,losopher who
attempted to force chance: to control the fut1).re bv
embaY'k:Lng on a campaign~ a campaign of props.ganda28 •
He VI8.S the first of a long series of r,rodel'n thinkers
,,{ho hoped to bring ab(1):1::. tho establ:i.s!:lnl0nt of nc.v!
mocl8s and orders by means of enlic;ht{'mment" Tho
enlightenm8Hti" • " begins 1dith :r,'Iacbiavelli. 29

Machiavelli saw himself as a latter-day "unarmed

and pred:Lcting a l"lh01e nei'[ order

vThen his ne~iJ' ElOral code is dissem:Lo.atecL MC\.chiav81J.:L rOG.l:tzed

he 1'T8.S up against the powerful s'.'ray of tradition \·rh:i.ch held

i·,m.:c against the old. oi:'c\eY' ~ I'-'lachiaveJJ.:L sought to recruit.

those \"1ho

27 S-:-.'r,:,;,1,,'-'''' S"\T"'· 1f1'11r.> e~ll~'J -J' -'1-' nl"l111:c,r.-c)n1--,ro~J"C' ,r"I'" ~-lJ 1 P<'1-'~v c.L. ...:;,.;::) \....0....,........... ., ...... '_"'_" _C J..J .oI. ......... ~ "',) .I:l. .......... '-' v. c·... A ...... ,;v_

SU8.SiOl1E.: VIere resigncd to the fact that tJJ:ci:c tE:E\.cl1ing, tJ:w
true teaching, i'TOUlcl nev(;r supe:csede Hha:it, they :c eGs.I'd-eel 8. s
falso t ea.chinE;s, but; \-[QuId coexist. vdt.h t.I'l'Ol'll" They offeJ."cd
their teach:i.nss to their c,')nternlJOr8.T:1.es ~tnd above all to post.Gr~
it.y vrithout even cl:l.'eam:i.ng of cont:coJJ.ing, tho fU.tt1.1"8 fate of
h1..UfLan thought in general. • • • they did not for on,e moment
believe that t,he true politicoJ. teach:i.. ng, is, or :1.s likely to
b t ' 1 . >' 1 J • • .1;'-' • ... > H "T'~I' I. r8, '~le pO~J.G]_ca_.. c.eaCl1J,ng O.L 1,;1"113 l'lJ.GUre~L ~.r._:~ p.I-/'O'

28 Strauss noteE'3 = llTh:i.s 'propc:,g,'<uJda is at, the
opposite pole of \\That is nOi·[. culled prop.p.,.ga.nci.2, , high pressure
saleslil-=:Lllship and hold--up of captiva.ted atJ,d:i.ences. rrachiaV"ell.i
de~)il'es to comrince j not merely to persl1e~de or to bully. T! I,bi~l~

29 Ibid.
-~.~
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pref'er::ceo. their eD.rthly fatherland to PJJ.y heavenly fatherlands.

He ass'Lilllod Chr:tstlanity to be 1'!CJ.nil'Jg, and he addressed hlmself

primaI"iJ.y to those 1:'1110 had already begun to thrm'l off the

yoke of religious r-est;rD.ints~ It"loc1ern polit:Lcal philosophE:l's30

generally appe3.r to as~:mme the vlaning of faith B.nd :i.nsinuat.e

that the ne',~ ol·.~d.e.r· ~}.~ev p-_r.~ODORo (lw.,.[lal-1d.~ J"k S s'11'J"UN8~~lcn O.i·~ ~tc" , . v",) J:' - - ~ - .v,,- v ••.•o .G., -' ,.r. C>

repJ.a.cem~mt by a. Heivie religiol1o f1

Though modern thj.nkers, as I-'Te noted, in this regard

ret.u:cn to the classIcal assertion of moral or political prin~

ciples O.S

coming of t:cadit.ional piety 0 This Hant.i--theoJ.ogical ire li at

least pa:ccia.lly explains the modern r ej ect:Lon of kingdoms of

heavens and the determination to make surG of a nei'! political

30 St.J:'~,,,,,-~a l1creClL"I+ ... ll u ob1-) 0 c.' :L'n D:"Y'i·,-j ("'·l.lal~· rr tll"-'L..i ¥CI"l.,..{"~_U P.v~':',[1. a.v~ . .l. ........""'.v-_ ...... L- ... H. ~ .,. e •. _

\'Jhole scheme suggested by Hobbe2. requires fOj:" it.s operation
t '·'" 'r"'alK~'J.l···"· or r<:J···',-,"···, 4·',-,.-:> ell'rll':r'::<"-'~O'~ o-rthc> fe8'~ of' "1. rIc- 1',V. )~'C~;. ...... LJ.o .. , c;.lJJ.lt:.~J., u.!l...:,..... ).. J.. _.•• .!.o-l..l~\.' L!. _ v c . .!. ..L ...... J.-..u

, 'b- I""" J' "'.VJ..S:L ).1.8 pOvTcn··S. t r equ:LJ:'es sucn a raw.ce:.. cD,D.n88 ox o1':1.8r1'(.a·,
tioD. as can be brought. about. only by the d:l.. sel1cha.ntment. of the
"'or", "l b'i +',-,e all"l~f''''<::'l 0'-'1 O'f sc·j e>1''l'\.'-'J" '1'.; (' 1,~no'·"J (.,,1 C)'A O"~ boy. pO')1Jl a,.~J . ~",l.~ .J V..l.J. . _ .. v.w ...... J" • .. ~ __ V_ .. ' .~_.)......... _.t... :>1. .....,.,. ...,lC')......·1. '1; ........- ',.

enligh&8nm'2;}~I,t. Hobhes j is the fix' st. doc'c.r:1.ne th.at. nec8f,sarily
and u.mil:i.;:;takably point.s t.o a thoroughly 1 enli.ght;ened, T i. e. ,
a. r-eli~loLu;, or athcd.st,:i.c societv as the solution of the sod,a],
or politi.ca.l p:coblem. tl See NR j p~J.9ES. Camus says: ttR.ous~;et.w.
•• ~ • -;--':1 • .,,, .'_ ,).. '1S, 1n fact, the Ilrst man 1n moaern tDues to 1ns~ltu~e ~ne
pro5:ession of civil fai.th. l1 See A. Camus I 11]§...Hel:z.Q..I:. (Nm'r York:
VintaGE: Bocl~~3, 1956), p~116.
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order. Nacb:i.avelli and ot.her modern thinkers at.t:c:I.buted

many of the evils of thc:1.l' dD.y to the ardent concern Iv:ltJi.

tb.e KinGdom of EeavenQ As they sa1.;! it, thesE: evils resv..ltod

from man 1 s being encouraged by t radit :Lom.:; to aim too high.

They said in effoct: Stop trying to sav'c men 1 s souls B.nd the

enorm.ities o~e religious .persecution "'ril1 be elim:t.nated and

the incidence of war less frequent. Lower the aim of mane

Stop shooting for HeaveD,. Devise a realistic goal 1'111:1..ch ydll

assure. men t s getting along and c!.fforo. the individual l:tbex-'ty.

Devise a goal ~ihich man can l:i,.ve vr:i..th instead of one that they

have to be kil10d for. Accept men a s they are; stBTt fX'om

\'lhe1'o they are and estabJ.is~h a pol:i.t:l cal order on this bae,:ls.

(But I're are st:;"ll left ",Jith v.:D.cmsviGI'ed qU.8stions. such as theDe:

way at this particular time? VThat. made ce:ctain thinkers in

par~1cular resolve to mitigate evils by a new political order

of their nw,ldns I'Then th8E\O had been 118,ccep"Gec1. 11 for centnr:Les?)

VIe readily appreciate the negative role of the thea .. ,

logical t~c·ac1.:i:tion in modenlity as that I·lh:i..cb. \·i<3.S opposed and

'i'Ihat if; it[~~ 111~ ." . <:> c..t ." - "C' " t- co l..c>lJ.S q 1.l':,.::> ,.lO.L} l,;> J. ,...,G".J-

a theme of modm:n political thought especially in nineteenth

centu:cy t.hougrrc o Strauss vToulo. have us be "I.-Tar:y of confusiD.g

elements of traditional faith with their translations into

modern terms or thcir accommodation to moder'n 'times, which
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presuppose denial of the faith tradition; in vThich case the

transla:tiom3 or accormilodations are e c;seq-ltl· :.-,11 v r">Y1'·)"(·e c'<C.:l·on'<"J'l........ - '"""- .....~'.J \,;:"P':"'J.,-"~ v,__ ..... ~

not of the in:flnent.:i..al presence of faith e loments but of their

rejection~ Ignoring this caveat makes it possible to regard

the negation of a tradition a s its ful.fillment.~ One of the

loftier ac:hie'l81Uents of Histo:cy is that it litranscendsl! the

la.,,·; of non,~contrC!.d.iction~ l-IS Strauss crD.cks: I1Syntheses

efl."'ec'l"'. ill, J. Y',:'c1 e C! Heg'(-,l t S S;Tl'l"C' 'll r 'SJ· S of c1ac's··j cal and" ,...'.. c... ,_ ~ ..... Co • 0 . ...'_.. J - I • ....... \-.. .. . __ ~ .. ... _ .. ....._"

lax mor8.1ity out of tVlO moral:Lties, bot.h of 1'J"115.c11 made YCj;'Y

strict demo.nds on s.elf.-r·estX'cd.nt ~ 1131 (l}e ) .,.' ] 1 a' e·~n-I- e a!')~. - 1~1'.l .... · n. V '- V J" .,

.-
ent:l.J:'e chaptG)l' to Hegel's I1mi:caclc. n) Hax 'I1ebe:c:; in sp:Lte of

and becatJ.se of , ....... ·'1rc.··'··'-)· , . ~ . ').L -.f:\- ..., _ .... ' • "j t~,J'llo _.lolS L, (.llC E. on. .;,;. CJ. e,.l. Gl). J.v v a.'_lO.... .I o.nd

Calvinism

that "'Thieh he ackn01-rl.edges vras ab02D.inated by ~Tohn Cal\'''inTs
~?

theology. )/~ (Strauss says that VJebe:c lls't.:(,8ssecl tho fact

that the effect. [t~he cc'3.pit2.1ist in no '!day j"n-··

tended. by Ca.lv:i 11, that CD.lvin i'Tou.Id ha.ve b(:;'8n shocked by it, 1

and== v;hat is mOl"e important _.~ that the crucial link in the
_____..".""-" _ ,.,..~.;>_ __ __ ' _....-_"__ _ .." .~_ _..-.- ,__-u'_.__ __. ,.-__ _,~ ._ __ ,_"'..__ .-.-.....-._

31 .Q~£~ p.205.

32 Put sirnply, Strauss 1 object.ion to lpositions lilce
Hegel t sand \'TGoer t s is that tho ·modern re~.,olve to force and
forge ·the destiny ·of Provi,dcnce to 'make ce.rtain 2_~~.t.!:..~:~L2.
saIv.tis is not inspi:ced or informed by Ch-c:T.stian -erudition btrt.
by ·-rts-·~reject.ion.



C'l'l:::>,l'll of Cd1J.'..·.c':l.•·:-~I_O.··· (a P"'''''u]J''''r J'n1-"""")-"(':)'''''''''-,'on 0'''"1.. 10 ,.,Ct ~ -, __ v , ", l:'l-" .• _.C·. • vel1_1'vv<;,-v__ .L Cl18 C gnk"

0 ·::- pr (~~1 ,e", c '(-J.' n'') ·t-, J' 01')) , T'')S Y'("' J' E" C"- r (1 'OJ C"J v'" 'n.L • \. .......;> v _.,,<;.c _, .;, c, -v ;... G''':;. '<':C. 1... • • .Ii St.rauss

COE1'.f1en-Cs: II By avo:Lcling an indispens·Ci.ble value judgHwnt,

fl·. e .. , that Calvin rS 01;Tn teaching rejected the later co:cr'u"p~
,J.... p' . . -- ./....... . ...; n • ••

vJ.on 01 It by eplgone:::..! he L!Veb I3l'"J l·ms J: ol.... ced lnt.o gJ.vJ.ng a

fact;uEllly incOrToet pict.ure of' 1tihat had happened [i. e., linkin.g

Calvin 7 s teacJ:dng to modern capital:ismf For his fear of

value~judgmc:;nt.s prompted him to icJ.ent,ify the essence of Cal~

vinism 'with its hi~fco:cically most :LnfJ.uent5.8.1 aspect. He

instinctively avoided identifying the essence of Calvinism

\'lith HhEd.:. Calvin himself cons:i.d erecJ. oSE;(::lntial.. • • • H)

Accox"'cU.ngly, me.y vre not conclude t.hat Hachiavelli IS l1ant:L-

theolc.'gical ireH and t.he reGolvE:; issu:Lng from j.t are rooted in

tr8.ditSonal thoology and E~ven claim tham to be :Lts fulfilllTlent:.?

To assert· this is to den,y the tradition Ts e.xplic:U~ undcrst,8.nding

of i t~;elf l'r11tc:h ind oed abowinD.tes I,ID.chiavelli is tea.ching. It

J'e;, to C'll,C>'C'>''''''''"- t}1'';- t·J.-··;:>rl·i·: .. ··1011:':i] 0.h~·J·S·l-·j·')·l~-jtV C'lr.~:'l"'nclc -i1"~' c"',,-n....., ...,;) ....os ...... ".... LJ .... (.)",\,,1 ...A."-........ v.. --- ... v .......J. __ v .... G.1_. .; ......... J ct __ . v ...... v.'";l ,.J_

History makes such

conclusion~3 not only palo.table bert::. eminently respectable. 33

33 As we shall see, the crucial issue is progressivism.
Once it is aSf;;erted that J.atel' thought tmderstands oldr3r tra~
ditions in their Ht-rue light, lY that is, bettEn~ than t hey under·~
stood themselves, one is no longer constrained by the older
position rs ex.plicit definition of itbeJ..f; one can lTexplain avraylt
its expl:Lcit self~-ttnde:r'Gt.an.cling; 011e canreg9Td "That eventuates
later a8 morc truly definitive, even it be the cor'ruption or
denial of Hhat the tradition oX[lJ.icitly says :Lt stood foro The
ninet.f;>fmth CCl1i::.UJ:'Y espoc:l.a.JJ.y cZlJ.dc,s the confident conviction
OJ+' f'J."n;:-'J ','r.:"lc'::~i"l· ()"r'l OJ·e- -t,i,e -f''''-ll"\" 1-1 OLP. 'li8'1'.O""',;" of true unc1.er~·oJ • ._ .... ~ _"J.~.~ ~~ Y \",,,~._,::.J,. v. __ .. .... -" v __ J.... "I, _ .... .I ,

stc:md5..ns of all epochs a.nd 8.11 CtLlt:un::f.:.
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vasively characte:r-lstic of modernity derives from t.r.l8 Protestant

Reformo.tion (Calvin:i.srn j.n particular) Q Strau.ss contends:

tr . . • Weber' overestimated the importance of the revolution

that had taken place on the plane of theology, and he u:nder·~

estimated the impol-.tanc8 of the revolution that had te.kel1

place on the plan.e of ration9.1 thought. n3lr

revolut.ion on the plane of rational thought lr as it comes to

sight ,·dth Ha.chiCl"llelli and Galileo, is totally indepe.ndent

of I1the revoll.1:t.ion on the plane of theology Q H If th0Y :r'e··,

present the innovative spirits and formative influences of

then the ma.jor feat.\.:.res of

moder'nity ml.ch as asceticism must derive necessa:cily frolll the

new directions idlich they blazed. As we hinted, Strauss

vie...·!s tho asceti cism of 1',10 clernt-cy as e xp:ceE:iGi ve of it. s 8.nxic-cy

to Havoid eJ:"oE;~s8.s11 (as I put it), i'Thich j.s due not t.o elements

OJ':' a religious tra.dition but to a. l'E)ject.ioll) c spec:La.l.J.y of the.

faith in tho bOill2:ficenc8 of ncrt.ure or Gode Fuller discussion

nllJ..st; be re;~erved until 'He consider the teachings of Hobbes and

Locke; but "re may nov! s·t,ate the question at issue: gra.nted

34
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tha·c. T·.rOh81~ fl u'id c 'ro":'tl"I''1p'!'',,,(l ·!'}lr::. -iJl"OO'Y'~-"'l"C'P (l'f t hP ",·:,~ro·1 "~"J" 0"'1~, -./ J._ '\:~ 0 .. u.:;;l..vv ..... U..l, ~ ".C" .4. vel.
H

\ ..... u .1. __,l,...v •..Lt..Lv .. 1.

that had takEm place on the plane of rational thought. 11 vI1").8.t,

is its reJation .to Puritanism; in particllJ.ar, vrhcl.t ts the

Puritan:1.sm"

Above we spoke of modern man .f ashiol1ing himself as

a gOd-man, incarnating h:Lmself, as it vre:r'e) constructing and

ordaining oro.(,1' B.nd proclaiming himse.lf lord of Proyidence,

resolute in hiE3 determination to bring about; the eschaton.
_ .._.',...."""'.......~....::co......._' ..:;>

1 q'n P"ll '.I r:r" ().L.C' H C' 8' c t1l ;:,.,.....: Z .., 'l'-,"i (> 1'i' It_... -l;.-o"'c.c.\:,: W ... __ ...... J •••.'..JO. _ ... Q In order to better

underst.and Strauss 1 po[;.d.tion (and this prep[u'e~ the ground of

his objections to Hegel and ~!Jeberr 1ti-c'- present his understanding

'Secularization T is thG 1tGmp01"'Cl.J,i.7,c.:.tion t of the
spiritual or of. the ·e·;:,er:::l8.l •. It is tho atteropt. to :i.nt.c·~
g-·,·'te t'ltO> ..... J·::>1~-1 ... 1 J'nJ

'
r , a J..e···'·")or~"l con"':>--';' It· t"n""~~-:'>'':'O''~61 , ...... -. J_v e.- vt... ~. .t_o. '. J.... v II -::ll.l: CL. !. L".;:,·.n.. ..... 0 .... t .' ... C.l,. \::.L J.l v

pl"PS'l.l'<o)r,. So '''8 tn~ 'I: q'le e·h ='.r-"1,9l .; S 110 J."' ori ~"'~J.."-' unl]' e· ·('~JC() or; ct.<=::......... -l,.J,...,/1.................. . v_, 'v·..'.~Jo ·_ •• l...~ (.."')...... _ ••• .... ~" _. "'-'

eteI'rraL 1S,:;~cu.lari I~e,tion, t in other v-rord.s, presuppos(:s
a "r''''d" "1 ·1·- (rc:, <:> '.', i10" J. a tp~- ""j"'; ',r f t,' 8 ]D+ J

• f' ")I'n• _ C'. lC Ct. C lanG ~ 01 1.1.0 --on l' ~ ~ c,i1.:> •., V..~ C lJ. 0.. 111" L..:;,.l!J •. 1. c .•
] a .", ~. ",,·'t" ',~r'J 1." C'fc>"~'" J. 1'" '1'" ." c;.' r ':/(li r-e'lone p ..<:D.v vO an 1:.'11 l.',y,y cu..!. ~.Ic:.nll p._cdl.e. 11.lv cc _.~~ .....

cl,rincrG' ap'}'\E'':'l~"' J"o'"\ l"l",c' t"",i-"IC:'C'U-l·c:.>~Cl' for' l ';) ·~ll 1'.118 c""""""'-'[.>"""('C8• __ .J. 0 .~. ,.t.J•• u _.\..!. _. \,:} .\o,Z.,':' ........ ~ 1-->0 ~ ...;..... _~ _ L./. ...l..... v_ v.d.l.v.~. o",,_J

of mocle:cn philof,;ophy or science; it is not pr'5.mariJ.y a
change vrit,hin theology. \'That present s itself as t h.e
t secular'I zat.:i.()~1 t of theoloE;ic8.1 concepts Hill have to be
mJ.deJ:'stooc1, in the last analysis) as a n. a daptation of
tradition..:.:.l t.heology to tJ:w intc-;;llect,ual clinate pro­
duced by modern philosophy or- science bot.h natu:-cal and
. l;t·" ... J ml c ie'c.,. "lr........~':::>.\.." . T 0<:> t'n. u""':l.c, ..~st'pno'il1r .. ofpo.~-,.. .LCv.._~ l. 1"" uvCU.J.cl..L-l.Z"... IJ.!.on 1. llv .U' '-d.•. "'-.- '-'. u .

Prov:i.dence culminates in the viev.r that the 'Hays of God
~ . ., "." bl J. c, .p-"" ('" . ,"J"IT 11; r)'l"'~ ."'}0(1 m'"'l"i Tb nare SClt1.IJo. .... 8 00 •.)l).•,..LJ.. vJ.8Ll.... ,; er ..l,O ov8·. '-0, l,.v _0 ......

theological tradition. recognized the nr~/~)te:cious character
of Providence especially by the fact that God uses or
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P0.Y"'lj··Ltc:; r>v"il fo"'~ 1"'J' c::o O'O'C)r1 01-J,-1 <, , -l'/-, 'OJ c:"sr>r+' er' i'h e,Y''''·fo·ec:... , ... L. "_ v __ ~ )_ .... J.~O L:> '-0. '-.v .. _ ..... <.W' V v J.) v .. _ -... v __ ..... ,

that man cannot take bis bee..rings by GocI' s prov'idence
but only by God ts la-H, 1-Thich simply forbids ma.n to do
evil. In proportion as the providontial order came to be

, :> C" ~ ~, l' a C' • .:.,1l' .... 1')1 .'. .,,.., r' t b c • .0"f' ' .' ] .~ .', ::>rebel! o.CCl ..;> lnv8 J.t:.L h E: t,O l!1o.n, ana .<:::r OJ. 0 •. 0 eVl _ CccUlI.-_

to be regarded Ctf:l 8vid8nt1y nc~c:essary or useful, the pro~
hibition against doting evil lost its evidence. Hence
vari ous vTS.yS of action i:Jh:i_ch VIere proviouE;ly condem...l1.(xl
as e.'1il cou_ld nov'! be regardc;d as good., '1.'he goals of
h\®an action wore lowered. Bu~ it is precisely a lowering
of those goalE: \'1'h1ch modm.'l1 pol:U:,:LGal philoEiophy consciolJ_sly
intended from its very beginning. 35

Or as Strauss has put it alt O},:"'118,t ely , the l'Janing of 1o.ith is

a necessary condition of modernity, but not. the s1..uficient

The su.J:'f:l.. c::i.ent conc1:i.t:Lon is the attempt at. a 1181'[
"1'0'\(1 O·('S..I- ':'\ n (,.; 1-/ ,C" 010 c' 0" C' i ~~ I 1-' r.:!:l 1 'H' v _.~ ~ n uno.1 c,c-,c:'1-- ~ ',-,(1 "1" Yl c•.....!.J. .... __ v<~.- .. .t.J.. ~.o . I.) __ "C'. '-"c... ..J- ..._v.' c._ ..... vJ.,\oJvc.. l..t. .......... L:>

v.Jhich is 'realist.ic i in the sense that it conceives
of the social order ,as based not on piety.?nd virtue
but on soc:l.;J.lly useful pass:i.ol1;;; or vices. 30 ,

In this chapter VTe have at/c.empted to j.ndic8.to ",hy

Strauss cone 8i.vec; of t.his Itnei:i unclE:;rstcm.cling il as n·U.10
. ~ '7 •

Hach:i.avellianization of Western thought. 113 .
.

.....~.,..,...,.".~'"'1'....:- •• _ ••_:"'_._'_'_'-=~·""'''''''''''_·7l<'1''·_'''''''''''''''''_~'.''''''' ' _~ ...._ ......,~...__.".. ~.c..~':""_~4-""__"""" ""''''''''''''''__ ''''''_'_''''''_.--.:'4'W_.r_: ..... '1> ~,." .....

35 Ib ' , '21'7_".2£" P~.J.. •

36 Leo Str2,u~;s,
h· 1 ] 01" -)' J 00\lVlarC)~ _.10.1 , p. " rd

en' " ~, Hicto)·,r YV':(o]~.rl.n ). __ 10:>' ".' ,r ,_w\..l <C~ _
_ ...... ..... ... ~." ..,_-.-._._....... <:OO,............I<.l

37 Strauss' largest work exclusivoly devoted to a
single philosopher is his book on Machiavelli.



CHAPTER II

'l'HE rrHREE \'!J\VES OF MODERlHTY: HOBBES) HOUSSEAU AND NIETZSCHE

As traditional thOl.1.ght comes to be questioned more and

more, the old o:cder begins to appf:lf1.r at "'jorst as a gr8.nd hoax

and B.t best as built, on ve17 ShEl.k.y foundat.iom;.. The: nev",

philosophe:cs are resolute in t.hd.r det.ermina.t:Lon that the nel,'J

\-rorld of their mal::inr; l-d1l be built on the su.rest of foundations 0

..
HQ1:1 C8.n t.rJey make thEml sl1xe? B01I can thoy assure the:l.r n8"1'1

vlOl'"'ld \'Jill not be subj eet to a similar fat~:? HethodoJ.oSY.

Method will make certain the reliability, durability and

(Het-hod is the

analogue of technique in the neVI politicc:J. ph:Llosophy (. )1

Skept:t.cism ~.- methodical slceptic:1.EiHl 'a' '\Iril1 lead to certain

bedrock foundations. ( Slrep+' J' c· .', s"n J.' s t he '~'1 '" 1 t) ~-, 1'.:> 0.1:" C> )·lJ .; r-'",·!· C>-(~ .•L,_,." " . ••••. 1', .•. c.,,-_o.'_'-6c.. e:: J. ..:. .. -'-Gl~v-=,.l'"

. ' ·'·r-le 11'"",r poJ i -,-'j r~::,l ,,,ll'"tJ o "'O"'}'l\T )2men1~ ~n l,.. 1;;;" .- v_. '- '-. .J:-}J. •. " v J:-' .J' The spirit of the

1 Bet-hod, in tho nelV ep:1. sterr.:ology , guarantees the
achi.ev8illent of 'l,lisdom as techniqno guarantees a(:t-uali~~2t.ion
of the just order~

2 S' .. ,. . t- • • "c-'- -'-. cl·'·'t ..... t1-·~·LCepCLCJ.sm J.S meant, 'vO 2nsFlr'E~ cu.,,> vrus L, , .L:3..t.' ,,::,' lJ

leads to kno"i\[J. edge; 1:iJ:ei1i:::-;e cmlitht enmcnt~ is :rneant to induce
a distrust of traditional beliefs in the nbeyond" ~rich give
one a sense of false sec:urit y; distrust rG:7eals to maXi the
l-n'"'etchedness of his life and this leads him to me.ke the just
societ.y ~ Bot.h the n01.1 politic,:;;,l philosoph]' and the l1e1'T epis~
templogy employ skepti d.mn to c.ri-,,re one b2.':~k on one Ts self on
;'rhat is iJ"ithin one Ts pm-fGl' to l!18.1::e or to construct ~ .
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n8~'r SCiODC:OS, political and natu.ral, is manifest. in Hobbes f

"philosophy of povror. 1l .3 This new ~;pirit and vantage Str'auss

characterizes as follows:

Science is for the sake of pOvler, i~e. for putting
at our d:i.spos,9,l tho means for achieving 01..U' natural endE:~
ThoSG ends can no 10~lger :i..nclude knol,J'1edge for its 01",'11

sake; they are reduced to comfortable self-preservation.
I,Tan "c' +'}1"" '00';' """,,/_., r J c r ' 0 'P '()'''' ,r.' ~{. Y'0 '-j" :::lnd 1+ ,,,0 1.01J.e c... ,;:, v, '-' .. v~.u.-,_Ld .. ()n}.,~,r,-..,. oj. D."vU., ~ SVCe••',SOt.,vS.LC.G

of naturGo'I'his presupposes that thero is no natu:cal
harmony bet1'li3en tb:e hlJIJ8.n mind and the i'rh010. The belief
in 81),(;11 harmony app.ears nOVi· as a vrJ.shful or good~n8,tuTed
assumptiono i;'Ie must reckon -I'lith the pos::iibilit.y that the
1:vor'lcJ. is th.e i'lor'k of an evil demon bent on deceiving us
about himself, the vrorlcl, and oDr'sel'les by mC:D.ns of the
faculties '\.'r:i..th "dhich he has supplied us or, \"1'hich 2,.mou,nts
to J_",(, .C'~'((lr::. J-11·oL'nr' "-1",,,,,/": ·'·'flO ;10r1 d _0 s "-'nr- '"o'-'lr 0'-:- a bl-; '10'0J.1. ':' lo.)V•.!.L. ..,;:. l,._ .. J. •••~, l:l.:..o.. -' LJ ... ". .... .' l v _;j, ":i ... \. ..L c _~l '.

n c>cC'>c:s'itv i,.r'l': C'l .j C' ,]J-"c,'('l,T ljlr"'Lf"C'e;"","r'- "s 'rr) T'rhr.> .... 'l"'-A J0"-IV ....,:;. ,_) ~ _ J • J .•,.., 1.. ..J- LJ J..,." ,"f V v ... _.... J .._. _,.L .... ,..l .... t,.;,..,s .... !j C-.1. V .... ~ , J. _ •••• G J. 'i':;'.t.. __ lJ

and its product ever becomes known. Surely we have no
r 'i,"'rt t·o· t-r"l r ,-" J''''' o"-r.' 1I':'l""l,.,rl f'r'C ' 1

1 "-'"LPS' e-,trcnl'" S''-C,,),t.'j.,.J..~~ L • '", L_I7.) v .. .L..!. t",..l".. _,..... L.·_.J.O'_...., o ......... .t.. l, ....... 1., ...... '_ e.:.4.... ..:. lo;,...( ... ~~.l lJ_... ~:l

; c:.-" ... C" I'j p r1 T "")a'i .J_y~ c·'... .~J \"!" -'i -; ·,:,,1 0·t • .; <,1 ...) ....,.t.. ·"(':'::ll \Tc~ ,;>,1 J.e> rec...u_.r ... 1... • _ C "_ G_ 1),,-, I~ Ol"_ .. :; .,L \'..1.<:, L, _,.... E, .. v J__ 0.;;; __ .;

........... , ~. - V'i: • ..,... J ... ~ ..",.. 1 'It ..t-" "", .• :'::1••,.. -.. ,r~ • "1 I" I ··(....7 r,"'~l· ,'":'l-;..~'''IJ.. l.,nJ.[l ",ly COdL,J. U_,. L,ne co" .. C,-,pub ·LnJ.CL.. con;:;v-,.o\.),,) ... y r.l~',_,-,"

and of v[hich I do not cle.im more tb,an tha.t they are my
cons"tJ;"UC-L;S, 8.nc1 tho :n.aked data a. s th8y impX'r,;:sS thcE1selv8s
upon me and of 'vrhich I do not cla:Lm more than that, I am
cor'lc;r>J' (")lJ'-~ of' t"1r..1'1 ',r}" 'C''',11()'L11' '11~<',r'i rJ"" "J,l~('I"''=> "L".!-I,:::,n1 T'l!'" ky101,-)1 pd etC\.- v ...... .. ....... , ..... ,J. \",........... '(I • J._....v ...... 'i..... .S ._I.-.... ~.lo... .. ........ /... '6) _ l..'-' .... ~. .'...J... ............... 0

which vre need for thG conq·u.8C.,"C of natu:ce r!lLu3t indeed be
(')0 et"18'j- "OLe b'l'" 2' t s 0' C'C"'1~"'"'i cr1 ji1U.c,"· b -, b~ c.'pcJ.' on ",v'f'r ~'rT""':\ c'~rPD··'.. blL•. 'oJ. ) I.,.. .. ll \0. • 'b.l.1 .. r:..... L.....,v_1 . .....JG c, c;.. ~..)_ _ v.L\._' 1..:: ... .1. ........ u ... :\,. .....

t ·· J1 .,. f.> 1 " 1""J C"j <::1"1' ''"11'"'' c:'Y-J~I'L- r1"''-''1 S" OJ.' (10 "'l""1'1'", c-"" ;:1;'1'"' >,;,.~cq""J ('1 S1',o ('-""Ten ..·'" ~_......... ~~ .. , v '-, ...... .J, I ... \';"\."..' .. _,,- ~ c.. ~ ...... J_~ ........ 1J,. ........__ ... l. --,,,vJ,."; v _ ...~,_'I_ ~l _ 11

t ~ll·r~-~"l.. C't"r t~ ~l'l) ,0~, "" Y'i-''-r>l\T ",-, ,'o-'s""-"rr,,~c,o''''nc'''Uee__ J 1.',_,;>.8 ...., _18 _01, .. OJ, ",,11 J_n.. _~llJ.u~h~'; p."O[), ,~,..;;>,L" ~ t:> ~J..r.•. " .''''-
- t' " -" ~. -h ,0 ,as a. s)rst~eEl ()r aG8J"Onl(;1"'~l'GlOr: 0:: c~n..?:J.J:~r18~'; 11.YPC)I:J! eS8S ''',iIl:LCfl

r 'enl':'-']} e:·xp,.... ':-od t'o Y''-'~rJc'-O;'' J11 J'l'f·ll"'-t1"l1i.) L~...... cJ.. .. !.. .. ,-}\J. , _ t .. lo .~I::>j_ .J.J• .:..'".;-.,.......-.:.::Lu"'"...-::,.::.:.:;...~::;'~~~e-
, ,

...~ .........' ••",._A..................... ..........-_."...."...._............'~..._._.,........_ ...... , .. • ....,..,................... ..,.. ..._ .... .._ .. -.-_••__..__ ....... _ .............__._._..........z-;,._.....,........._ ......_ ...__.......-._....._.-

.3 NR, 0.194< Generally'oul' presentation of the
three "'Taveso'f inodernity foJ.lo1:ls Strauss f t.reatwent of the
ph:i,losophers and schools in 'Eg.
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Hobbes, in cont,:cast. to Machiavelli, appreciates and

even adli1i:c8S Whel'G0..s Machiavelli

vroul.cl raj Gct it ent.ire, Hobbes vmuld m2.ke i,t 'dork in con-,

formit.y vdth Hach:Lavelli 1 s demand for l1realism~11 He 'i'!ould

guarantee the success of the clgssical aspirations fOT wisdom

a.nd justiceQ He vTould tX'c,l.ll.spJ.ant the classical project on

Machiavelli f S ne,;,.)' continent Q 'rhis results in the r'adical

modif5.cation and scaling dovin of thoa G aspirations, necessa,ry

to assuce their rea.lization B.nd 8.pplicabiJ.j~ty Q It means

pl).tting them to the to:ctt1.l"e test of skepticiE;m. The apparent

vulnerability of the classical tradition, its fading into

twilight is due to its not hav'ing subl1.1:i.tt.ec1 itsGlf to rigorous

skepticism. To be sure is to m8.k(~ sure and one can only make

;"lhat. :1.3 j.n one Ts pm'rer to make. Skepticism drives one bO.ck

on onef.;sJ.f. Cert.cd.ncy is conml8Dsu:cato \'lith one Ts pO'lrer to

make , "'0 go··c>,,·~t'~> to (. "'t· e-,:> +0 C Ol,C"L'-l'·1'C·r•v ... t':.jJ.0J.o.. t:;;:, ·c..... t'~}V, v I _~_"I, .....~ vO'

povrer What one C9.:n

.. .
:>Se~ l-,H) p 1° 1 11 ,:>oc. 1. rl1p,·r'" S~'Y'-;"'SC' !:l ri 01"tf">c>s e~;" (1 ""-1')C("..>-' t...- ~ J. t. , il _ ) L:. , . c~) ;) I'j.. _~ ... 'C. "-. v ..... t,:.:,_l..t .... v c" v. ,,.,. \J'...... '.,:..,1. • c·... ~

that Hobbes u",Stes Hpo1;lor li as synonymous vlit;h l1 gen(·;rationH and
tll?.9_t'<?D,,!,;,t~1I as sylJ.onymo·Lls 'i'rit.h c~:l~~§: and. al~;o ,l?~c:"~,?g~~.~.§,; Hobl~es
uses the -ambiguity of tho term Irp01;Ter lT to :trlCtJ.C8:ce the neeQ
for the coincidence of P.2~~.~!~!~g, phys:l.cal pO".'Iey', an.d £9!,§,,~.~~.~§.~
legal authority. See note b. .
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do one may do~6 This is attested to by mathomatics; and

mathemB.tics is lItJw mother of all natu:cal science. a7 (Hobbes

applc:mds Plato for this insight; ,.) ~lathematics j.s supreraely

atl·t;ho·J.'·.l·:.·C" Ptl_' \)"0. Of' 0.1 J ' .;:),. -l • 1 d' . l' . t . do v ..: ._"" 'G:t'c.CtlCJ.on<:·L . J.SC:lp. Jcnes, J. - Strr'V:Lve

6 Stx'e::tuss ·b'Y·j,tes: H~l'he2'''e are t"iW kinds of exactness:
nw..thE~m£tticaJ. and legal. FI'om the point of vie~'l of mathematical
exactness, the study of the ~,£,tk:W. and the:re;-;i th of the ends
is replaced by the st.udy of }?S~:~?!l,b1.~. • • .From the point of
vie1"l of legal exactness, the study· of the ends :i.? repl8.ced by
the study of ]?.~t.~~t?'~~.H I:..~'y,t~:!)l'!.:n; His both t he greatest human
foX'ce and tb.e highesJG human autho:r·ity. H Strauss notes: tiThe
necess8·J:~Y coincidence of tb.e greatest hlli:l6m force 0110. the
highef:.Jt hl.iJn,;::;,n author'ity COI'i:'BspoT':\ds E,;t:cictJ..y t.o the nee:esse.ry
coincidonce of the most powerful passion (fear of violent
deatJl.) Emd the f!lOst sRcreel right (the right of s8J.f~pres81:··v-ation.).Ii
Hobbes T is an exact and urdversalJ.y appl:ic2.bJ.,8 political science
precisel.y becCluse j.t ignores the .?~s:t.l~~~) the purposes of E's2\~~I~.!.:h.~::.'
The rights of the sovereign 8.n(1. thE; right.s: of the c j.tizen ar'o·
his theme. As regards duties (prescribed actions), in civil
society the rulE:: is the rule of power; the sove:ceign may do
who.t lihe ll 'can do and the citizen ma.y dO;~lhat he can dOe The
vie:/! .....!IJ.ich is accepted by li10derrl politica.l philosophy genera.l1y
j.s that man i·.Jill ngetaviay \-'Ii tIll! vrhat he can Hget a i"J8.y '.-r:i.th. 11

That must be thc::~ assumpt,ion of a politicar··science v1hich
vTolL1d guarant.ee actuaJ.iz8.tion~ Strauss puts it: nPo'iTer, as
di stingu1.shed from the end fm.... "Thich PO\18:I:' is used or ought
to be \..1.scd. ~ becomsE, the: central thcEle of politi cal l'eflect.:Lons
by virtue of that limitation of horizon which is needed if
there is to be a gual"'anty of the actualization of the r:i.. ght,
social ord8J'.~ ,. T1 1'11i3 may be seen c.S 8.11. i.nyersion of Arist,otJ.El t s
aTY"r~o""('h (~""-l""l'C:O(' -·r1~·i-'-.""c:. 11Tn i'}lP J"loPC'l''''''''-'' of J\1"'J' ct;o-'-L,lf:, ono.rl) CJ,.,~.!.. ~ \Jll~·c.. .t.v":J ~.;...,.. V .....,.-"c. ..,;'. u_ ...... ~ ..... ·J.b""·'''''''CIV ... ,.0 ... - •. , .......

could say tb.at the 1'eJ.8.1.:;5-on. of virtue to hV.man nature is como'"
parable to the.t of act and pot,,::mcy, and the act cannot be
detenrdnr:::d by starting from the potency} bt1.t, on the contrar'Y?
the potency becomes kn01;TD by looking back to it f:eorn the act. H

li~, P.11;.11'0 (See pp. 19h-195.)

7 lit]., p.170.'



best.. 1'0 make it co}"nplotely :i.nvulnerable from llthe cavils

of the skeptics; n Hobbes 17d0ll1yt.llOlog:i.zesll it and brings it

dovm to earth. He ~;ays: HI thought it necessary in my

definitions to express those notions by vrhich lines super~·

ficies, solids, and figures v-rere d:cavm and described ~ uS

Mathematics surv:Lved better' than other class1cal disciplines

bece..u~:o: tilt:. consists in cOlnparing figurE.:s and motions only\!; 9

it is the least teleological and if understood properly, it

\"i11 be seen to be pure making independent of matter ..

f01J01,rr 0' +1-1" [1'oe1""1 OJ.... rn0·l'·l'le"n''!·L'·1C'S "rJ' c'c1n"n c~:'" be rI1.p..de. _ 'd.I•• Lo v_l~ L ,C ..U .'J. .,.c;. .',_. , ' . .:> '._L.. VJ.' " _._

certa:i.n. S:brau;:;s paraphro.ses Hobbes 1 vieu:

Generally ste.ted, Vie have absolutely certain or
• ,. ""'J ... l' ".0 t" ,. f f'"SC:Len-C,:Ll:LC KnOi"i.. eetee oruy O.L ',nose SUOJ8C'CS 0" \'!111Cn

Vie arE) the c C1V58f" or vr}).o;.;',o const.rt1.ctioD is in ou:c Qi.·m
po'\'ler or depends on our arb:Ltr'a:cy 'dill c ~.lhe constr'uct.:i..on
'Hould not be fully in our po,,:-rer if the:C8 i'ie:ce a single
step of the cons-cy'uction the.t :i.s not fully expos8d to
our supe:cvic:,don. The conc,t.:tLJ.ction mUE~t. be C01K;C:lOUS

c',!.. - ......t....- ~. .. ••~.. .,. ..... c· bJ C') J_ 1-. "I.r ') <: ~ ~ ..... ·C' ..i Ccon..,I.. l'l.lCl:J.OD i J.v :LS 11npO ...,SJ. .'v L'O ,,,no., c;.c S._lenl'-'-.J..,~.

t~.....th -'i1'J'hCI1.,J· 1r r 1 c,T:i'\"'F" -re", J· t,,,:;, 50::1e' "',1r1'" t'X) ".[. "'e 118~Te [(18.(1eJ. U '.J. h v.... · .. 0 .,-.J. ,1.",.11<.,:> c. 1.,. ........ L <.... L .• J.V .o..v', _., ,

it. The construction'would not be fully in our power
if it. l"aade use of any matter, i. 8., of anyth:Lng that
:l.s not itsE.;lf aDX cOl1Ed:,ruct. The Viorld of 01..1.1.'" constructs
, , 11 ,.', . ... 1 ..'
~s UllO.""..y tU1 13nJ.gmacI.C oece.u.se VIe axe 1'08 SO .... 8 CD.use a llCl.

hence He [.to.ve perfect knovrledge of its cause. l'he ca.use
of the vWl'ld of 01XC constructs does not have a furt.heJ~'"

9 Ibid., p.l'/l.
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cause, a cau::.,8 thn.t is not i or not fully, \-rit.hin our
po'i\rer; the 1;wrld of our constr'u.ct.s has an a bsolut.e be~
ginning or is a creation in t.he strict sense. lO

To VIClX m.eta.phoric: mathematics :Ls as close as man approx5..··

mates to .9..£§,at:LQ,:.::"£:;:s:.D:Ul~,l<2' Tra.ditional1y, Creation and

Pr'ovidence are inter-..related. Analog:Lcally, once man is

established as Hcreatort! he can vd,th the tlJ.-:.oiP..§.H of mathr>,

matics providentially care for hi.m.self, conqu8r nature and

exploit it for his 0'1-'.'11 berwfit, and bring about deliveranCG

10 I1?;Lsl., p.173. In a long note Strauss apP8nds to
this passage, there is reflected the basic difficulty in
uuderstand,ing Hobbes, his Hclualism. Ii He can only here br':l.efly
register it but cannot copo with it. Hobbes, 'on the one hand,
vi.eHs Ii1Cm as H make:c ll , as a 3:'e.tio112_1 and \'-TilJ.:i.ng agent 1'rho
ste.nels O"ler age.inst. nD.tlJ~~e} \'ih:i.J..e on the other b.Clnd he insists
t 'n· .-, t ], '=> .; C' Ilv- !"-j' -1- 8'"(' n ~t pr-'o ·'l·ll C ,.. orn 11a"·l'-·" e St-r~ ~uc:' C' i-r(·-J· -r-- (l ";' •0.· .J.v ..t.),~) .1U_"'............ _, c. . ....~._ v v ..J...< .... _C,. \..)0 • __ .It ,'-"<1

liThe ant:.ithosis of natUl'6 and hU'n.an vIi11 is hidden by the
monist (rn.a-t.erialJ_st--dotermin:i.F:tic) met,aphysic} vrhich Hobbes
~.E:ct.~~~?.} \'[hich he found himself forced· to adopt simply be~,
.causa he sa",! no otb.cJ:' possibi.1ity of escaping the I substa.ntial·~
';S+1 COJ-1cr-'1')'{"J'011 0'<:' 111-'l l JO' a·r·1(1 JL",h- r~l"-::-,f'ope tt·n'r.:. lr ]·]'·'c.lo'n O'LC' C18,(,1'11 C'SST,.l. v " _ .... v.. _ .1... ~ ..... l,. t,,;:_ t· _ .I......... \. _ -c.) J.J _ ~ C._. r... .....no.... '"- c'

I:Chis cJ.ilcnDl12:., ",ThiGh VIas not SHspt a~;ide ·until Kant and hi::;
successors, is the decisive reason for Hobbes t materialist­
deterrrrin:L.stiic th00r-y, 'I/nich is not onlyno-t noeded for his
political philosophy, but actually imperils the ve-:I:""y root of
that. ph:LIN30phy < Ii St:c[:rnss concludes his book on Hobbes \'lith
the f01J.o\·,ring: '11f, thf;l1, only inconsistent naturalism is
comp8.tible 1;'rith HobbGS f political ph:L10.s,ophy, the consistent

l · 1" f'" ,. ] .. l' . r-"f' ','nature.__ J.sm 1'T1lCD 1001)OS o.J.f::;}) .crys J.n _llS SC:U3lTC:L :I.C Vrl.~l·GJ.ngs

cannot be the foundat.ion of his political philosophy. The
found8_t.ion must be o.noth<.:'1' conception of natu:C'e. The elabora··
tion of thh.; conception of l1-3.tvTe.l uhich j,s role.ted to natu:calism
but, by no rileans identical \.,-ith it 5' ts the mOE't. uxgent task for
an exact e.n.alysis of HobLJeE; 1 political philosophy. H (See R.PII,
pp. 16E;-170 .. ) IJet it then be noted tb.at; Strauss thus quaJ5f:i.es
his l.mclers-e-anding of Hobbes. (See also NlI, p.272 and p.,28l.) 0



by ~~91:::i:,!2.c; a just so eiet.y. Iil the beginning of the 118\'1

phenomenal l'lorJd, the spi:d. t of geometr-y hovered over the

chao::; of natlu'e. And it ir.JClS sai.d let there be enlightenment.

to separate avray the darkness of the tutelage of tradition

This is a tr critique of reason lT 1"lh:1.ch restricts 'lflhF.J.t

v'le knmol to vrhat i're can. construct,. It dictates that VFe not

claim knoi''ile.dge of natural ends but may const:C1J.ct ideals,

art:i.ficial11 nen.dslt necessa.:ry for 01.1..:r constructive lU1der~·

standing~ Vle must aclG1o\,orledge there is no basis for the

faith that this com;truct.:Lve tmcler-standing is :1.11 h2S'II10ny l1ith

the real nature of thinGS. It ::;1.1ffice8 that 9ur constructiom3

"..lork, that they GTe reliable, that ,'re can apply laus to nat1..1.re

'\'lhj.ch en£:.b1e us to utilize it fOJ:' our benefit ~

• • • his notion of philosophy or science b.as its
ro "t· J'11 to}, ,e;:, C ("l\T'j C' 'c" -; on 1·1.-1~ -j. a -[- E·l no 1 0 rJ··J. C ~ 1 co c'mol ", .(,'-r i 0::,...... _ '~.j,....... 1 _... ~ ,,~ _.. v!..,..... v v ~- V ... - o~' .... C;.__ ....>.... ~'.\... c'>.1 .... !.-I

";n1po",c'·i'ole arl~l -111 +},e 'f'cclJ'l'C' ·'-11,:·J.. a r,1e,..·ti81"l·~""'·L"" CO<:"'~.......... ~),..., ...... __ .. .......... .l. v_ c.; ..._ .. J.c;J V ... GI.V ._,,'..,. ..lJ..c._.:..ulJ ... t·. 0

1 rr f::l":J ". 'J. Q.""~""r.' T t'r"', Y'P '·Pe>l1,,,,,·t .r."" .'- .llic.... l')··l·i+·vmo ogy c<-'•.• 8 LoO ..... at,..J.•.,.l.j _h~ _ '-"q,.n... v ..,.~.l, O.L J•. nL.8·... __.b J•. -'._ .... V,.t 0

His solution 5.s t.hG~t. the end or the ends \·.,rithou"t. vTh:i.ch no

11 Hobbes 1iras a llc)nd.nalist but HpartE; company l'l:1.th
pre·-modern nom:Lnali,sm. tt St.r2.1J.8S d:cav.JS the cont,rast: ilPreLlodern
nominalism ha.d faith in the natw:·a.l vTo:cking of the hw:nc:.n lllincL
It sho'\'Jed this fcd.t.h espccie.l1.y by teaching th<:J.t '£§l~~~'~l~r.~.c.?_~S~0-1~u::.
P:s.f~E.§~~:.,1).:c )~.!,L.~~I\~.YS:E.~.§~];:.~Jn~.~" c:c th~t th~ t allt.:~cipati~ns! by ..
vlrtue O.T. . wlncn ";;1C taKE:) ou.r- b ear:U1gs ~n .ordJ.nar-y l:Lfe ·and llJ.

science 2.r8 products.- of nature. For Hobbes, the natural
origi.n of the lJ.:rdversals or of the anticipa:tions I·tas a com~·
pel1ing :to eason for G.bandoning them in favor' of artj_ficial
1 j.ntellec·;.:,ual tools ~ t 'l'he:r:"c j.s no natural harmony betl'I8el1
the human mind and the universe.1! N~, p.17l:- •.
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phonomenon can be understood need not be j"nhoY.'cmt in
the phenomena; the end. inherent, in tl)e cone ern \-'li th
krlo",rlc.r1 [1'0 81l..l,nJ""j C(~s Jl(no"\·rl ('U'i N ::> c·] <.:: "t}ilP e\nd >':"1'11)1 J-' (.'c~ -1'}'1""... ~4~ ""''-'0\''-'" ..... "-"~ ~~.. ... D )" ,~ ... ~.. .;l,,',.)....... ~...... ,_'w' ~,- _v;,. _... -'''-'' v v

indispensable teleological principle. Not the new
mechanistic cosmoJ.ogy but Hhat; later on came to bo
called t epistemology t becornes the? sulist.itute for toJ.eo~
logical ,co~3mology.. But knm'rlcdge cannot rem::d.n the end
'f'tho -1.)rl oj ". s", "'liT J"'"I''' -t ll:i ""ji,'lo< C' '::>1~"''''8 1"- n"",p2_ v V1LO e..J...s lTl11J.-.l 'LJ.,,:UJ. 8. ----t::,•. u."C:. ;:,_~.ex.:-_c~~_c..:,y...:;:g,r:.:::.Q.::_

... -",·,-'~Y All' t ll"c:"b"~l-'"'-i r'l'l" n·· 11 r C.' .".<-E.?J:'~'::";(.7!~"::.::!~1" .- In eo. l6l . .l.._••LvJ or Q._, Hea.. J.J.1g .i::lv J."(",_,'

ult.imatc ,root j.n huuv·:::m needs. 'l'he end, or the most
compelling end posited by human desire, is the highest.

",,' . ~. 1 thA 0"'(""'-' ')'j '7" ,. (,' ••,.... 1 En'-; P "-h·\ 1'1 '.,J r ,;]prJ.1LJ,p...e, ~. .'bdL .•..,lllG fu..LncJ..p._e. -,~.IJ _.... v.. E. _.D., .."...._

good b ~C'omns t,ho' h:L~l~S+ princJ'ple nol~I"L'ic·~J S0iC'1~CQc; ~.1.c;lo... J.._ _ oj. vt- v .. .. , ,!J '_ ~':t.. ......._ ""'
or socia,1 science bc:\comes tlJ,e most important kind of
knO\'1J.edge, as Aristotle had predIcted. ~ • • One cannot
leave j_t, then, at saying that Hobbes agrees i'lith the
-idea] .'[0::.;+.; C. t"r'''cl';~l'''J'Oi1 "1-1 r-ec.-',\I"·d· to ·;'n'!Q f·l-"r~·i'.iclrl 2>'1(1 S'-·Ope._ .... c .. _. ~ v..... _ CJ" .....1..- _ ~. ...f... (,.)0. v ':1:.:1- ¥ \. ...-\..L ..... l".; __ _ ;JI.J • "-...... ~

of l)ol-i~c·ical T.)}lJ·lcl<·"O,)l·l·\~ t:'J.'~ e V ·l)PC 1o <>·tc 'jr\1·1 f''''01'' pOl1.'1"l·C 8 1oL _oJ.. 1 ...- • _'" _.. ~ 1'" J c rl_ v J"....., vv., ._ ...' . .J.. ..:.11 _.. v c._

philosophy' isincompa:cably greater than the expcctat,ion
of the classics. 12

,

Compared to the philosophers of bis"Gol"'y (or fre8c~oi'ft) Kant"

mor e adaman"G

Kant qua ph:Llo~·

sopher' of histo::.:'y, seeE1S to sugge.st tb.at for the s2-lcE: of

R . b >" ] ,- ] "·1 ... • .,,] rl C' -'1 rJ ~ Or' ,.,.... • (' n n_~~~.S?~l mus'c- e OV8rC:Oln8; cne:c In.Ora _ po .•. tr:L Ce"" .• l,.;On,;,~.,."tj.l_ Ct LJJ. .) ,;;)

SUbg(~st the convict,ion 01"' postulation. of a harmon:i.zat,ion of

nat 'j·(·e;, arId l'~)"-io'l:>ll·+'V· -;'rlco"r ~nc.J-i>lr:, ()r'e t,"·\ 'oplj.e'"c~ thatI".~_ \:... • ... ~ o.L._..l; ::.-....... VJ' "". "-'.; ...L ... ..,. .. w~J. "'" _J., _v --- ¥ ~

12 Ib~.. , pp. 176-177.



nature progresses irrationally toward actualization of ration-

ality, or that the real is pushing tovlard the ideal. Hegel

goes. all the .."ray and claimst.he final j.deal is realized, that

the real is the rational. There is then a progression in
I

. ambition for polj.tical philo~30phy.

This progression is related to the ascendancy of will

and declhle of nettural transcendanee in political thought,

eventuating in the final ideal of a society j.n 'vJhi(:h each

individual vr:U.l is ~)atisfied and conduc ing to rationality

itself being understood e.s what everyone freely \'l:Llls. '1.111 is

development is related to Hobtes T philosophy of pONer. We

get a hint of this rele.tionship in StJ:....auss' paraphrase of

Hobbes T vievT that mat.hematics concei.ved as constru.ction j.s

P "'r'tc~'i o'J>1')·c'·j,· J.J'.'o1" Cc..i·":-a"'n lr-r"'O'!,-l (.:>('l';·eCl.C. l-b1.t,C ..._...... .r.. G_ v ...r... \. ... ..L .1 ..._ ...- b '0 He may infer these

implications. The Ewre socond.a:c'\F and less obviolJ.s one is the;:
• 01

suggestion that one respects or values, assents and consents

to the. pr-OQ"J-";- of 0[1,,1S 0"'("1 T;l",J,]'nr:t' _. \J .... .......~.......~ _t.: '."._.10.1_ .. 00 co n'C'O'(""'l': 'L""­J. ... ..L _ h .. l.,. Ij

with the m.at-hema-tical model, is guaran'i::,eed because we generated

knowledge 2. nd

compel assent because vre generated it., This is perhaps one

reason \'1hy Hobbes is more optimi.stic than Plato13that philo·~
, 1" - 1d ,.,. ..sopners Cl.nc SClentlsts can mo.' PUO~lC 0plnlon. Hobbes has

----........_,-_ ................,-_..._--...--_..-..-~-~ .. ------_._-:--------~-- ...'-'--_.--................,....,-..---_ .._....,;----_.._~-_ ...,-----

13 Str'auss vrcites: UPlato had said that evils Hill not
cease from the cities if the philosophers do. not become kings
or if philosophy and political power do not coincide. He had
expected such s8.1va'1.::,ion for mOI't,al nature as can reasonably be

1 ,., •• , ;) '} "J ",expectec,-, .I ronI a. COlnC:LOJ2nCC~ oV'2r ;";l1J.O 1 pnJ. _osoprq ni:i s no con~·

t:r'ol but, for vIhich one C9.n only I'd. sh or pray. Hobbes, on the
other hand., \,,:-a8 cCTtain t.h::1t philosophy itself can brj.ng about
thG coincidence of philosophy and poJ.itica.J.. po'/reI' by becomin.g
populaTized philo;=;;ophy and" thus public opinion. (NE, pp.199... 200.)



only to c3.elilOrlstl'at(~ that, phjJ.. N30phy and science arc m,aele by

man for man 1s sake ~ Scientists t,oday D. re 1001~ecJ. up to and

a.re often looked to for' pol:i.t.5.cal leadership; this does seem

related t.o respect for their makings. The sentiment is

expressed, uLook v.,rhat man can ec11ieve, H and SOIn'8 great feat

of scientific technology or engineering i.ngenuity is pointed

to. The more basic implication to be inferred from t aJdng

. mathematics as par<3,d:'Lgma.tic indicates the relation bet1rreen

knOlvledge and consent or rationality arid vlil1 01' desire~

M:athematics is manifestly rational and an ideal model fo:c'

certain knoviledge because ide readily vlill14 or consent to

every step of mathen0tical construction. This in turn sug-

gests that viill is more basic, more potent, more author5_ta,·~,

tl've Ln' ':1n"' cason 1"1 l'(1':1"'1-8"(1<::>"';C8 ,.re '··""'e nc...J''h"irl'.o a-'- ,...T·::)lr~1I C'. 1. '-" •• .•• "', .•c,I.·.d ")i.C., I.••• n ;, 1J.o.\ _,Il.. i._ G C v UVo..C\.<::

(s8lfish} passionate interest.s) and therefore vre COOp8j:'ate

\'lith reason or permit ou:cseJ.v8s to be rcttj.onal~ Man is pure

maker; man q 113. matt.er does not intcrfere, ~~his may be seEm

as pointing to Kant's moral ideal -- r;'"l·,~ 1'1 <" S p' ,'" c:> l"l'l~ k e r ' 0".'!l/....... Q.lo.,,4Ooo L.".I.. ....... _ c<-,, __. J.

sel T-lc!:d cl <:I~-O'~.._ .._ 'D-" '-.1_.. C. t../ ... 0 For Kant, hovmv8r, even mat,hemat.ics is not

Ih Strc.t1.l.ss notes tha:t:. acc'ordin,:; to Hobbes Hthe most
important peclJ.liar:t.t.ies of man -,"..' spc t2ch, reason, sociality -'~
are. . • but the \-'.,TOr1c of his v6J.l.11 Leo Strav.ss, ."Ih~.._.E_Q.-1~t,~..:~':.s:.:?.1
rl'!1..J:.2.g.2J?Jly_g.t_lLC2.£9._?~~,. (Chiccl.g~: Phoenix Books, :~ The U~li.versity ,
of Chicago Pross, 1963), p.16b. (Hereafter tn1s work 18 refer-rea
to 8.S TJ.'lI. )



intent:i.on. Both Kant and Hobbes seem to agrEl8 that. man can

be only as rational as his passions penlit, and for Kant this

does not suffic 8 ~ This does not mo(:;:t the d8mancl~3 of his

notion of morality. 'I'hough a.ccording to Hobbes, there is no

1'ri11 or intention not rooted in desire, Hobbes f mor'al teaching

parallels Kant f s. Kant f s pure 1,li11 or intention is pm·rerless

precisely because it is not rooted in desire. For Hobbes,

,\,[hi18 not. pOi'rerless (because it is so rooted) mora.1 intention

may well have imn.lffic:1.ent pm'rer to ltmake l! or exec"U.te moro.l

actions. 'Th:1.s is the nOn"ll in the state of natl.1.rc. For Hobbes

t I . . . t1-. • ] I- • fl· . 1 c:.00, marc'. J.ntent.:L.on l.S -1l1e pl"J..mary conSJ.c orEn_laD 0': mor8._J.:cy;--.).

it is l.mconcli.tional; it[.,· pOVIer to trmake ll or act is conci.itiol1f.l.l.

In the stolte of. nature uhers the individual su.ffen:.; under tll.e

threat of death from others, moral intention tends to be re-

strained to fipul'e ll intent~on on1y. Only by joining togcth~n'
'. .

__~"_'-" """""""~'=""TS'~,..,.,. __ _";... ,,,_,...,,,,~ _,-....,_~,"'.'\L--r ....,.._,.-, __.. J _., _~...,..••• ,~.,...."'tl. __._c=.e:--_""' ~".... ~"'''' -.- -:n.,.,..=~ , ,::" __ ..,~

15 Strauss note:::;: trIll bel.ievinG that the· moral atti­
tude) conE.;cience, intent:i.on is of morc importc:u1ce thEm the
action, Hobbes is at one with Kant as with tho Christian
t:t'8ditiol1•• ~ ~ rrho u:r.l.equivocal dist:l.nct::i.on beti'roon just a.nd
unjust intentions holds even for the state of nature and. is,
therefore, absolute~l1 .rIg, pp~ 23-2h. Let it be not.ed that
Strauss speaks little of·Kant. GeneralIY,·the remarks on
Kant, U1110ss in a. quote, are not to be held against StrEi.uss ~
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the mor'a1 ",,)'i1J.8 of enough inc.1.i,viduoJ.s and by adding together

the individually insufficient pm're:c of each, can the I1makingU

p tho ~.. 11+ rl'j ·f·· 1<' b 8 ',' . }; ch "oJ. '" r .t.g _v C011.-...,vJ.01..::> e c.CCOlilp ...~.:>,_eCt. Perhaps it can be

said that Kant looks upon the ent ire phenomenal ,..[Orld as a

listate of nature,11 or at the h1.J1'o18.n passions as a, microcosmic

state of natu:ce ~"." nasty and brntish. lIhat 1're may note is a

progression in t he demand for mOj:~e freedom, for freeing the

will from natu:cal conc1i tions. If this is to be more than an

ideal, if it. is to become a reality, this requires mo:r.... e pm'Ter,

and Hobbes indica,tes the road to pouer sufficient to ove:c~

come the state of natu.'re lies in collective \trills. The greater

the expectc;.{:,ion from political philosophy, the more universal

the ambition I'01' c::,ctualiz8.tion of politicc::,l good, the gr~;atE.r·

the demand lor ht11lw.n freedom and pOi'Ter" Th:l.s ambition is 8X-

pressed in philosophy of history, the faith that nature pushes

man to free himself of nature; this progress, it is believed,

will eventually achieve hwnan freedo~ on a universal scale

and the more free men become the less friction between them;

t " 1 .,ney oecome nomogenlzea. Therefore, in the universa.l homo=·

ganeons so ciety, either th8rG~ is id.eally no need for povier

or there is autonatic consent to ratiol1aJ.ii;;y as in mathematics~

It is the vision of Kant 1 s moral ideal as a political reality

the pherwmenal v'iOrld is overCOlne or made transcenc1E~nt. It is

the ultimate overcoming of Hobbes:r stat.e of nature; it is the
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SOC1' ~-,~u--Jr Ool·r;> UP'Ll"""" r·"_"L..... f.-:1·:-_~,.I~ {S···l·~'ll"' ..· 1- 'lat - .....}.' , 1 .',:: CJ.;';: w-ev. = ,_ (., 'C\ .;:":,l 'e c . 8c> v 1.LS a.eve__ opmen-c.

Tho rights of man are the moral equivalent of the
12E.2., cq_g;j:~€tn:::.. ~_'he E&?._£9E.~t2.I!:.~ has emancipated itself
entlrely from 'the tutelage of ·natm-'e f and eventually
refu.ses to obey any la",! '\"111.ic11. j.t has not or'iginated .
in its entirety or to dedicate itself to any 'vaIuG'
of l{hich it does not knovl that it is its OlIn creatione )16

If political science is to emulate ma.thematical

exactit,ucle and reliab:LJ5ty, it must come to grips vIi th its

ltmatter lf "'Thich is clearly vIhat makes political science so much

more difficult than mathematics. This handicap can be tm"ned

to advantag,: boc8.v.se unlike the natural sciences, the Timatterl!

of poJ..:i.tical scienco is signifj.cantly intelligible. I? 1'1e

knov-l that 118.ture f1dissoc:1..atcs1t men. The Greek thinkers m"e

\·;rong. };Te,n is rat:Lona.l but not social and his un::.;ocial

natl.J.j:~e tends to oV8rshD.clo1-r his rationaJ.it.y.. l-lan strives to

lord it over Ins f81101;1s. He is va:i.n a.nd v8.niJl~Y is "rhat

most militates against rationality because it is conSClousness

of superior povier or vdsdom.. The person vrho thinks b,imself

superior i':il1 not be rational. He mU.st be made to see that

16

17 Strauss puts it: nUhereas the l,)hilosophy or science
of natu:ce remaif1.s fundamentally hypothetical, politic&l philo­
sophy rests on a non'"~lypothetical Imo1'iledgc of the nat,ure of
man~ 1! Because he says Hin the ca.se of hwnan beings "··Te under-­
stand not m.er81y vrhat \'18 make but also iv-hat makes our rna.king
'and our illald.ngs. H (NIL p. 201. )
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i'rhether or not in nat.m....a.l fact. 1:1.'3 i.s superior, it is poJit:i.-,

cally insignifica.nt; any othe:t man. can Id.l1 him. All men

must be regarded as eql.1.a.ls because each is equally a threat"

VJbo.t then can be counted on to permit and indeed encourage

man to be rational is the .most pouerfu.l of all passions,

the fear of death (and the fea:r of the fear of death) 0 The:C8~'

fore, if the natural lavT tradition is to be made to 1'10J:'k, it

must accord vrlt.h man Ts most povrerfuJ. passion.; t1death insofar

as it can be avoided or avenged, supplies the ultirnate

gui.dance. n18 It is not in manTs pOHer to make lal,;rs '\·d1ich do

not enlist the support of the most. pOVJerful passion, espee:i.c:J.. ly

as these lE1.vTS or du:cies must combat the false doctrines so

firmly entren ched and X'E:::i.nforcecl by vanity c Fro;·:1 vrhich it

follows (in Strauss i words):

There are, then, J10 absolut.e OJ.' u.i1concli.t5.ons.l dutj.es;
dut.ies are binding only to the extent to ,'[hich thei:c pCl>
for-mance does not. end8,I1ger ou~~ self-preE";crvation. Only
the right of self-preservation is unconditional or abso··,
lute 0 By nature, there exists only a perfect right and
no perfect duty. iThe law of nat.ure, vrhich formu.1D.te~;
7'nal~,ts Ylatu'·"al C'J'11-"le Q is ·r·,oJl· a lc~·1"J n·"oDcr"'lv S1)P8l:·'L1lP'.J,!.'. • .J.. _. ~ ....._v - . -.-., - ... .r. I - - ••'., 1."- J,; v ...,/ 1 -' -- ... ····0 ~."

Since the funcJ.8.Elental and absolute mor2,1 fact is a ris):rt-,

18 NR. p.1Sl._._'
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and not a duty, the funct.ion as 1'[811 as the lim:Lts of
civil society must be defined jon tc:rrns of man's natUJ:~al
right, and not in terms of his natu:ral duty.19.

The sovex'eign f s funct.ion is not, in Hobbes t i:rords tfto make

the citizens good and doers of noble thiD8S!l but to llstudy,

abundantly "lith all good thtn8s 0 • • i"ihich are cOllducive to

d pl_E:';Ctc'l+l·O'j.1. fl20 P ] 't' l' 'f 't' tIt 1-- v . 0 .:1. J. Cr.L SCl ence, l.-:I. lS 0 'Hue c, 0 oe

applicable tmiversally, to actualize its ideal, must limit

j.tself to I'That it. can make and given the natl.U'E' of man it is

a1?l.~ only to bring abont IJS;;'y"~.8.tl~£n and not the HCity of GOd. 11

Le-'.riathan iE. not the rulE:; of a phiJ.osopher·.·lcing. It d.o·es not

pretend to the rule of reason (as classically conce:i..ved) be·.

cause reason does not rule most men most of the tj.me", It is

hoped that enough men '''iil1 be reaElonabJ.0 enough long cnou.gh

to consent mut.ually c-rl.cl creato e. savel'olgn pOTI'reI'. Once

esta.blished, this povre:c can mold the Hm8.tt.er'. II As St1:'8.1.1S8

comments:

Man as the maker of civil socle~y can solve once
and for all the problem inherent in maIl as the matter

---"....._----_.._,------~ .._,...-'......... ......,,--_.._............"' ..._...._...,...-,.:..._-----..........-.__.,,_... _---...---_.._.._---.....--..~~-----_ .....-

19 Ibid., p • lEn . See not e 15. 51":;Y-8.1).3S, in his d:Ls~
cussion of HOl:)Fcs gem;;l'o.lly in Eli, lIfor-getal! they'c is uncon···.
ditional du.ty in foro intm....no.But. Hobbes like\"iise Hforget.sl~J

...·r.citing in Chc:.pfeJ.;;--x.lv--or~.£~5~1:~th~rrthat. in t he state of nature,
tlnothi.nr:~ can be unjust. fT Strcl.Us s and Hobbes are both '[:,0 be

- ....---"'.-""',• .-:.~..... . • ,'..l...L .....

1..111d0l~E.~taod as referri.nq· to actJ..ons, as O~:»Ifjosca (.0 J..l1vcnc.J.ons.
<:.:> _.-~-,---- - -

. 20 Ibid., p .189. lily underlining, to point t1.P c~gain_ _.,- . ,..
that HobbieS S88st.he political art. as th.r~ art malo..ng i'wat J...S
in man!s power to secure o Strauss says: n ••• we must say
that the founder of liberalism 'Has Hobbe,s. t1 Ibjd. Strauss
also labels Hobbes t1t:.he classic and the :[I,:n.mdel;:,--·of the speci·~
fic2.1J.y rllodE~rn lai'T doct.r:Lne. if I i'iOiJJ.d also Cl'ccl:~t him wj.th

h \ , . 1" -L 1···'t_8 most tnoroucn-go1ng PO~ltlca_. ega~J..~arlanl~nc
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of civ11 SOG :Lety. 1-iD.n CC;.l1 bl..:.al·anteo the D.ct,L~alizat~Lon
of the right social ordc:c bCC::1.l'.:3C he is 2.b18 to cOncl1.J.:::'l~

. ··h1.UUCtll naturE: by unc.l erc:-;'t.ancLL!lS v.nd. Tll8.nipulating the
mechanism of the paSSi()~1Sc 21

Tl18 sOY8reign rules by force, by -:iill j by Cluthol'i.t y. 22

Hobbes 1 ClxgUlTlSl·rt. is t.hat. it is reasona.bJ.e that he ha.v8 that,

authority: Olle oag;ht to consent. to the f:i..c·~io;1 of the coin-·

cideDce of the individual ~dll with the sovercignts will

because one ought not to prefer civil war or anarchy; one

ought to realize that the sove:ceign Cl.').thori ty or .....lilJ. is i'!he,t

mab~:3 pOG;:.ibl e the 08.tis:f(~ct.:!.cm of incl:i.viduD.l "d.lls. (And

suf'fic:l.C'11t p:cotcction as t}18 gl'ounci for the possib:i lity of

j80 l)e_j~'(lizo 11:i.s 0 ""1 PC)HPl' ).... • ........ t

in it,s ccspj.r2.tioD.S to the conc.~j.tion0 J l· Pc>. J. \... ,

cl.9..ssic8.}

22 S+",~c")c's nn'!' "',...• tr:.r-)""'·)""~ t -'lC)~';'l"]""l'::> oP C'ov'J~:'\": 0"i~-t"y'v ..... v.\",,~._).l>.. ,)\.Jl,;\."J ~ 1.!.\... UUv~ ....., . L '-' LJ. _J.. t_. • ._' I l..:.J. t'-"(,-J LV

ascribes to tlJ8 SOVE:reiSi:1 p:c:.i.l1CC o:c to t!'l8 sovcccign p (;opJo
a11 l 'n'l""l] 'if1' t:>ri .,.~(.. 1--., -l·o dl·Sl'··""·.. ~Y'-' ')]'.L' Jc,''''11 ""'1(1 CO]1.::-I-'j+'lJI"ic,·,Ci], , ....... L..:: "" ... '::'u l_l~l'v'''' ', .. c6C1. i.I. (.'" .v~~·._. ,-.J. '.< ,·--,v_v. J_• • .'J.e ....

lim:Ltc1t·ior!s acco:c'c1.ing to t.he:i.r p128.sui·O, ",mel. i.t i.mpose::; e.V·(;.ll
on Gen~3ible men 2. Jl8t'.1r'Gl la'.; prohibition agai.nf3t censu:r-ine:;
T·h>"'> so·\rr·)..·' "'.. -_:. .r::,'.Y'I '~>lu" hJ· .... ~ c';"'}' on·~!1 11-,-.1.' l'~ P lO~v. c,O ~ ~ '" :.::.. Ci co.! .'::J C<. c'. "J' ;...,..~_.:-!:.. , ,.;1 ./ 0
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political philo~.:;ophy, becaus e it aimed higher, at happiness

basic condit:i.ons. As Stranss ackno'i'rledges: nIn spite of

its [the Socratic tradition~~ highness or nobility, it

could appear as Sisyphean or ugly, '>'Then vie contrast it.s

aC''11·evr:>''le,~J- ,rith ~-"-s r"oaJ 1123~~ . vii .... ,.l. vv -. . _ ...... It.... G -' •• Of the modern natural right

philosophy founded by Hobbes, vre may say: in spite of its

lov,mess and bourgeois character' $ it could appear as Herculean,

'\'Then one considGrs hm'l snccessful.ly it achieved its goal Co

Practically every political phjJ.osopher after Hobbes c:citi~·

cizes b.im in the name of nobiJ.itYj but aft,o)~ Hobbes nobility

is understood in terms of fre·3dom from natural limit8.'i::.ion:

the Hill is to be untethe:r-ecJ. frol~1 natu.l"e; l'l.obility is to be

achieved by Gver~greater p01:ter, by the un..loash:Lng of will

until finally ife attain to the hideous prospects of a universal

Tyrant, on the one s:i.de, and thc~ .Y.]2.9En~.£r!;,~QJl, on the other. In

this respect Hobbes is closer to the classics than either

lilachiavolli or tlw Ger·m.an thinkers. As St:ca'l1SS puts it:

As long as Hobbes' approach prevails, ithe philosophy
cone erned. wit·h the h1.11i1an things T 'i,'rilJ. :cetll.s.in the last
refuge of naturc~ 2tor at SOlue point nature succeeds in
~et-·t.l·ng ~ l"Q~~l·n~ -!o _... "'\ et ......... ("".... ..- ... -c..... o

__. .........._ ...__:O'_....... ._.._.~__-.__' ~-, ...-_..-.--_...._~--~• •• -.. ......--.-----.---..--..----••-

23 1\TP'n p 10lur, e+a

21:- NR, p.201.
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1'0 Hobbes) HSatanH appc,ars as vanity. VThile not.

lmderesthnating it::, sat,an:i.. c \"/11es, he is optirnistic a bout

the' prospects of vanquishing it through po\'18rful political

institv.tions and the popularization of hic~ moral philosophy ~

IEnlightonmeDt is primarily negativGly conceived'; its goa.l

is largely the task of removing the veils of darkness "'.',Thich

do not permi.t the most fund.amental selfish intereE:ts to

shine forth. (Enlightenrn.elit t S funct.ion is to d:i..sabuse man

of false consciousness of superiority, lrhieh Hobbes sees as

the root cause of most political abuses.) The lesson enlighten-

m.ent Hould ~each I'0quires little eoucation" As Bm."xe says:

H'l'he little ce.tcchiEzn of the rights of man is soon learned. 17
25

But. on1y if vanity :is defeated. Han must be made to feel

resistance 8.nd pain; his complacency must be punctured.

Agit.ate man} make him anxious, make him feel his miser")' and

thereby induce him to conSGnt to Leviathan.

Perhaps t.he great.est. thre.:::.t and in"pecu.m(:~nt t.o enlighten··

ment 'is traditi.onal piety \'rhich OppC'S0S the 'will of God to the

~'rill of man. l,Iod8:L~n politic2.l philosophy caD,not countenar:!.ce

-.-:....-........,~_""._.',., ..."_....... .~. "'.~_ ..._'-...-_,r--=--,_,..f3'_,.,__.."........~_ ...._~---- ...._----"._..._---

25 Cited in H~, p .183. Strauss notes: T1~'ie may
understand the frequently observed fact th<i.t during the modern
per'ioel natur<'ll la1;'! became much more of a revolutionary force
than it had been in the past."
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such opposition; the u:U.l of God must be subj Gct to the """rill

of man. 26 The modern political thinkers, discussed in this

paper, whatever their faith convictions, cJ.ppea:c unanim.ous in

the emphatic certainty of the political conviction ttl.at God,

as it \'mre, must .not be Catholic. . Traditional bib1ica1 faith

is opposed because it could vTsl1 jeopardize the efJ'icacy of

thE~ technique ~- the lTIE3chanism,s and instit,uti.ons _w= that

modern political philosophy counts on. 27

Hobbes employs his notion of the state of nature, not

only as an artic~.ation of his philosophical position but as

a potent pl:opaganda dev5. Ce. The notion is borrovred from tre.·-

clition to combat tradition. Strauss notes its theological

background and comments:

• • • the term f stat·e of nat-v.l'e' VIas at home in
Christ.ian thcolof:;y rather tJl;tn in poJ.:Ltic8.1 philosophy ~
The· state of natu..re VIas distinguished especially from
the state of grace, and it i"Jas subdivided into the st.ate
of pure natu.re and the state of fa11en nat1.1r'G. Hobbes
dropped the subdivision and replaced the state of grace

26 Str8.uEls, cornment. ing on Hobbes, 11:r:"i tos: l!. • • the
fear of invisible pOi'rer's is st:r·onge.r than t,he fear of violc:o.t
dec:.th as long as p caple bolieve in j.Dvisible pOHel's, i. e., ~,s
long as they C:J.reunc1er the spell of delusions about the true
character of reality; ti:w feE.:.r of violent, death comes fully
into its OWl o. s soon a~; people ha\'~e become en.Jj..ghtenC:ld. li lm., p.19fL

27 Robbest derisive attack on Catholic doctrines
ttbuilt on the vain .philosophy of ALI.stot.le t '. illustratE:s th:1.s
clea:clye He attackc; ·~.hese on tbe ground t.hat they HservG to
lessen dependence of subjects on the sovereign pm'IeI' of their
country. it See Chapter h6 of I-::.ev).. a:t.:..0..i§;!2.
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by the state of civil society" He thus deni0d, if not
t t.,e f"ct a'I' ~'"l"Y' l"''''I'''''~' +.t.,,,, ':;"'l")Ort~l'lcC"> rI.':' tl"r., P''''ll "11r 11':' ("..(" , v c .... _J.. o. "rv \.;11" _L.,J ... J..... O. _ y U ..1.,-". 0.. __ .... Cl \.....

accordingly asserted. that ~ThC:l.t is needed for remedying
the deficiencies or the 1 inconvenienccs 1 of the state of
nattl.re is, not divine grace, but' the right kind of human
government ~ This ant:i..theolog:Lcal implic9.tion of 'the
state of nature f can only "'lith diffic1..J.lty be separated

.1 from j.ts intra-,philosophic: meaning, i-thich is to make
intelligible the. primacy of r:i.ght.s as distinguished from
duties: tho Eltate of nat l..1.1'8 is originally chara.cteriz eO.
by the fact th3.}t din it there are perfect; rights but no
perfect dutieE: <- 20 .

-------..._._---..........-~-------,---.

28 NR, p.184. See his n.23. That Hobbes denies the
signi.ficance~of the Fall and the need f or grace is clearly
implj.ed in the Preface to De" Ci'\7~~~' pp. 12..13 of S. P. Iamprecht : s
edition, (Nci,r '~orh::: Appleton~~C8nt.ury-Croft.s, 19L~9).

Strauss 'ITI'ites: lTROUSS88.l~ 'Il8.S fully (:1.\·rare of the antibibJ..:ical
.:; rI1DJ -~ ('~, .;- J' on ()J.f.' ..... 'ne' con C (~r,-]". of -'l' hi'" S'c" r·. -'.. e OJf' no.!.'" '1' e· .... 1-) (").L .i. - _L.. ...... O. v ~ LJ_ .. .l ....... J,:~ "'. _ ' '... c;. Lr ~ C,;..t.. v v~ .0 ~ • lor _ .v

teaching of t.he Second Discourse is not that of D. Christian. 1I

1i~, p. 267, see o.11-·(;In~-3·;r~-.. -'·~·:0~

IJoc}f.:e, beca.use he is morc It jucU.cio1.1S, Ii is t,rick:i.e:r". On the
_one hand he 1"i]:'ites: l!. • .·y·:-e may give SOnJ8 ld.ncJ.of guess
vl~p~_lsJ.l}_~L..2J-1!.QtlS?E~stbg;(~}:0~E,~~ ~ncl \'Thence they deTivect,

r' -* " J:'>.- ] -l " -t,'hn· 'V') ".'1"'l".:l c"' lW''h ... rr-'~ • l-"-::i f~· -,'" ...;. bf"'j,c-·*," ~V'.(,,",\ ..e-
'1"gJ. ;!J./,:,:~ ::_·fr;SL(.,.",~y:~~~,~,... ~(~:~..-,. :J't:~-;, 1:I:.'~-C' ';'':...'i--~'~'B;=-\!:-'::-:"J':"'~:~\:;-;~~~~n.:x::..,::.".-~,,;=--~~~.,•
.=::':lh!-R::~~;1~:"S • ;:) l"l· a llS.::> J. C'. 1. ........ '. ) Uv E...S \;; V'/ ,.•C.L e, ~n Pa.l, ..... LL·
cont.ra.dict-ion to the ·implicetion of the above~ he insists
Adam '\'iElS cree.ted a perfect ri1c:tn, his body c:md :mind in full
po cr'I(:::.c'C'··Ol1 o-C' t'neJ-'\'"70 c..l.·r-·lr"":'"·~·h ~l-(J re~so'l ""'''#0'''':) ....,0 ···r~C" nr"\~""""7'1.-)-',,,,....",::> ..... ".'o.•.ll .1. ~ ••L 0U. (;OJ: bL.I. d l~. c, .... 'L~ C',"Lc..l;;;; ~·.Ch) 1,.;C1·lj(Ll.J.co

from the first instant of his bein8. • • to govern his actions
according to the dictat.es of the 1m''! of r82.30n i',hicb God had
implanted in hiIU. 11 (p •. 2l7,n.7l:.,) Strau,:;;s elIsa notes: H~'IhE;n
spea.ld.ng of everyone t 3 natural right to be the executioner of
the la';I of nature, Locke refers to 1 that g:ceat le.',·." of nat.ure,
nVlhoso sheddeth m8n 1 s blood) by nan ·shall his blood be shed l11

(Gen.9:6). But he omits the b:i.b1icall'eason~ ffo:c in the image
of God made he man. t The Lockean reason for the right to .
inflict capital punisbnlcnt on I:i.urde:r·ers i.s that mcm may 1destroy
thhl[~9. nox::i.ou.s T to men (St:c·au.ss t italics). • • the I11Ll.r~1.e}~·er
lrnay be des·t:coyGd 0.3 a lion or a. tiger, one of .J.(,hOS8 'i,-rJ.ICt savage
beasts vlith l,'J"hom 1118n can have no society nor secux-i ty. t Fff" p. 223, .
n. $1!-. (Also see St.rauss t discussion beginnin&~ p. 216.) .
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Hobbes t doctl':i.lle of the st.ilte of no.t.urG is opposed to
.. .

both the theological tradition and the classical philosphical

traditio{l. in these implications: lj t!rnan is thinkabl.e as c­

being that lacks avTarenElSS of sci.cr~d·restraint-s fi ,?9 2) Grace

. is denied; this denial is an implj. c it, foundation of modern

political philosophy. It is nle.n! s r:l~1;i..n.g that brings l1redemptionH;

it is man t s making that is deserv:"Lng of respect, trust, and

faith, precisely bece.u.se it is not a matter of grace; 3) To

suggest that hllIilan goodness is forced upon man by nature.l

scarcity and 11ar is to deny the significance of the belief that

God cares for man or to suggest the.t He c:ceat.ec1 man or go"'.rerns

the cosmos "'lith i1malic e ~'o,...., '. '.al oret.nought. • I • .)

. .
----------_...---...---_.--._.--'_..__._------."'._._.---_••_ ..,--~........_---_._-"'-- ........._---,-_...<- ..

29m..~, po 205. Strc.;.'uss [:Jays this both in regard to
Hegel and Hobbes. It seems even more true of. Hegel thEi.n of
Hobb r·s "'f'" ,-,;:, rEm'Y11')()r >-h",·I- ro_, •. , 'J(·l,l',~," rno-···~·r l"n>--'l''-l'O''l -:-0 ~,."r·lr

J. • ~'-, •• !... ...... 't.~t:. . ~Jl,_t..;...l .~L v. lJ. O.G .L l ... ..:. ~l )l.... "-,(.;'·0 .;" l. C'·. ..:.. _.!.L·tJ.l.. lJ .._.l ,J_' u'..:.;c·~

peace is unconditional. SeG notes 15 and 19 above.

30 C
•.... r::1u e ...... T·lJ.·'l·i'es l"ll ",v'-l"l('~''''ion of' DI...,to· HOn"" "'0')lc1...) 1,J. c..... ,~ ~:> ,. ...._,: \ ,v..t ~lJ... u ...... o~ v _.....1 ... J.. O. ~ , l..... ..,... I ... ~.. ..

J '1 > 1" " l' f' , ')noc reasonao_y expecL~ muc 1 Vlr'GlJ.G or mUCl.1 J'LIS':'lce 0 men Hill..

live habitually in a condition of extreme scarcity so that they
have to fight with one RDother constantly for the sake of mere
sur'vival. If there is to be justice among men, care nnu3t be
taken that they are not cOJJ1.pe11ed to think constcl.ntly of meI'e
self~pres8rvation and to act tOI;:9.rd their folloi'!s in the 1.-,ray
in 'Y'Thich men mostly act und.ej''-' E.:1..1c11 conditions. But such care
cannot be hume.n Pl~ovidence. The cau,se of justice is infinitely
stren.gthened if the condit.ion of man as mB.;l, and b.ence especiELlly
the co,1(:1i tion of ·ma.n in the beginning (-I.;11en he c01J.lcl not yet have "0:>::
corrupted by false opinions), Vias on of nonscarcity ~ There is then
a profound kinship bet':r8el1 the notion of ns,tn:cal la-r.-r and the notion
of a perfect beginnirlg: the golden aGe Or "L.he Garden of Eden. H

(N~, p. 150, no 21;) (So's also in .911, Strauss! discussion of
trc:.ditioTlal justi.ficO:ltions of nat1.1l~al inequalit.y.)
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What emerg8s from lIobbc~s! doctr:i..n8 of th8 state of nature 'iE,

that the "natural1 in tinatul'c.l lt J.avl is largely equivalent. to the

individv.al. The individual is the court of first. and final

appeal; there is a lrbelo\vll but not an ltabo'le. II Not for the

sake of the good life.-- compliance vrith a.n flabove H _.~ but for

the sake of life ..... to p:ceservo b.;.l~L._~~~::':Q. -- does man become

social or enter into horizontal relationships as equal with

others and empo1dor legal 8.uUlOrity. But even then in civil

society he still remains t,he court of final appeal for the la1'f

or the sovereign authority has power only by virtue of his consent.

E . . '1 .'} t ' n·f ·t .t:> 'l . l". ven J.n c~v:l soc:1.e cy le S ·,ano.s supreTi18, .1 or l J. J. al~S lll. DJ.S

., '.I.. " • . t·}· ll}Jl.lclgmenr, vO guaram:;ee n:~,~.2yn} pTeserva··lc.m, 18 may Vie. _ t 1J.'O:i;

~ff the yoke of civil authority and fight with all his physical

nlig'~'L~ ~J:1Cl e-va·ry· nle~·nc Rt 'I-lis o'i~r00~1 acr~~Lrlc~ J.·tL __ .Ll c;...... '...... J. ~__ 0 _. _,,- ~_ w.;.J ):>0. '00. • ... ~.) V 'II Avoidance of

crosses is the SUpreri18 precept ~ both in and out. of civil soci.ety.

Like :Machiavelli 5 both Hobbes and Locke Hpractice l'ihat

they preach. 11 Straw.3s bases this conclusion not on biograph:i.cctl

evidence (e. g., expedient Hholidayslt abroad L b1..1.t on the internal

• , co.l..'· t" 1"'" 1 ~ .,. , . 1 " h"eV:LQence Ol lonelY' resp8C -l.ve po_ l'CJ_CcL ceacnlngs vr.ruc 1 J.n .l.lS

view belie their explicit professions of Christian faith. Strauss

is cI'itical of scholars Nho simply take these profe.ssions of faith

as conclusive evidence of faith convictions. He suggests these

scholars lIelo not seem to have a.sufficient notion of the degree

of' CirClJ.mspectiol1 or of accormnodation to 'ehe accepted viev{s

th8.t vras required. in former ages of 1 ci.eviCJ.tioni.sts t ~1ho desired
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to survive or to die in pE';ace. 1\31 Strauss repeatedly makes

the poi.nt that modern liberc,lism emerees from a reject.ion of

Christian faith. H01,f(:;ver com.pellingly it may be demonstrated

,that Hobbes and Locke oppose the theological tradition and

hOl,··leVE~·,f.~ J·.I1con·:'r.. over~' ·.·LbJ.e t'.t1R !y·f.'ac·t ll or.r.- J"r pi l' athei s"n tho'L e ,.. v v. _ J.. v l~ _ "~... ", .. ,::>

d p mOI1st""''''i·,".L·on cloes t -L t t' ......J f' J"~ ... Cl. _ no', ru.. e ou . ne ln~~ .uence 0_ re.. :Lglous

tradition on their political thou.ght, nor does it tell us much

about the interaction betvJeen Puritanism and the modern pol:ttical

tradition. We shall examine this question at length bc101·T.

l,ocke

In moving on to I,ocke (or more e.ccu:cately, quickly over

him), \'[13 are not leaving Hobbes. Nor' are '.lIe loa.'ling the state

of natuI'e, vlhich j.B perhaps one of' the most seminal notions :i.n

the history of political philosophy. Lacko, as Strauss sees

him, is a devout disciple of Hobbes, \'Tho cO::1ceals as much as

he can his debt to Hobbes~

Locke who judiciously refrained as much as ~e could from

mentioninoO' Hobbet; t t .i. lJBt:, Iv decried name 1 i!. 32 L 1 ._ . ,oo.(e, In

Str:'a1J.~;S' -vie-'iT, COD;:::1JlnJl12.tCS Hobbes! teaci:d.ng and rende:c-s it
__,..._.__~••_. .....~_.._.--.--..........---...-._~__'._._'.......,..,...............'m~_.. . .... ,... •• ~ .....,.."' _

3hTP. 'op 1 C'("). 109 n 13 (s'-;-Y'·ane-s "'itc>~ P-iel"""'" B8yl e .:.~:..:., .:. _. __ j 0...... :; , ... " ~. c l-. U... .....o:.v ~. _. v ....,) ..... ..L c . 1"'"". -.

as corroborating his view of those professions of faith.)
Strauss also suggests that these scholars subscribe to the
"dogma that the mind of the individual is incap2.ble of liberating
itself from the Goinions \'lhich rule his societyll. '1'11i8 kind oJ
"dogma l1 and Strauss' attitlJ.de tOT,'l"ard it is discussed belo".'1.

32I' . , 11'6OlQ., p. .0.-----
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,.. ~I .
I1I·Ie L1ocke(

realj.zed that what man pri.marily needs for his c,elf~preservation...

is property ••.• The right to self-preservation becomes the right

to unlilYdted acquisi tlon. n33 Strauss says J.Jocke f s is tlt.he

classic doctrine of the s~irit of capitalism. n34 Strauss observes:

ItWith a vim"I to the resounding success of 1.ocke 8.S cont.rasted
with the apparent failure of Hobbes, especially in the
Anglo-Saxon world, we can say that Machiavelli's discovery
or invention of the need for an immoral 0~C' amoral substitute
for morality, becElJne vi ctoriolJ.s thI'ough 1.!ocke t s cUscovery

. ... . t'· tl-'" ' t·"...· . . '- . II ? r::or lnvenClon na~ naG SUDS'l~uce lS acqulsl~lveness .~~

(This if.; an overstat8111Gnt. Strcluss himself ind:Lcates this by

citing Montesquieu ' s preference for the spirit of capitalism

to flstern, republ.ican, Roman virtuel: becal.:se it !tis productive
".

of g Pl,·f'J e 1·tla-1nn~·'C' oJ:' }·"m'"n"i.J-,; 11)3.0:,) ..,. lv ... ,. dC.l ... l '-..:;.1- '-).) J- .J.V~IJ.Cl,. v ....... olf

teaching as follows:

Strauss sums up Lockets

According to Locke, man and not nature, the v!ork of
man and not the gift of nature, i.s th(~ ol~i6::',:i.n of Cl.lmost
Bverything valuable: man o~es almost every tIling valuable
to rd.s O\'m effox'ts. Net resigned gratitude and conscioLJ.sly
obeyin·g or imite.ting natn:ce but hopeful se1f~·reliance and
creativity bocone hencefort[) the mad:::s of hUIn.:ln nobil:i..ty.
1"1£1.n is effeetively cme.ncipat,ed fro,n t.he bonds of natlJ.:ce,
and ther,z'.dth tl1(:) inc1.:Lvidual is emancipeted from .those
social bonds ;·.'h:":-c11 antedCl.t,e all consent or compact, by
the emancipe.tion of his pl~oductiv8a..cquis:i.ti v8nc::;s, Hhich
j.B neceE.:sarily, if accidenta.lly, benefi.cent and hence
susceptible of becoming the st.. rongest soeie'l bond:

331'12.:12:.• , p. 2h6.

34,,·pp I a
~.J:-., poLl· .....

35Il:?.icl~ , p. 1·1-9.

3611?:Ld. , p. 50.
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restraj.nt of the appet.ites is replaced by a mecha.nism
1 .... n t· 1-,. J d t' • . t' , , , 1vDose OJ.r.ee lS uUn18.ne. '.n .nac emanClpa lon 1S acnlevec,

throu.gh the interce~;sion of the prototype of convention8.1
things, i, e., money. The viorlo. in vlhich hmnan creativity
see.ms to reign supreme is, in fact, the vTOrld which has
replaced the rule of nature by the rule of convention.
From nOi·l on, natuxe furnishes only the vlorthless materials
as in themselves; the formsa.re supplied by ma:1, by man's
free creation. l~or there are no natm'al forrJ1s, no inteIli··
gible lessences~: 'the abstract ideas' are 'the inventions
and creatures of the understanding, made by it for its mm
use.' Understanding and science stand in the sam? relation
to 'the given t in vlhich human labor, called forth to its
supreme effort by money, stands to the ral'l materials o

There are, therefore, no natural princtples of understanding:
all knm'rledge is acquired; all knovdedge depends on labor
and is labor.37

1ve may nOVi turn to a fuller consideration of Strauss?

view of thel\Teber thesis o Strauss, it Hill be recalled, contends

that Weber failed to discern (or even consider) tb.e.t the spirit

of capitalism ..'las fostered by tho neVi political phi.losophy and

ne1'l econofnics, by Hobbes and espE";cially IJod;:e. Str'8.USS maintains:

• . • there is a straight line38 vlruich lead.s from
Hachiavelli to Bacon, Hobbes and other Englishmen 1'l"ho
in various 'Hays came to exert a pO'rJerf1J.1D:.. influence on
t Puritanism. f Generally speak ::Lng the P1irr.:i. tans Here more
open to the nevr philosophy of science both natural and
moral tha.n, e. g., Lutherans bcc2,use Cf'~.lvinism had br'ol~en
"lith f paGan 1, phj,losophy (Arist otle) most radi cally; ·/lb.ich
it had not originated in any 1<lay t By looking for the origin
of the capitalist spirit in the I,ray of tLinking originated
by J·lachiavelli one 1'rill also a void an (1):k,vious pitfall of
vIe ber I s inquiry. VTe be:c 1 s study of the origin of the

't 1" .... , 1J ' ·~}.l.1 •• ncapJ. C!.. J..S·C Sp::t.r'J:C J..S VTllO .••.y unconcernS:I[l Hl. ':,.1 G 1e or:Lg::t.n 01

the science of economics, for the scienco of economics is
the authentic :.interpret,ation of 'the capitalist spirit. 139

----.....-......_._---_..._-----_._-~----

37 NIL pp. 2h8·~2Lr9.

'38 Strauss says: f~~oderh investigat0rs usually under­
estimat.e Bacon TS influence on Hobbes, sirnpJl..y because they over~
estimate the sign:Lfica.nce of Galj.leo fS mGt1lli'J::..i for Hobbes T
politica.l philosophy.!T ?f.tL p.135, n 0 3. Ba,t:::7Yl approvingly
cites Chapter 15 of !r~£.J:Iin.s::,.~_. See £111., 1!"J;$ and n. 5 there.
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that the line of thinkinG in both Strauss' and Weber's respective

positions is similar: this kind of ascetic restraint which is

no·l- s"'l_f~ ~ ,0>. l-"<r lO ''''',f! n.ll,.c:"l-, "I., e V e - "- -i c::.] l-~ O...... Q' "".: ned· 1" ·1- co 50"lY'C e fit' c''!'v-v _" v "J_.• <.~ u ~ 1,.,_. Co. .•• J '-'- c.<.!...-, v,,", ~ ,-_ -'.,,-,~.

be transcendent. Strauss is convinced the capitalist spirit

is self-serving, not in the sense that it satisfies avarice,

but in overcoming the anxiety generated by the impact of the

political doctrines of Hobbes and Locke. 40 Locke engenders a

"What he r~[8bGi:\: faj.led to consider \'raE; that in the COllJ:'se of
the sixtee'11th century there 1;JO.S a conscions break I"rith the whole
philosophic tradition, a break that took place of the plane of
purely philosophic or rational or secular thought. This break
Was o::,'iginated by I.'IachiaveJ.J.i, and it led to the mOl~al teachings
of Ba.con B.nd Hobbes: thinke:cs v1h02,O vrrib.n[,s preceded by decades
tho C'o '"Trjt-ir',r;'S of -j'he'i-,' 'P"r";L"I-8il '"'OllI"l",'('y--r'lP':I: on ".r11'Vll ;,oJe~beY"slo...l ..... ~. ~.. R.... "'u _R V .... JR 6. v...... .. V (".."_ \",10 •••1. _ .... w--J: _ J. 10, _ "-.... _.

thesis is ba:::.:;ed. OnE) caD ha:cdly say more them that Purit,anisirl,
havins broL:el1 more racU.cal.ly Hith ·the fpo.gan' philo;;wphic
tradition (L e., chiefly TtTith Aristotelianism) thEm Roman
Catholicism and Lutheranism had done, was more open to the new
philosophy than r,.'Jere the lattel'. PuritaT.tism thus could beCOl:1E.-:

a very important, an.cJ. perhap.~i the mos t imp():ctarJ.t : cD.rrier f of
the neVI ·phiJ.oc~ophy both natural and moral~-·of a philosophy vihich
had been created by men of 2.n entirely non~PlJritan st8.i:lp. 11

N:F.i, pp. 60~,61., n. 22. The quest,ion of their lIst2...mpH 'Hill be
examined belol'r.

40S"'--'~'lCC:' T.r·('J-'tr.,<:·· Hrp,::q.rn'-',v r-oLrT'n>'-'y po·in·r·,ed O'1.t iv"l'.Ht theL.l etu..~_} ..... J "oJ,," • \".... 1.::;). .... C;' 'I __ .I..:.~ .. boO. v..;<,. _ l l"..

cap:i.talist Pu:citanism stv.died by ~I!eber vras la.te Purita.nism or
tl • 0.L. '-1 P °t ° .L.h ,-' '1 " , 0.L. r ·····'1'lEl.(. J.I,., I'ra,:; 'L, ...18 . U:r.... }, J2-IUSm In. Cl.t, nao a ... re-any rnaQe },I,.,S peace ,'i].vI

'the world t • This means that the Puritanism in question had
made its peace i'l:i.th the capitalist v10rld already in existence:
the Puritanism in question then I'ras not i.~h8 cause of the capitalist
\'forld or- of the capitalist spirit.~i (NZS, pp. 60 oN 61, n. 22)



1t quest for joyi1 which is ti joyless. 11 Hobbes pr'omotes the nevor.~

ending 1l r ace lT .li.l 'They soek to avoid crOSS8S by laborinG under>

a cross. (Strauss, as we noted, objects to the assertion that

from biblice.l faith can be dr'C1..':i1l the political position which

stresses not. that. man become better, but, on the contrary,

recommends political inE':d.tl.J.t.ions and mechanisms "Thich take

for granted that he idll not, and I'Thich are geared to mo.nipulat.e

his base passions, or to play one against the other). Strauss

portrays this lljoyless ClUE~st for joyll inspired by the nO-d politic2.1

hedonism of Hobbes and Locke and the new science of economics:

Not the natural SVleotness of liviMf but the terrors of
d.eat,h make us cli.ng to l:i.fe. '!;',That. nat~re firmly establ:L~~hes
is that from vlhich desire moves CJ.i'ray, the point of dep2,rt nre
of desire; the g02,1 tm·!Cl.rd vrhich desire nwyes is seconc'l.2,rI.
The primary fact, is I'rant.. But this l'iCl.nt., this la.ck, is no
longer understood e.3 pointing to something complete, perfect,
\'.Thole. ThE) neccssit:t(~s of l:'Lfe are nD 10nG(~r und.erstood
as necesse.ry for the c:onroJ.c;te life or the good life, but

~ • '" • ~ C' ::'~::-";:;"'bi 1 .' .,. ~ . ("' • '1'1- t' ..c-.... J. i l' f"l~· t "as 1£181'1;:) J.llE!..;, Cc,IJC'. _•..Ll L J. C ,.) , .. lle sa. ·1 S.C C'. C LJ _.0 .. J. 0.. .'lc:.D S l s
therefore no 1\;n6er liTI1:l t cd by the de.:nands of th0; good life
hut becomes ainless. The goal of desire is defined by
nature only negatively-·-·the denic.l of pc1.in. It is not

1 1 ,' 1 .. -' 1 ,., 1'" ,P 8asure more or .e ss OJ.moO' y antJ.Clpat;eC ;'lil:l.CI1 e. :LC}.-CS DV.mG.n
eff02··-'C8: fthe chief> if not only, Sp1.lT to human industry
and action· :1.8 uneasiness, t So pO"l;.;erf1.1-1 is the natural
primacy of pain that the active denial of pain is itE=:elf
painful. The pain ..-;hich removes pain is labor. It is
this pain, and henC8 a defect, i'ihich gives man oY'iginally
the most important of all rights: sufferings and defects,
rather than merits or virtues, originate rights. Hobbes
identified the rational life "I'.Tith the.l:i.fe dominated by .
the fear of fear, by the fear \'Thich relieves u.s from fecl.r.

--------~.---_._.

4-lHis farn.ous pa~:3sage in Tb.S?_ Elem.egts _of 1:.?\;[ (end of
Chapter 9) concludes:
nContinu8.11y to out-go the next before, is felicity •
.And to fo~C'sake tn8 course, is to die. 11
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Noved by the same spirit, I,ocl(E~ identifies the rational.
life with the life dominated by the pain which relieves
pain. La.tJOr takes the place of the art ,·thich imitates
nature; for labor is, in the 'T,1TOrc1s of I'Iegel, a negative
attitude t01.',rard nat.ure, 'The starting point of hmnan
efforts is mi.sery: the st,ate of nature is a stat e of
~·Jretch'3dness. T}'Je way tm'rard happiness is a movement
avray f'rom the state of natu.:ce, a movement m'ray from nature:
the negation of natm~e is the v-ray tOl·{ard happiness. And
if the movement tOvTard happinef3s is the actuality of freedom,
freedom is negativity. Just like the primary pain itself,
the pain which relieves pain tceaseth only in death. t

Since there are therefo:ce no pure pleasures, there is no
necessary tension bet,i,reen ciyil society as the mighty
leviathan or coercive society, on the one hand, and the
good life, on the other: hedonism becoEJ.es utilita.:c5.anism
or political hedoniSm. The painful relief of pain culminates
not so much in the greatest ple8.sures as f in the having
those thingEi ';-r11i(;11 p:COCt"LJ.c e the greatest pleas1.U~es. t Life
is the joyless quest for joy.42 .'

..
Before leaving Hobbes and Locke (at this junct.ure) and

prelimiue.ry to our CUSCD.ss:i..on of Rousseau, lYe ta.ke note of the

60nnection betueen variations in their respective view of the

state of na.ture and the c1i,fferonc8s hl, their political tea.chj.,ngs.

For Hobbes the state of natw~e is terrible, nasty a~d

brutish. After Hobbes its l1image li iElproves, a little j_n IJocke 1 s

treatment of it and radically in Rousseau's.

bettering of the image of the state of nature

m" • •InlS progresslve

means a progressive

clim.inishing of tho absolute right of self-preservation. 'l'he

fiction of the coincidence of individual 1<rill and sovereign

't'lil1 becomes less fiction,".1. Hobbes is a Hpurist Il in his

11beralism43 and not inclined to democracy; Locke and certainly

Rousseau are less !1pure tf libel'als; both che.mpion democracy.
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F'or Hobbes there is no doubt th8.t the 'state of nat,ure is i:lOrSe

than any kind of political order. He,therefore, upholds the

rights of the sovereign to the point of total:i..tarianism. But

he is no less rigorous a liberal. His liberalism is theoretically

consistent and llpure ll in upholding the absolute right of the

individual, to the point of undercutting the moral basis of a

citizen army and police force, and capital punishment (and one

may say patriotism.). Vfh0t h,3 oppo i:3eS absolut ely is disorder,

ana.rchy and long dravJ'n-out revol.ution8.ry strugglef;i. hI.:-· VJhat he

prizes is stability; this is purchased at the price of individual

liberty, but the cost must not outvicigh its benefits to the

indi vid1..1.a1: protection for obecli ence (but 'VIho needs h:::1.rmful

protection) •

.Locke C'~IVC +ha·r-· +11 0 strite, oro n"1t:ur O ';S' 11"'11 '~O'e of'uc_.... u v ........ v ,u _ .. \~.. _,........ , G... ~ •• v ..l- c__ c.;,.t.~ _

1 " '.t:'. "" 1Tneg.lgence ana. url.l.oreseelng .:umo cence. The conspicuous lack

h ," r-" th " i' ", , r. (i - " 1 )e empna.slzes mo;:...." J.S e eCfLupmen.::; vWlcn m2J:':.es Ior ,'VhJ.g-sty. e

happiness: i.t is inconvenient, full of tistrife and troubles, n

llfull of fears and dangers tl and not;· lea;3t} it is a state of

penUl"'T L·5
- J • ' He ca.lls the state of natv.l'e an H5.11 condition. II

He differs s:i.gnificantly from Hobbes in this one fund8.-

ment,al respoct: for Io cke, the st8.te of nClture is not

-~-------'

4JI- It v'muld seem Hobbes does not OP1:ose revolutions, per
se. Perhaps.. he woul d not di sapprove of a South American style
coup dTetat. Vfhat he objects to most, j.s long periods of
disorc1.er. ,', In eff?ct. it i,~TouJ.d be" e:;(trernely c}:j.fficult to launch
a successIul revolutlon 111 a Levlathan-type btate.

St.rau~:s discuE:ses Locke? s
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marked by the absence of political order; it lacks g..ood polit/i·~

cal order', a constitution, a>o.d <:levi310ped legal code 0 q.6 'I'herefore,

Locke q,emands more than Leviat.han; he demands the VTealt.h of___....""_....~· .............r·_u • __...'__...·aII......

NatioD..§. and democracy as vrellJ·7 'The better the st8.te of nature,

the more must civil society offer.

Locke TS democracy impinges more on t he individual: s

natural rights than did Hobbes t J/:JY':-:h0tlJ.§..~o Strauss remarks:

nIt is only fair to say that Hobbes stresses more strongJ.y than

does I ..ocke the individual f s right to resist society OJ.... the

governmen.t v·rhenever his p;eservat.ion is endangered. Tl4·8 Locke

also makes plain the right of revolutio:l provided it is a

46 StrB:lJ.~3S comment s: liThe reason f or Locke f s deviation
from Hobbes is that ~ accorelj.:ng to BobbeE;. ~ the stC:Lte· of nature is
vlOrse than any kind of' government, v.rhereas according to J..,ocke,
the state of natt.:cce is preferable to arbitrary a nel lawless
government. Hence Locke teaches that the state of nature is _
more viable from the point of view of sensible men than t~bsolute

h f 11 I' . d 230 9'"monarc_ y. -.E2:.....• , . p. ~ ,n. o.

47 It should be noted that for both Rousseau and Locke
democn.:.cy emphatically does not meEm the rul'8 of the d e·fD:.S:...,?o
They both insist that llhave·-nots l1 not have a politica.l v oiee 0

Locke Hssigns to gove.rnment the tasIC--of protecting the I1haves l1

from infringement by the Hhave-·nots. 11 Rousseau contemptuo1..wly
dismisses 18. canaiJJ..G of the ci.-ties as politically irresporlsible 0

. Jbid., p. 2Erb:---The--Le'v~·ellers, though they j.nvoke God repeatedly
and make claim to God~·given rights lTengraven on the t8.ble of
the heart by the finge~c of God, fl feel no cO:;lpnnction about
denying the se rights to "i,\rage earners' and alms-.. tD.kers. (See C. B.
1ilacPherson f8 The Poli.tical 'Theory of Possess::i.ve Individ1.J.alism,
Chapter III. flTni"versaisD.ffrage:-·-even'-rn'-Haa:ii{i1cec:Tii-denlo"crElcies,
is a relHtively recent ideal not yet perfectly realized. The
thinking seems to have heen: political responsibility should not
be entrusted to those uho have nothing to lose. It :i.s precisely
to these that Marx appealso

accordance with this,
Hohbes the individuc,ll s
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democ:r'atic revolution, the I'd_II of the majority. \\Je note that

for I,ocke the coincidenct:: of eve170ne 1 s vrilJ. with the sovereign
"

will becomes less of a fiction. 'l'herefore, the individual is

more obliged to boVl to the sovereign vlillo Thus vre may observe:

~he better the state of nature the more does sovereign povli8r

rest squarely I.-lith the citizenryo :ehe greater the sovereignty

of the people the more diminished become t he rights of the

individual. 1'h:i.s points to the tragic irony of modern pol:'i.tical

philosophy: it arises to champion the rights of the i,ndividual

and instead leads to a ,. ,
l\::Lno. of despotism, one that asserts

its sovereign claim in the name of freedom.

Hobbes is most emphatic that t he tension bet'i'reen the

absolute rights of the individual and the rights of the

sovereign -- the problem of freedom in an ordered civil society

cannot be resolved perfectly. Leviathan and not the City of God'---..._~ ........"""",......::......

is act'L1.aJ..izable 0 T11e individual f s freedm.l must be constrcdned

and canalized. Hobbes would reoind us that peace and civil

order ar-'G the ground of t.he possibility of any degree of freedoIll,

of lif8 itself. Hut. R01.l,ssect'u counters: v.;h2..t good is life if

not its freedom? Civil society must maximize the freedom of

the indivic1.u8.l.
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Roussee-tU_.._._----~,._~

Rousseau.'s is the. typical, if not archetypal, modern

protest against modernity. Dre.id.ng its inspiration from the -

c·lassics! notion of nobility, it rejects the natural ground

and measure of the c18.ssicaJ. conception of nobility, a nd so

brings about an advance in modernity a nd its more radical

alienation from the classics. Strauss vr.cites of Rousseau:

W:r1ile app88.ling from Hobbes, Locke, OJ:' the EncyclopecUsts.
to Plato, A.ristotle;, OJ" Plutarch, he jettisoned important
elements of classical thought which his modern predecessors
had still preserved. In Hobbes, reasoD, using her author'ity,
hao' orl·~DC'l·~~+e~ n~OQ~on" P~C~iOl1 ~"C:1.)l"roo' t}lc s~atl)C of a" c· .. 10.. , .}J ....... v \"" ","<,-;'UL... J... , ~00_ .• _ c".v 1 __ .__ .~ ... IV LJ _o _

freed vroman; rea,son conti TIll cd to rule, if only by remote
control. In Rousseau, passion itsolf took the initiative
anrl re1)el-Jec)" USl..'-rpi 7 HJ" the l)la"e" 0-'" re~·C'on· ;""1101 l"no';i7'la·n·;-lv\. .... _ ....., .~oL_ -..1.-0 J.J. _ v .1... c..v 0.. . .., ~~,,~oJ.· J.V~-J

den 'Tl"n0' 1'1"'1" Il·''''''r··'''·'DC p'-'<". """'a "'8J' ("1 ber··~·n to '0"88 J·uC'~I·nlr.:·nJ-lJ 6 '.:. 1.,);;:'" v.l._. C;vl;:)U ~ 1-' •.) ... ~)1 l -'6,-::;'" ',:" C,'.l"l... l.,. It:..I.l. 0 ... v,
• J. ') • ("\ C' . ..t- T1n ene sever~ accen~s or a~onlC vlr~ue, on reason s
turpitud8S 0'+'>',

It is agaii1~,t this b01..l.:cgoois50 life of T1 joyless quest

for joyl1 that. Rousseau protests. Rousseau is the great grandilo···

quent protester. He protests in the nam(': of freedom .?1.1d in the

no.1'(\e of stern republican virtue, on behalf of the c 1-t!?JY~~!l

against the boul"geois p.nd on behalf of the nG.tu:ral man aga:Lnst

the "chains" of civilization.

Hobbes and l,ock8 tc1.\1ght that t he stc:~t.e of nature must.

be overcome by the establishment of civil society. Rousseau

asks: W'ny? Is not being held dov,n by the institutional chains

49 Tb' , 2l:?_ 1Q., p. ~"".

------

50 Rousseau is the first ~o use this la.bel. VJJ?:f., p.50.
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of Ii tthe mighty leviCl.than! whose tblood is money s 11151 less

noble and more dehumanizing than the freedom enjoyed by man

in his original natural state?

Rousseau is the first 52 philosopher of freedom~ From

the vantage of the radical supremacy of freedom, life in the

state of nature appears :i.n a ne,,1 light. as naturally good, and

life in society appeB.Y'f; vicious and corrupt, the more civilized

the more corrupt~

Rousseau's vantage is di~cernible in his definition

of man; II. • " it iE, not so much the understanding v",hich instir~

tu:tes the specific difference of man among the animals as his

. 5?quality as a fr'ee agent.. 11 ;; (To avoJJl the cavils of t he skep~J

tics he su.bstit.utes I1perfectibilityH for the theol.ogiceJ.ly and

metaphysically 1oac1ecl term. afreedom~;51i. l1no one can deny the
. . ~~,

fact that man isdistingl..J.ished from the brut.es by perfectibj.Ji ty •. !!// I.

If man! s specific difference is 11not so much his undel·stand:i.ng ll

then his pe:r'fectibiJ5ty must be essentially :c'elated tothe passionEl

or sentiments. Rousseau represents man in a 11el:[ liimage tr as

priElari1y a being of sentifilent. His ini}.iassioDed rhetoric is

apposite to this new image.
__'._.. ..... . ,__-'__• _' ~"_;"'__• _~..._ ••• _:P'O__• __,,_...~..... • ...., ...8_..~.'.

51 N11 P • 282 •---'

52 Not. merely chronologically but also in that he is i ts
most passionate champion.

53 Ibl-d.. , 26"-__ po ).

55 Ibid.
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vIe vIiJ.J. excJ.j'fiine Rousseau Ts critique of Hobbes t por~·

tra.yal of the state of nature, foeusi.ng on the contrast in

how each relates the state of nature to civil society and

hOi", this in tUJ:'n colors their I' espectiva vievrs of the. tension

bet1.1reen the freedom or rights of the lncU.v:i.dual and civil

authority.

The attack on Hobbes generally takes aim at Hobbes t

analysis of Hbeg:Lnnings Ii "".e his portrayal of the state of

natur'e, but it does not qUE;stion that his is the proper and

indeed only approach. Rousseau claims an unbiased consideration

of po~~!is reveals 'only pure po!~~~i~. Hobbes studies ~ot~D~~1s

vdth a vievT to constructioil. or mak:\.ng. Hobbes c;.SSlJ.Tl1eS man i.s

rational, 'Hilleh, as he :i.niJer-prets j.t) means that man has ratiQDal

plans or dictates that he Viould execute or make. 11he question

he considers j.s this: 1f.oy is man t s i·rill:i.ng of his rational

project Dot sufficient as it is in the paradigm of mathematics.

to start 'ldith t he assumption of an end: the conditions 1J.nder

,·[hich the individual vTil1 has sufficient povicr to 8. ctual:Lz8 it.;

rationa.l project 0 That end is pe2,ce. Strauss. ,;··:rites:

He IHobbesl claims that he dedl..1.ced the end fron~ the
beginnin."g 0 In! fact, hm-m-,.rer, he takes t he end for gran.t.ed;
for he discovers the begi.nning b y analY~:ij.ng humancnatu:ce
and human affairs i-rj.th the. t .end (peac.e) i.n view.5v
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Hobbes starts from the; fact 01' the experience of ftintestine

disorder. n Order is made by. llma.J.(ers and orderers. IT For

Hobbes the state of nature is a reflection on political order,

on man as fTmaker, If ns ratione!.l. Rousseau starts from the

t1chains'1 forged by the Hmakers l1 of political order. For

Rousseau the state of nature j.s a reflection "[hieh focuses on
\

I'lhat is vr.rong with ord.er and i:t v1ev-lS man primarily as flmatter, Il

as an innocent being of p8.ssion and sentiment. All tra t is

found in the analysis of t11.e beginnings 5.s· freedom, t he freedom
, .

to b~. passionate, to feel c Rousseau critic:tzes Hobbes on

Hobbesj.an grounds; his success uproots the l1e.tural ground of

Hobbes t position, or, 11'18 may pv.t it, he endorses Hobbes r break

with the classical natl..1.ral lC1.'d t radition bu.t severs Hobbes t

connections with it, insisting that the break, if consistently

thought through, compel.s pulling out the classical root so

Hobbes concurs Vl ith the tradit:1.o11 t hat man is a ratj.onal

animal, but insists that he is naturally unsociable and indeed

anti-soclalc Rousseau objects that the denial of manfs social

nature implies the donip.l of man r S rational nature bec'1U.se

flreason is cote:cminous vdth language and language presupposes

society: bE:ing pre$ociaJ. natural man is prerational. !i57
__-...cunot:"_-.. ,......... ~_..r< ~_.."'_~_....._ .... • ......__-----.-....--.,-'-

57 Il?id., p.270.
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Therefore, Hobbes 1 trEl.d:i.tion·-colored ViOl:T of the laws of natur8

as dictates of reason must be rejected. Rousseau insists

(says Strauss): flBy nature, the laVor of nature lmust speak

immediately vIith t he voice of nature T; it must bl$ prerationaJ.,

dictated by 'natl1ral sentiment. t or by passion. tt58 According

to Strm.lss, Rousseau objects: HI'lobbes is grossly inconsistent

because, on the one hand, he denies that man is by natur~.

social and, on the other hand., he tries to establish the

character of natural man by referring to his experience of

man l,'Jhich is the experience of social man. n59 1~lan Ts unsociable·­

ness cannot be ascribed to vanity since vanity presupposes

society. The vices Hobbes .ascribes to man in t he state of

nature are not natural to man but are picked up in society.

Thus we must conclude that by nature man is noither rational

nor vainly vicious·. . If man is not naturally vicious he may be

said to be nature.lly good. Rousseau appear's to consider vanity

and compassion as oppositN,; and he appears to have inferred.

from his ovm experience j.n society that. t hetlrnore refined H

people are, the more they tend. to be vain, and the more vain

they are, the more c onSpiCHOtlS t heir lack of compassion"

58 Ib:i.d. , p.269.

59 I-bi~· , p" 268'.
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HOUSSeal,1 does not. o.emonstirat.eit c'ogently but asserts man is

by nature compassio118.te ~ he viill harm others only if threatened

and then he I<'Till automatically, as it V[r::;re, not exceed vrhat is

required to pr·eserve himself; man's natu.ral passion is love ~

self-love) and vThen this is satisfied, compassion. 60 Compassion

, .____.........-.-.....-....... ..._~_... ~'.#O_ _..._.r<__~ro____....,,, ......,r<K..~..........--..._..........---..r.."". • • • _. .... - __..._ • ..,..__._

60 One wonders '11ha'L inspi:C'es EOUSS8a1.J. t S conviction <

It seems to go against t he grain of both the classical tradi·­
tion and the theological tradition. Eve did not eat the for-

bidden f:cuit beca.use she 'I'·;2.S threatEmed nor did Cain kill
Abel to secuy'e hj.s O'\'m pTeservation~ The b:i.bl:i.cal Vi.8iH suggests
that love of neighbor is rooted in love of God. Nietzsche waxes
eloquent on this: HTo 10V8 man fo:c God Ts sal~e .,,- that has so
far been the noblest and most l'er;lo·re-'·fe-elrn:g~·attained'among men.
'Yhat the love of man is ju.st one more stupidity and br1.J.tishness
if there is no ulterior intent to sanctify it; that the inclina­
tion to such love of man Dl1J,f3t receive its measu:ce, its subtlet.y,
its grain of salt and dash of ambergris frm11 s orne highel" inclina»·
tion -·-·1-[hoever the 1l1.,.1Jl1Ci.ll. b·:::ing may have been vrllo first felt
and t experienced t this, hm-rever much his tongue may have stumbled

"' t t . 1 t v· - - C' co 11 r·11 ' '" J i r '0 ·t- ~ ~ C'r.> 1.... 1" t 1~ . ~ i 1 ] "Ias -'- rJ.ec. 0 e .n..pre..:;>,;:> S ~,<.; __ Gv __ ..__.r:"-,- .,80,"';" e\\.; .um _em",._.n ao ..y
and venerable for us for 0.11- t:G"Ze--'a's"-:ZEe hUCll8.U being 1'rho ha~
fIov'In highest yet and gone astray most beant.ifully! ii F. Nietzsche t s
J3eX0Q;LQQ...(~sl....£l1dJf2?:th, Section 60. Similv.rly in the, Socratic: v ievi,
it is love of the Good 1'iliich enables man to transcend love of
one T8 otm. Both suggest there is no satisfyJng sheer unre·..
strained selfishness. .As Hobbes puts it: n,. • • :tn t he first
place, I P1.l.t f or a gen l2Y'all inclination of .a.ll mB..nkind, a
perpetuall and rest Iesse desire 0 f pm'Ter after povrer, that
ceHseth only in Death. Tr (Quoted in EJ:It, p.10.) Dj.d Rousseau.
infer his vie i;'[ from the 1118.'1'1 of the jl.mgle l '> according to vrhich
sated animals do not molest others? In any case Eousseau

tJ . . -,. b r· • II H "l • ~. •.apparen - .y lnspJ.xec1. t:; _e q U83'0J.ona 'Le ege.L2<9,li.-'·l'·larxls·c" apoca--
lyptic vision of the day 'I'111en man t s selfisL1ness 1':Till be sated.

61 NR p.270.----, .
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According to RonSS8D.U reason emerges 8. s a necessEJ.ry

aid to sat.isfaction of bodily needs vihich becomes more djJficult

as a result of population increase and adverse natural conditions.

Nan becomes rational perforce 0 Need (due e speej.ally to sca1"cl ty)

is not only the f1mother of invention li but the Hinventorl! of

reason. As natural conditions vary, so does the degree and

kind of development , resulting :tn (Jj.stincti"le 'yoJ.J<:s.@)..st and-

natural peoples" Rea~;on not only hE11ps satisfy \vcu1t, it

stimu18.tes neit[ vrants and S 0 stimulates its ovm fl.1.rther dovelop-

ment Q The spectacular phen.om.ena of nature act as a catalyst

spu:('ring on and accelerating this dG-ilelopment< St,rauss sketches it;

The progress of the mj.nd is then a necessary process 0

It is necessary because men a:('8 forced. to invent by changes
(formation of islands, e};'uption of volcEmol3s, and the like)

\"1hich, aJ:though not directed tovlard an end and hence
accidental, are yet the necessary effects of natural causes~
Accident forces underst-ancUng and its cJ. '3velopment upon man.
This being the c~araGter especially of the transition from
the state of hature to civilized life, it is perhaps not
S 111"'orJ" "'J" no' t1-,;:>t- -1-}1"" Dr"O"O-SS o':=' C-;"'ir·-"I]J"'·~i-.';c)n c"'l,n"lrl n' 'l"e... .L _0 - 0 ·.L_ ...... v v .. v J. _...... _. __ , _~_~ _I".t ....... _ _ ~. l..) _...,l..A..-!-, ..... . _c, v

been destructive of the su.b-·hl.lman bliss of thG s t2.te of
nature or that men should he.vG conrnitte0. grave errors in
organi2"j.ng societies. Yet all this mise'~:Y and a 11 these
blunders liere nec8E;sary; they v....Gre the necessary out come
of early man I s lack of expe:cienc8 and le.ck of philosophy.
Still, in and through society, hov.,reV8r ir;lpe:t'fect~ I"eason
develops. Eventually, theorigin8.1 lack of exporio1"lce and
of philosophy i.s overcome, and man succ.eeds in e s"t,ablisldn g
public right on sol:Ld grounds. At t he.t moment, vlhich j.s
Rousseau's moment, man will no longer be molded by for­
tuitous circwnstcmces but r ather by his r eaSOll Q I-,Tan, the
product of blind fat.e, event.u.al.ly becomes the seeing master
of his fate. .Reason t s creativ:i..ty or ma~:ltersh:i.p over t he /'
blind forces of nature is a product of tr..lOse bJ5nd forces. 02

--------,------
62 _.., " , 27"

J.01.Q.• , p. - ~.
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ThoLJ.gh society emerges from the n8eet for self-preservat.ion

or selfish bodily satisfact.ion, it is not utilitarian calculation

'\"lhich forms and informs the order and cohesiveness of the bc:)st
i

political society. Though men enter society t. a preserve life,

they do so because life is sensed as good and its goodness is

it.s freedom. Therefore:;, not Dlerely preservation of life must

be the root and bond of society: but preservation and promotion

of the goodness of life. The difference between Hobbes and

Rousseau cent,ers around the frf:;elf,r that is to be preserved.

According to Hobbes t.his is primarily tho rational self -- man

the maker. Accord.ing to Rotl.sseau the uself '1 is free, innocent,

good--natured, passionat.e man, D2J~. essentially man the maker.,

Strauss notes: 1'., .. the primacy of the individual in relation

to society is p:cesexved rby Rousseau! if the pl,9.ce vihich__ I,

Hobb8s had assigned to calculation or self-interest is assigned
6~

to pa ss -iO'Q or se ·ntl.· (','''''n'' II j.• _,- 1 ,._ • .le. V. •

natuI"e, for Rousseau, is therefore not a negative ~~1?~~, but a

positive standard to be aspired too Strauss says that according

to Rousseau I1the good life consists in the closest a.pproximat:i.on

of the state of nature "'ihich is possible" on the level of human:i.ty~ti6l:-

63 Ib.~d., pp. 277:....278.

64 Jbid., p.282.
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R01.~sseau employs the state of nature to champion freedom,

Hobbes, to limit it. Hobbes subordinates freedom to self-

preservation, to preservation of life; for Rousseau freedom

is that for the sak8 of 1'rhich life should be prese:r."ved.

Hobbes chains and canalizes ~he:passions and sentiments for

the sake of rationality, of construction, i'rherea.s Rousseau

indenttrres re.tionality to serve man 1s freedom, man 1S natv.rally

good sentiment and passion: science and artifact must serve in

their cause and for their sake, to make man free to be his own

good-·natured :~fe(?-lingl! 8(;1.1' 0 For Roussee.u, the goal is not

pOVieI' to make but, ultim8.tely, r:1aking possible. liberation

from concern vrith pOHer to make, and freedom to Ii just 11 be.

Rousseav.' s central objection to all past viei,'TS of tb.e

"beginnings fl of man is that. neither God nor nature (nor

K J' 1.> ) t 4 f'll ,. -. , f' , , JanClan llGaSon presen' ,s c·o man a J•...eO.. -3.11 .I.o,ea 0_. man vmlc.1

he must emulate at the cost of the freedom of his natural

passionate self. l'he only ls!.~El;. one can elicit, after reason

has developed fully at a very late stage (Rousseau 1 s moment),

is the Idea that ma.n Ts humanity is his freedon1~ or pe:cfect:1.bility

or malleability, as a being of passion and sent:l.mento He is

endm"red vlith neither a vic.iol.1.s nature nor arrloral or rational

nature; he has no natura.l inclina.tions to the one or t he other.
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The most one may say is that he is by nature inclined to his

freedom; if free, he is good, if free he is compassiona.te,

naturally and passionately, and not because he executes dictates

of reason. Reason is to be utilized to miti.gate and legitj.mate

the ffchains ll of civilization~ Reason does not make h:!..m. good;

it allOi'w him to be nat"\.1ra.lly good. Virtue is victo.ry in the

struggle against the trchains.11 Virtue requires effort, struggle,

even self-·denial and a.sceticism, but ,-{hat is denied or absta5n ed

from, are social vices, the corruption and degeneration of the

passions due to rational political makings, but not the passions

in their natural goodness. For Kant and Hobbes, virtue is the

victory of the Iichainsll against the passiorls. Certainly for

Kant, no passion is good; goodness is defined precisely as

the l1transcendence If of passion, and good vIil1 as passion-free

transcendent '-lil1.1!otvri.thstanding his taking his lead from

Rousseau and defining rationa1:i.ty by its form of generaJj.ty

or universality, and concurring in the denial of the rational

nature of man, his ratj.onally projected Ide~'of man is basically

closer to Hobbes t given ltrational nat."LJ.re fl of man: man the

(rational) I1makerlf vJhose I1matterH tend.s to interfere v[ith his

trmaking H but can be overcome by the right kind of pm-'Terful

making or const~('uction. Kant also incline~ more to'1i!ard Hobbes

rather than Rousseau in his view of man's unsociability; he

does not app8ar to subscribe to the view that man is compassionate.
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He shares with Hobbes, in opposition to Housseau, the faith

that universal enlightenment 'Hill free man and empoider him

to be rationale

In a free society, t he best. s ociet], t he filled-in IdeE!.

of man is immanent; it is the general vriJ.l~ . '1'he general vall

is the SOlJ.l'Ce of positive lal'v llhich is the posit.ive e xpress:i.on

of the general ",rill. :rhere is no appeal from the positive to

the natural lalrl because the need for such appeal is obviated.

There is no transcendent natlu'al law or Jdea.:l standard; the

expression of freedorn., the fj_Iled--ill Idea peeD_liar to a parti-

cular society is immanent in the corporate identity and general

will of that society. Rousseau asserts: "By the very fact

that he is, the sovereign is ahrays what. he ought to 'be. T!65

Does this' imply the endorsement of cann:i.ba.l:i.sC1, or condone

license as long as it m'3ets tb.e test of generality or f(lu.tual:.i,ty?

Strauss suggests that it does. 66 We do not believe he is
-------_.•---_.__..•---_...-----------

65 rl- .....Ibisl., p. 200.

66 WPI:~, p.5l. Strauss 'drites: 17If t he ultimate criterion
of justice becoues the general \',rill, i. e ~, t he will of a free
society, cannibalism is as just as its opposite. Every institu­
tion halloii:ed by a folk-·mind has to be regarded as sacred. 11 i'\nd
he I'Jrites ~ llOn the basis of Rousseau, the limitation of license
is effected horizontally by the license of other men c I am just

. if I grant to every other man the SEune rights \:·rhich I claim for
myself, regardless of vrhat these ri.ghts may be. The horizontal
limitation is preferred to the vertical limit~tion because it
seems to be more realistic: the horizontal limitation, the
limitation of my claim by t he claims of others is self enforcing. 11

Ibid.
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suggesting that Rousseau teaches this, but that. he opens the

door to extreme legal positivism and the justification of enor-

mities in the name of historical necessity. For Rousseau,

there appears to be a rough standard by itl hich to judge societies,

the cornponents of which are libe:r~ty, democracy, compassion and

patriotism. As Strauss himself insists:

One cannot emphe<s:Lze too strongly that Rousseau vwuld
have abhorred the totalitarL'1nism of our day. He favored,
indeed, the tot,alitari.anism of a free society, but he

. '- ' . 'h J J. 'h'1 I "1reJec~ea 1n c.e c_eareSG POSS1y~e anguage any pOSS1D. e
totalitaria:n:tsm of government. 0 1

(We may also say that he vJ'Ould have disapproved of most modern

democracies insofar as they are based on econoQism; the root

and social bond of these societies are utilitarian rather than

expressive of corilpassion; they 1ack· the stern republico.n brand

of patriotism; ironically, it is likely Rousseau would find

distasteful their Iiexcessivell egal:i.tarianisn.) Strauss' "i'70uld

have us see that this standard is less clear; and less filled-in,

than the natural 1av'J tradition, cle.ss:Lc or modern, that the

, 67 Ibid. Con~are Barker's remarks: "You can find your
O"I'm dogmas in~t:[ousseau, 'T;'rhether ·you belong to the left (and
especially to the J.eft of the ]~eft) or vrhether you belong to
the Right (and especially to the ri.ght of the Right). . • •
There is no comfort for the Center in all the shot fabric of
Rousseau's book. 11 8:1..r Ernest Barker ,e~., §_QS::.t::'"':.~.::... Cont_~~!-~,
(NevI Yoy·k: Oxford University Press, 1900), P .xxxix.



81

distinct.ion betv-reen t.he ougrl~ a.nel t.b.e i~, is blurred and

blunt.ed.. It is this major turning effected by the second

H'i:rave H' of mode:cnity that Strauss underscores:

'Itlaterial 1 ethics gives way to Tformal' ethics v,Jith
the result that it becomes impossible ever,to establish
clear substant i ve pr'inciples and that one is compelled to
borrov-i substan-tive principles 0 from the t general ;.vill l or
from v,rhaJe carne to be called I:hstory, 68 , , .

Because Rousseau, in contradistinction to Hobbes and

Kant and to the Enlightenment generally, is not dedicatedpri-

marilyto a political state of affairs v·rhich empowers rational

achievement for its O'h'TI sake, he does not share the Enlightonmen.t

attitude tm'rard reason and trut,h as liberating. He 'opposes the

Enlightenment article of faith vll"'dch pr'escribes the diffusion

of. science and po})uJ.arization of philosophy. In forra, his

attitude tov.,rard technology res(';mbles the classics, but only

in form. Science is to be snbject to politi.cal cont,ral but

the criteria of control are not HheavenlyH M. vert.ical.ly ordained

criteria 0 They are positive or immanent crit.erie.) not d icta:tes

f ' J , 0 t .... ,... 0 11 "tl OIl f th Jo reason Du.e QJ.C aves or vJL .. , 01: . J.e 'V'rl 0 _ .8 peop..8,

determinations of their positive or patriotic good. This is to

radically politicize science. Hobbes and the Enlightenment

generally S8."i'T science as productj.ve of pOi/eler; t hey believed

th,at if man gains sufficient power he \d.ll become his rational

self. Rousseau, hm'rever, denying the rational natu.re of man,
-------~._-_.__._---------_.__._._---'------.

68 }VPP, p.52.
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had to have positive prascriptions for the use of power and

therefore politically circumscribe rational making. He felt

that construction, even civilising construction, could corrupt,

or that there may well be conflict and tension between ration-

ality and freedom. His formal similarity to the classics

bespeaks a more radical departure than VIas effected by Hobbes.

·Rousseau fo110V1S the classics. in opposing to the EnlightellIllent.

the assertion of intellectual ineqnality c HOv'lever this too

is colored by positive political considerations. It is less a

question of vIhether men are eqlJ.ally apt and more a question

of their respective degrees of virtue, positively and patriotically

considered, of the kind of influence they will have on society.

Strauss notes:

• • •.·whereas se ience is essentially cosmopolita.n,
society must be animated by a spirit of patriotism, by a
~~;~;~s'l~jg~Ch is by no mean.s irreconc:llable \-'lith nation.al

And furthe:c on:

• . • the true philosopher's fulfil the absolutely
necessary function of being t he gual'dians of virtue or of
free soc:tety••.• They, and they a.lone, can enlighten
the peoples o.s to their duties Cl.nd as to t he precise
character of the good society•.•• Theoretical science,
,(lhich j.s not intrinsicalJ.y in the service of virtue and is
therefore bad, must be put into the service of virtue in
order to become goodr. It can become good, hOH,ever) only if·
its study remains the preserve of the fev: '{Tho are by nature
destined to guide the people; only an esoteric theoretic
science can become good. This is not to deny that, in times
of corruption, the resti:'iction op the popularization of
science can and must be relaxed. 70

._--------_.-----_.._.~_._--,-----------------,-~----_.-
69 NR., p.257.

70 --, • , 2(.,")
.U~:~3.., p. ~ '-'.j •

,11 I



Rousseau is a moc1E;X'n che.mpion of lithe nobl's lie, II of

salutary myth and rslig:i.oh, of folk-v-!.ays and c"tJ.stom, of all

that conduces to a strong corporate identity. StrallSs i-\iTites:

Civil society will approximate the state of nature
on the level of humanity to a higher degree, or'it will
be more healthy, if it rests on the almost natural basis
of nationality or if it has a national individuality.
National custom or national cob.esion is a deeper root of
civil society than are calculation or self-inierest and
hence ths.n the social conty·act. National custom and
national tph:Llosophy! are the matrix of the general vril1. •
Hence the ·past> and. especially the early past, of one IS O"i"m

nation tends to become of higher dignity than any cosmo­
politan aspirations. If man's humanity is acquired by
accidental c8,l.J.sation, that humanity vlill be radicalJ.y
different from nation to nation and from &ge to age.?l

. .

Rousseau f s vision of t he best society, of t he free society,

envisages a modern p..~~.:1§.. i',':i.th a naturally homogeneous ethnj.c

citizenry informed by a nature.l yoJls.~geist_; It is the vision
--~-~_.'.".'

71 Jb~sL., pp. 2.5'9-290. This may seem: to lay t. he
groundi,'rork faY' notions of raciC'll suprem,~cy oX' for th(;;oy'ies
of rac:i.al superiority; but it also tends t.o make Housseau less
ambitious to 1fsave the v,Torlel 1t through his political sc:i.en.c8.
Strauss notes: TlHOUSS8D.l.J. agrees vrith t he classics by c}:plicitly

. ., tl I • • ] "b" h " ~ - J • t·' tagreelng VQtn - 1e prlnClp.e esca ~lS ea oy Noncesquleu ~na

'liberty not being a fruit of all climates is not within the
reach of all peoplcs t • Acceptance of this principle~ explains
the moderate character of most of Rousseau!s proposals viliich
vlere-meant-for-irQr(le'(ffa-te appl.ication. fl~'ly und.l~rlining;\ Deviating
from l-Iontesquieu. and. the classics) HOlfsseau teaches) Jho'i;rever,
that levery legit:tmate government is republican! and hence that
almost all existing regimes are illegiti.mat.3: 1very fe-~r na.tj.O:1S
have lavrs 1 • This amounts t a saying that in many cases despotic
regimes are inevitable, without becoming, by this fact, legitimate:
the stTcmgling of a sultan is as lav!ful as all goverl1Illental
actions of the sultan.!i I'£~.sl., p. 277, n.l{.J.:.•



of a civil sod_ety VJh:tch approximates as much &s possible to the

solution ,of the antinomy of the natur'al frecdo:'il of the individ ual

and the Hchains If of political or-·der. As Rousseau put it: tiMan

7"'2is born free, and everY\''ihere he is in chains. 1f / ~ But he does

not pretend to show us how to remo~e those chains, as his

'question HVlhat can make it legitimate?tr -- indicates. He

1"lOuld at best I1legitimate 11 those tichains, 11 but they are none-.

theless trchains. tl In the best society, t hose chains are legiti-

mate because man molds them and fOJ:'ges t hem himself, the lavis

and instituti ons ar-'e expressions of what each citizen ·\,ri1J.3 j:n

f 'Y'_eedolY\_G -r·hr, ge_·nf,,·.('.~.J .. 't"T·.iu.' •.;'.o r1;"ll'1e tr.>C'l'1111q1..J..e of' fi'ol r1 l"'-'P' of 'oo]l'"\'l'c~l", v _ • _ v , •.1 v . -. __ _ •• _ v. ""0' . ~ "h I c .•

construction, f.s aimed at fosterins natural equality and the

natural goodness of the citizen, and against the corruption of

man's natural goodrtess 0.8 he became more civilized. The sovereign.

pm',Jer may be I!e.:..Y.2;.€!:~~lf,sJ.l·~1:Uce, but it' is not seen as set o~{er

against the citizenry to jJTlpinge v.pon its freedom} but. rather

to promote it J to encO\.l:c2.ge the citizens to realize their O"I'm

true, good, sensibilities; the free citizen is naturally

compassj.onate, enthusis.stically pa.triotic, and his private

interests intend the common g()od~ This vision is 2. protest

against the technological artificial and forced homogenization

of man, but it hardly comes to terrflS 1·6th it" Even 'within t he
--_.__..."'.----'----_ ..__.-_."'-...-._--_.... _-----,-'"_.~-' .._-------_._~------

72 The duly celebrated opening of his .Qon:~rat_SC2-~i€J,:..
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vision the Iichains II remain. R01.ISSeaU r s greatness derives less

from his practice).l resolution of the conflict beti:l8E?n the

individual and society and rather more from his pOl'ierfully

m,?ving evocation of that conflict. Prir:1a:cily and ultimately,

his is not the perspective of the statesman or citizen, but

that of the natural man; he vievIs the political from a supra-

pO..L' 1.'t .'_i ca..l. var.l'l-ag,e. 73 V·.L. , , ttl .J:> '" l-v , 1.1" L,ue an.o. Q 1)," Y mean s -rugg._e, e.l. I or....,

and constraint -- llC[lains 11 •• -, though they be of one Ts mm

making; l1cha:i.nstT clang and clash i-lith the ideal of t he complete

Strauss rema:r."ks:

73 Bar'k'er T'J''''; "- e c . FPC Ll C' ""'e ~" "J" ~ no.... a p'1J"locop1'le'"J. _ " ~ .J~>V ..,0. . ... 1., ) .~)w _;c.... L,.w v'· o.t) l,.... J.._ 0 ... J. ... - J. _ .....

at· any rate in the sense in vr0.. ich Hobbes" Locke and Hwne VIere
... J,' ,

philosophers. He was rather a litterateur of genius and an
aClJ.te sensibility ~ vTho dreiI idc;as-i'-rofrl'"t"Fl'e slJ.rrounding air by
the magnet of hi~ intuition, and proceeded to make himself
their incor]parable e:;q)onent, Nor had he acqnired. • • any

~ J. ~ ~ J . r.> • • ""'1 -, +' ~ l".L.· , 1 " .!:'" .!. eye t r' ~ t h ':\prcJ.(;VJ.Cc:. _ exp-:-rlt:::Lce O.LyO._J.L'l(.cL o..LJ.aJ.r",,; e .• ep V.ne,. e
dreifr from his observation of the affcd.rs of Geneva. He "ras
an ~...PJ.":i.O[j., theorist; and belonging to the age of the

. 1 .. dO'"'" he> 1/1 t 1, O·'·'Zc - c,' ·lo-L-· "y '':1 .,.t:>.' ·11<::'· TT~nS':.yc::,..o~~:~;:. ~ COD.. '.. "1801. J..", r""ac J .. y Ll ,~an{ .1. :.Le. C.0. r.e
adorned and il1LUninated, (or da:z,zled) the Iie.Ld of political
theory vlith a large nUJ,lber of i·J'Y'itin.gs. H B2,rker, £E..!_git.,p.xxvii.
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RousseEm tauGht, indeed, that v:l.:ctue is superior to
goodness. Yet the ambiguity of his notion of freedom,
or, in other vw:cds, his longing for the happiness of
prepolitical life, makf~~ that teaching questionable from
his ov·m point of vieH. { ~

To put it in our terms, rational making is not the height for

man. Strauss \·rrites:

Here at last civilized man or those civilized men
'\\fho have returned from civil E:oc:iety to solitude refJ.ch a
, e p f ha r '.., r ... ,., J" t' d '1 tQ .;ree a VPllJ.GSd 01. VI DlCDC,;.:l8 S Upl anJ.. me._ mus'

74 It~L p. 290. Strauss does indicate that Rou.sseau
indeed sounds the note 'f;·,rhich, as taken up in German thought,
becomes a keypote of.;ater modern political philosophy. He
vTrites: trEe ;Houss8cm! tended to conceive of the fundamental
freedom, or 6! the fu~ndamental righc} o.s such a creative act
as issues in the establishment of unconc1.iU.:>naJ.. duties a nd in
nothing else: f:ceedom is essentially self-legis1ation. The
ultimate outcone of this attt::Lupt i'JaS the substitution of
freedom for virtue or the V5.8VI t hi:'l.t. it i.s not vi:ct ue uhich
r(lakes man free but freedom vrldclJ makes man Y irtu01..w Q 11 Ibj.c1., p. 281.
But Strauss explicitly t.akes issue ii-rith Kant and those-;;:;So' hold
that the 11mature 11 Roussea.u l\'found a sohrt-ion i'711ich he thou.ght
sat J' C' fOJ" ed eO'l f:11-t·- ~.. 1-"1 e ] t:> cr'j i-": ..,~ r 'r' e.c' "..l. <:l )' ~'J"'" of -:·11·-:> l' [la'l' 'iTl' a' 11 '" 1 a~'1clI .;:)_ • 1 ...._<:' •.• y v).. -- -v c, ....... J..tad.. v '-' ,C'~ .• l, ..:> v __ ~ • ...(,_.... L.,

those of society, the solution consisting in a certain type
of society.1f St.rauss objects s-c:congly: l1Fwusseau bel.ieved to
the end that even the right kind of society is a form of
bondage. If Ioid." PP. 25l~-255. Strauss feels that the later
ucl8.rificatIorl"i'r of Housseau t S -,rie1;IS vIas purcbased at the cost
O C' li~lll'-:'l'-~t:;' 'D]" c.' Vl·,......:o·n Hp·says (-.ol·-:'h p-re-'" f']"''':-.L-')' I1T',..,e1. _L. v 1-

0
.. l..) _ uJ. _c l._ VI/. v 0 C.V .C.t.J.. 4" ;..:."

fiery rocks vrj_ t11 I'lhich the R01].sseaua1'1 eruption had covered
the ~'lcstern vwrlcl VIcre used, a.fter t hey had cooled and c,fter
t ' "b 1- ~ -'-} 0 • .... = • , 'h.ney naa een 118\\"11, lor LJ 1e lrnposlng st;n.1CtJl.tY'e,s 'h(llCn t:.~ e
great thinkers of the late eighteenth a nd early nineteenth
centuries erected. His disc iples clarified his v iel'ls indeed $

but, one may vTOnder Hhether t hey preserved the breadth of his
•• 11 Il ' , 252VlSlOD. _)~£') p. ~ .d
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have been utterly incapableQ In the last analysis it is
only this superiority of civilized man, or of the best
among civilized men, which permits Rousseau to contend
without hesitation that, 'while the emergence of c 1v11
society was bad for the hu.man species or f or the common
good, it "vas good for the incU.vidual. The ultimate
Justification of civil society is, then, the fact th8.t it
allows a certain type of individual to enjoy the supreme
felici ty by Hithdra1.''ij,ng from civiI society, i. e <, by 11ving
at its fringes. . . • 'l'he type of man foreshadOl'lecl by
Rousseau, 11hicn justifies .civil society by transcendj.ng
"t .. J .:.." ·1 1 ' . 4 1 '~ , :LS no .onger lolle pIll.,-OSOpwY' out vm8.C .s.ter came to De
called the 'artist.' His claim to privileged treatment is
based on his sensitivity rather than on his wisdom~ on his
goodness or compassion rather than on his virtue.7')

Strauss concludes his discussion of Roussee:LJ. \'lith a

final vwrd on Rou.sseau's notion of freed.om:

••• the very indefiniteness of the state of ne.tu:ce as
a goal of hw,nan aspiration made that stC:.te t.ne idee.l vehicle
of fr e>eo'orn '1'0 h~\!e " '~",c~c>r"v'"a""l'Orl ,,;::.~.).,...:~-:. COC';e>~-~- l'c'"! tll'"c> . ~uC' c:;;.. 0. J. v~_v_ v _ co.oc:. _.1:._0'::>..., ~ ..J .. C'"....... L.j 1_ .........

name of the state of nature means to have a reservation
against society without being either compelled or able to
indicate the 1;12,.y of life 0:(' the cause o:c the pursuit for
the sake of v·ihicl'J. that re.::;el"vation is ITI::~de. 'l'he notion of
a retu.rn to the state of nat,u.re on the level of hwnanity
1I'TaS the ideal be.sis for claj.ming a freedom from society
\111ich is not a freedom for something. It 'was the ideal
basi.s for an appeal fror8. society to S oI"tlething inclefinite
and undefinable J to an ultiD1.8.te sanctity of the indiv:1.d1.l.al
as individual, unredeemed and unjustified. 'This 1;,faS pre·~
cisely vrhat. freedom came to moan for a cOl1sj.de:cable nwnber
of men. Every freedom vIhich is freedo:ll for sOL'1ething,
every freedom vl.hich is justified by reference to something
higher than the individu.al or than man as mere man,
necessarily restricts freedom or, ~lich is the same thing,
establishes a tenable distinction oet"'I8eJ:1 freedom and
license. It makes freedom conditional em the purpose for
1'Thich it is claimed. Rousseau is c1.istingLJ.ished from many
of his followers by the fact that he still saw clearly the
, . . b t tl . , ,",. , , 'f' " b 1 " '.Q1Sproportlon 8 ween J1S unaeXlneaa?Q unaeIlna _e lreeaom
and the requirements of civil society. 0

--------,_._---
7f:

;;. Jbi?., pp. 292-293.

76 Ibid. p.29~-.-, ..._--- ,



'1'he Historical School and Historicism

The appeal to history by historicism and philosophy

of history echoes Rousseau Ts di.ssatisfaction "\"Jith the first

wave of modernity, and adopts (and adapts) Rousseau's assertion

that man's humanity is historical as a cardinal precept. Also

like Rousseau the respective proponents of history combat the

Hobbes··Lock~ tradition, often "'lith cudgets fashioned from

timber supplied by Hobbes and Locke.

Rousseau is the foremost philosopher popularly associated

with the French Revolution; In Germany the historical school??

'Has founded by Heminent conservatives ll in response to the French

Revolution. These rreminent conservatives>" in order to secure

Hthrone and altar H f.rom the subversive modern natural rj.ght

tradition and tl~ French philosophers, developed a political
_____·_....~'=""'o_._ ..·_..._.c_... •__. ...... , ._..~__. ~..._._.~__~......._ ..._.

77 According to C.J.F.riedrich, the founder of this
school '\tras Gustav Hugo (176h··lS61) e.nd its leading expon.ent
was Frl' ea'r-1' ell ('·a'~J "'o'n Q~''\Ti O"n17 (J 7'"'/0_1 go!'] j !=i'J:~": eo'rJ' ell T'Jrl' 4· e""'. . . - v 1 _ V J. vel,.. ~"'b"" J _ ;1 _~.a _' 'f1 J.. J.. .' ..' v 0

that for them llthe romantic notion of the sp5.rit of a people
is vigorolisly albre.. •. According to Savigny, there exists
'an organic connection between Im1 and the nat1.U~e and character
of a people. T li Friedrich notes the .Hstrange fissure l! in Savig0-Y: s
position: llFor Savigny was by no means ready to treat all natiorw.l
legal forms as equivalent. 11 C. J. Friedrich, Tl?:?_P.biloso.e.h:L..2.f >l:at:~
In Historical Persn6ctive, "(Chicago: Phoenix Books, University of
CfiICe:"goPi~ess ,-r(J{/3l~;'-'pp'-: 138-139.



philosophy "7hich radicalizes of Rousseauts and freely

adapts those of the mcidern natural right teaching. Like Rousseau,

they are protesting against modernity in the narl1e of traditi.on

and for the sake of patriotism, but on grounds "'rhich mark a neVf

advance of modernity tending tovrard a more revolutionary break

itJ'ith traditj.on than any intended by t he Revolution. 78

The historical school follo~s RousseauTs lead in

attempting to 1" esolv0 the conflict betv,Teen inclividual an.o.

society in a "faY VJhich makes for patriotism and hallovrs lithe

establj.shment H by histo:cically particularizing the individual

and concretj.z:i.ng the state. 1'h8 h:i.storicC:.l school opposed

the claim that there are politj.cal principles vrhich transcend

the actual, vlhich are l.miverE;al, and on the basis of 'fwlhich any

and all actual practice may be judged ~ StralJ.ss indicates its viei'l:

Local and temporal v8.riety seemed to supply a safe and
solid rrtiddle ground betvreen ant :1.-80cial individualism and
unnatural universality. . • radicaJ5zing the tendency of
men like Rousseau, the historical school asserted that the
local and temporal h8.ve a higher valu.e than t he universal.
As a consequence vlhat cJ.aitIlod to be universal appeared
eventually c.s derivative from something locally and

78 Strauss vrri tes: lIBy denying the significance, if
not the existence) of universal norms ,t he hi.storical school
destroyed the only solid basis of all efforts to transcend the
actual. Historicism can therefore be described as a much more

.extreme for:i1 of modern this-\'wr1dliness than the French
radicalism of the eighteonth century had been. It certainly
acted as if it intended. to ma.lce men absolutely at home in
It-h" Id T 11 r..,n 15...,~ J.S 'I:'lOr • _.:£!:, p. .
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temporally confined, as the local and temporal in statu
evanescencli. 'I'he natu:cal law teachin~r of the St-orcs--'~'~_~ .._.__.._._ 0'
f'or example, ;,,'Tas likely to appear as a rllere reflex of a
particular temporal state of a partic~~ar local society
of the dissolution of the GrE.~ek city. 1'3

Strauss points out80 two elements of particular importance

in the IIdiscovery of History. H 1'he first derives from the

first wave of modernity: the economic doctrine of Hthe invisible

hand. 11 The second is ROUSS8Cl.U TS assertion that mO.n i ,'3 an

historical being. The'first implies that good political order

or the rationa.l is a product of natural selfishness a.nd natural

accident _.~ of irrational forces ..... and the expreE;sion of a

nat ional Folk~rI1ind. The second implies there is an §t.bf:'ol1...lt.9~

~~~. in history uhen man attains to full rationClJ.ity, ;"IThieh

makes for final Tlknovl1edge of good and eVil."81 'rhe hist,o~('5.cal

school sought to, elicit the revelation of particuJ.e.r standards

from history. 82 It opposed tfmete.physicaJ. jurisprudence II and

-~-,~--~,--,---,-------,---

80 Ibi_cl., p. 315 ..

81 Rousseau thought this moment i'l8.S in his day; Kant
appears to have regarded the French Revolution as indicative
of it; the nineteenth centu.ry in pEJ.rticula:c seems t.o have bred
a host of thinkers confident that they had b,sen graced "Ii'lith the
final revelation of history.

82 Strauss writes: HIt rthe historical schooJ~1 believed- ,
that, by understanding their past, their heritage, their histo-
rical situation, men could arrive at principJ.es that would be
as objective as those of the older, prehisto~icist political
philosophy had. claimed to be and, in acldition, illould not be
abstract, or universal and hence harmful to ui.se action Ol" to a
tru.ly htJIJlan. life, but concrete or particulcT _n" principles
fitting the partic1.J.le:tY' age? or particl.1.1D.l' 112tIon, principles
relative to the part:Lcular or particu] a1' nDt:i.ono II l\I~l, P .16.
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championed ahistorice.l jurisprudence $ If but failed to adduce

standards for the latter froE! history, and so invited HegeJ.ianis1i/~3

or legal positivism. 84
-------~--~~~--_._---_._------~-. --_._-------- '-----

83 \'lithout the second element in the Tldiscovery of HistorY,!r
the revelation of the absollJ.te moment, the only clear lesson
the conservative historical school can cogently adduce is that
lfnothing succeeds like success 17 or lIyj~ VJ.§).t.:.€£.~s.£1:~j.. c1=-_e isj:.~~9..ie.
Weltgericpt. 11 Burke, though not of the histoI'ical school apparently
shares their.conservative sentiments. His attitude is indicative.
vfnat if the Revolution becomes a llmighty current in human affairs li ?
Strauss ·v·lTites: HBurke comes close to suggesting that to oppose .
a thorotl.ghly evil current in hmIlan affairs is perverse if that
current is sufficiently powerful; he is oblivious of the nobility
of last-ditch resistance. He does not consider that, in a 1;Tay
,';;hich no man can foresee) resistance in a forlorn pOE,ition to
the enemie s of mankind, f going dOT,-m ldi th g unfi blazing and flag
flying, f may contribute greatly to·,El.rd keeping avmke the recol­
lection·of the inmlense loss sustained by mankind, may inspire
and strengthen the cle;:.'>ire and the hope for its Y'scove:t"'Y, and
may become a beacon for those vr110 h1Jlilbly carJ....Y on the Horks of
humanity in a seemingly end.less valley of darkness and destruction,
He does not consider this because he is too certain that man
can knO\'1 v:rhether a cause 103t nOi'T is lost forever or t hat man
can l..mdel.... sta.nd sU.fffciently the meaning of a providential
dispensation as distingutshecl. from tho moral la'i1. It is only

a short step from this thol.1.ght of Burke t,o t he supersession
of t.he distinction bet'i'leen good and bad by t he distinction
betliIeen the progressive and tho retrograde, or bet-"Teen i;lhat is
and '''lhat is not in harmony vrith the historical process.!? NI.i,p.318 ..
For all their traditionalism and eloquent calls to nobility,
modern conser-va.tives) the defenders of I'throne and altar- lI , 8,ppear
no less saber to avoid CJ:'OE~ses. '1'he folloHing comment applies
both to Burke and the historical school: It~'jhe.t, could appear as
a return to the primeval equation of the good with the ancestral
is, in fact, a preparation for- Hegel. 1T NH, p",319.

$l:_ Strauss ci'i.:,es a late 'nineteenth century legal
pOE~itivi.st, Karl Bergbohm: l1BergbobrH t s strict Clxg1.J.ment agaj.nst
the possibility of natui"al right (as distinguished from the
argument th2,t is tnGant merely t 0 sho1[[ the dj's8.strous consequences
of natural rig.ht for the posi"[,ive legal order) is based on 'the
undeniable truth that nothi.ng eternal and absolute exists except
the One 1Tnom nlC.n C8.rmot corHI)l'>ehend, but only di.vine in a spiri.t
of f05th 1, tb.a t is, on the 8.sslJJ:nption th,;;.t ~ -t.he standards with

f' ..... . , ., t . l' '" • 1 P s· 'c'- l'V :>re_E::rence :..:0 vm.:l.Cl1 'i'Te pass Juo.gmen on'c 18 rns·corlca__ , 0 l, (;-

J.mv. • • c11'e thc.rrJ.s'.:3J.ves a'bsolutely tho pY'oge71y of their t:i..Ule
and are 8.11'lays llistorical eUid relative. t NH: p.10, n.3.
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The relia.nce by the protesters against, the fi:cst 1i1'lave 17

of modernity on the first liVl8.ve' s l! principles suggests its

theory was found less objectionable than the practice it produced;

that it V.JaS judged primarily on the basis of this practice rather

than on its merits as astute political reflections. Of course,

Tfthe philosophy of pO;,"Ter H ins:Lsts on being so adJudged; Hobbes

explicitly discourages conf"U.sing his J...ev~~;.§:c1£T2: vrith the Repul~:1i<2..

The protesters appropriate principles from Hobbes and Locke

and historicize them. Hobbes and 1,ocke emphasize that the htJ.rD.an

conditj.on is such by fiat of its unchangeable na.ture, that man's

passions ever tend to impede man's rationality. The protesters

remove the stigm.a. of the state of nature and. thereby the natural

limiiations stressed in the Hobbes-Locke teaching by historicizing

the state of nature by pushing it back into the past and vievring

man a~: havj.ng nOi'r outgro·'.-J"l1 his original limitations j rat:i.ona.l:i.ty

has emerged and man need no longer be limited by his passions;

but this progress is uncLerE;tood pre cl sely in terms of man Ts

passionate selfishness reacting to natural conclitions c The con­

servatives ascribe this rationality to i'"-ThiGh nat.ure had progressed

to the natural individual par exce11ence .~-:- the nation; the

individual citizen's individuality derives from and is determined

by it'Q (This parallels Lockets view that being uncharitable is

in the best interests of the needy because the more added to the
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common good by man f s selfis11 acquisitiveness, the better it is

for every individual; similarly to limit rights of citizens

for the sake of' their patriotic COHmlon good redou.nds to the

benefit of the citizen.) Though the protesters t sense of

nobility85" is offended by the bourgeois economism of IfEnglish

etrdcs, II their vie\'l of man in t he state of nature is not less

ignoble 86 than Hobbes t. This may help satisfy t heir sense of
-

nobility, for the m.ore" ignoble man is at t he start, the

nobler loom his achievements through history. For Hobbes,

man is stuck with his nature; ho cannot overcome it; at best

he C8.n harnes~s it ~ The more Enlightenment progresses, the

85 The modern sense of nobility prides itself on
the asceticism it deme.nds. J,:Iodern thinkers cJ.ppear to be
striving to oi.J."Gdo one a.not11e1"' in the llhardness 11 demanded by
their respective political doctrines; there is.a. tendency to
scorn as llsoft 11 th"e doctrine of an opponent, and invari8.bly
a tendency to underestimatE~ the asceticism engendered by the
opponent Ts teaching •. Roussea'...l and Kant appear to unc1erestime.te
the 8.sceticisn demanded by HEngl ish ethics It; (it i.s note"'mrthy
that "\iTeber focuses particu.larly on the English in underscoring
the asceticism of modernity). Conservatives, like Burks)
appear to underestimate the ilhardness ll of civi.c vi:ctue,as
taught by RousSeau. No one appears to critic5.ze an opponent's
vievr as Hexcessive lT in its 8E'.cetic demands. Another mallife~ta-,
tion of this typically modern association of "'Ghe i;\TorthvJhile
v'lith the ascetic is the centrality of pain in [!loc1.ern thought.
(Se~ Chapter IV below.) Anything good depends on pain) whether

it be sound reasoning and proper method, or even pleasure itsel~.
Rousseau singularly seeks to escape this, but he can do so only
by taking leave of modern society and leaving modern science behindo

86 I SUppOSe: it is debatable i,"·rhether Rousseau t s vievoT of
man j.s ignoble, but I so regard it.
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the harder he will vlOrk at harnessing it, the mo:cc pOlHer he

will have, the more optimal will be the conditions for rational

achievement. But if those conditions become too good (in the

material sense) man vTill "'Tax fat through self-indulgence of

his passions and relapse. I'ihat man needs alHEJ.ys is the

spectre of the state of nature hanging; like Damocles i sword

1 · 11. "~7over 11.S eao. ....... He requires it to marshal his passions on

the side of reason. Because man cannot overcome his ne.tl.lral

limitations, he can only guarar~ee ~eyj&thag, not the City

of God. Historicizing the state of nature liberates man and

makes him free even of his 01;In nature; through Enlighter..mcnt

and the technoloGical conquest of natu.re, he can indeed build

the City of God and even guc>.re.ntee its actualization.

Yet, as Strauss notes j llHobbes is. • . the orig:i.nato:c

of the ideal of civilization. H He lays the foundations from

'l,1Jhich the dream of the total and final annihilation of the

state of nature and the vision of the City of God take wlng.

Strauss i'lrites ':

Hobbes differs from full grOii'lI1 liberalism only by
i'lhat he regards as the obstacle against lThich the
liberal ideal of civilization is to be established in a
determined fight: the obstacle is not corrupt institutions
or the ill VIill of a ruling stratum, hut manYs natural
malice. Hobbes esti':lblishes liberalism in an ·illiberal

, ••,__...... ......~•.._e__.._. .~--,..-----.~--.....--..._--

87 Saebelow, Chapter IV.
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'Yvorld against th(~. . • iJ.lih:?:cal nD.tu,re of man, ,·rhereas
his successors, ignorihgtheh-' presuppositions ·and goals,
trust in the original goodness of hu.man nature, guaranteed
by God's creation and providence, or, basing themselves
on scientific neutrality, hope for an impr'ovement of human
nature to ,,·,rhich man 1S experience of himself does not
entitle him. Hobbes attempts to overcome the state of
nature to the extent to \-'Thich it can be overcome, 1;"1hi1e
he faces the state of nature, whereas his successors,
dreaming of a state of natl1X'e or allegedly possessing a
deeper insight int.o man 1 s history and therevrith into his
essence, forget the state of nature. BQt -- this justice
must be accorded to his successors -- that dream a nd that
oblivion are in the .last instance only the consequence of
the negation of the state of natm~e, or ofgghe affirmation
of civiliz,ation, that ViaS begun by Hobbes.

Strauss suggests that trthe discovery of History vlaS

originally rather the recovery of the distinction between

(~llOcierl~ theory and VCE:..ctice .. f!89 He \-".cites:
,/ - ';

That distinction \betHeen theory and practice! had
been blurred by the dd"ctrinairism of the sS·llenteehth and
eighteentlJ. cent"li..ries or, llhat is fundamentally the same
thing, by the understanding of all theory as essentially
in the service of practice (.§.~:i..e]1ti.?-_J2.rC?E~,~£.J?2..1?_~n'yi8.l11).
The redovery of the distinction between theory and
pract,ice 'ViaS from the outset modified by skepticism in
regard to theoretical metaphysics, a skept.icisrn vThich
culminated in the depreciation of theory in favor of
practice. In accordance with these antecedents, the highest
form of practice -- the foundation or form,a.tion of a poli­
tical society ~- was vievied as a quasi-natural process not
controlled by reflection; thus it could become a pu.rely
theoretical theme. Political theory beca~e understanding
of what practice has produced or of the actual and ceased

,--_.-----_._-------

88 J-Jeo Strallss, llCOrilments on DeL. B~.r..}f.f...J2~.s.-fQ...li!.i'?~
By- Carl Schm.itt) 11 published in the author: s §pi!1.9~~~_~9r2.!:L9,u~ ,
£:l"..J?eljJ~.:l-2ll, (Ne,'i York: Schocken Books, 1965J, p.338., [Hereafter
this vlOrk vlill be referred to as SCR.). -~
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to be the quest .for v'That ought. t'o be; .political theory
ceased to be 'theoretically practical' (i.e., deliberative
at a second j~emove) and became pu.rely theoretical in the
way in \'J1'1ich metaphysics (8.nd physics) vlere traditionally
understood to be purely theoretical. There came into
being a nevI type of theory, of metaphysics, having as its
highest theme human action and its product rather than

the "Thole, vl11ic11. is in no If.Tay the object of human actiono
Within the 'VThole and the metanhvsic that is oriented upon
it, human action occupies a high but subordinate place.
When metaphysics caLile, as it nOVT did, to regard human
action and its product as the end toward which all other
beings or proce?ses are directed, metaphysics became
philosophy of hiE,tory. Philosophy of history vms pri­
marily theory, 1. e., contemplation, of' htunan practice

, -'-1 • -,-, . - J:. ] J- '1 •ana. i.J'lerevD.i.Jf.1 neceSsarl.Ly oJ. comp .e·eeel Duman practlce;
it presupposed that significant human actiOl'l, History,
vias completed, By '0 ecoming the highest~ th eme of phj 10-
~op~~,. p:~c~ic: ~~~se)oto be practice proper, i.e.,
conCE:.r111J tn a'..,ellCl,o..

-.-.....:;.~----

, The. skepticism of Hobbes resulted in ~he d~nial of

a h8 rmony bet'vlee n the hum,an mind and the natural universe,

and so established man as sovereign Ci:"eo.tor. As Strauss

puts j, t:

:M:Em can '0,:; sovereign only bece.use there is no cQsmic
support for 'his humanity. . . . Since the 1)niverse :i. s
un~Lntelligible and since control of nature does not
require und ers1.:;al1ding of na.ture) tflsre are no kno1iTable
limits. to hi s conquest of nature. 91

Man can guarantee wisdom because it is his construct~on: he is

its CClUS8. Hobbes saH man in regard to ""1:i.sdo111 as the Tluncansed

cause lT or tithe first cause ll ; hi s island of con struct. s saf'e from

nthe cavils of skeptics ll is anchored in hUI',lan nature. Housse8.u

, guestions the gi V811neSS of man TS nature . .Eousseau applied to human

nature the skepticism Hobbes ?-pplied to the nature of the universe.

90
Ibi~., pp. 319--320.

91 IQ;i.d.., p.J.75.
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The ancho:cb.ge is 10oEied; the natu.ral is not normative but

sornehm'i good; the highest freedom is beyond norm, beyond con-

cern irlith construction. It is being natural. Kant, after Rou-

sseau, no longer finds Hobbes f lfisland Ii safe enough. Atwken

by Hurne and i.n·spired by Rousseau, he unroots this anchorage

completely cma rebuilds on an invulnerable Archimedean base

from 1<'111ic11, unlike Rousseau, he takes up the Hobbesian project

of constru.ction safe from lithe cavils of skeptics. u92

.Strauss says: HRouss8au f s thoug:ht marks a decisive

step in the secular movement ';'-Thich tries to guc:ra.ntee the act-

ualization of the ideal, or to prove the necessary coincidence

of the rational and the real, or to get rid of that ~lich es­

sentially transcends every pOE;sible human ree.lity.93 This is

to say that I~he political philosophy belonging to the second

vrave of modernity is insep.3.rable from philosophy of history. 94

But Rousseau himself l'raE; more than, or if you prefer, less than}

a political philosopher. Strauss emphasizes that thou~l Rous-

seau blazed the trail he did not choose to follo~·.J it. Strau.ss

1.'T.cites:

---, -------------,--_._,--_._---------_...----,--_._---------
92Strauss 'i'irites: HAfter some. time (ai'ter Hobbes) it ap­

peared that the conquest of nature requires the conquest of
human nattu~e and hence in the first place the questioning of
the ul1changeability of human nature: an lJ.nchangeable human
nature might set absolute limits to progress. Accordingly, the
natural needs of men could no longer direct the conquest of
nature; the direction had to come from reason as distingui~)hed
from nature, from the rational Ought as distinguished from the
neutral Is. Thus philoso?hy (logic, ethics J . estD.etics) as the
study of the Ought or the norm.s became sepa;.~at.ed from science
as the stu.dy of the Is.. 0]\'1, p. 71.

93~"{pp p. 51 _.
91~-::-['b--;-~ 5'J,___J.G;., p. ,..,



-._.-.-~... -'

• • • (Roussea.u) had ShO'HJl that Hha.t is characterist­
ically human is not the gift of nature but is the out .....
come of what man did, or V'{as forced to. do, in order to
overcome or to 'change nature: manls hUJnanity is the
product of the historical process.· For a moment--the
moment lasted longer than a century--it seemed possible
to seek the standard of human action in the historica1
process.' This solution presupposed that t he historical
process or its results are unanlbiguo1J.sly preferable to
th t · ".J.. ., . t' t . 1 •_e s . [t1:-e. OI navure or 1:-110."[, 110. process lS meanlng,.;,-
ful f . Rousseav. could not acceptt.~lat presupposition.»

Kant does.

}\·1an is to subjugate nature 0.1togetl1er. Kant frees

man from his Ifchains!f not because by nature trman is born free li

--on the contrary, by nature man is born an abject slave-· ..·but

because from his Archimecle9.n redoubt man can be free of the.

Hchains II of natv.re. Kant agrees I·iith Rousseau that reason is

not the subju.gcl.tion of nature. Natu:ce then directs man to

become free from the tutelage of nature; this is the Idea

of man projected by reason once nature has pushed him to the

stage of rationality. Freedom froD enslavement to nature, from

the passions and passionate interest, beco,nes the hallmark of

rationality. Virtue is freedor1, not self···realization but self-

transcendence, not· vertically tov18.rcl an Ifa:bove n hut horizont·~

ally tOl"Tard universality. Kant sJ1ares t he modern faith that

the conquest of nature is liberati~g and })l1!.11Shes it to the ex-­

treme tovrard the vj.sion of the u11iversal homogeneous society. 96
-~-_._----------

96Strauss observes: HThe delusions 'Clf communism are
already the delusions of Hegel and eV8.n of_J5ant If.

(my underlining). l'IPP,, p. 5/+
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Unlike Rousseau, he has no qualms about artificial or technolog-

ical homogenization of man because his vision is universal in

its ambitious breadth. Kant radicalizes Rousseau's notion of

particular Hgeneral 'ivil1s li by universalizing it. The forrll of

universality is the standard or form of virtue: Intentions

are moral and good and virtuous if they are susceptible of being

universalized or becoming principles of universal legislation:

that vIill is good .·which \'rills the universal or is universaliz-

able. Virtue or goodness of \'Till is formal : its fac m is

rational form because the form of rationality is uni.versality;

the rational· is good precisely because h1Jf:l8.nity···-rationality---

h 0 ,- o. ..,' 0 ., , t ~ taVlng reacnea ltS maJorl~y, 181naepenaen 01 na~ure. The

great advantage of horizontal or universal transcElndence is

that man can make it and reali ze it f]J.lly, vrhereas vertical-_....~._ ........-

t ~ . 1 0 lOOt t- f .., , -t' d:ranscenClence lUP_l'=:S ~lnll a -lon 0 tl'le [1'ur:lan a no, 1. - S aepenr ence.

The 2J:~gllt is libe1;'ated from the is and from its limitations ~

'1'he good is good VIill ; it is (ostensibly) completely inclepend ...

ent both of the this-'vlOrldly and other-1twrldlye. Yet , it engen-

ders, or perhaps better, constructs, consistent with its inde-

pendence, faith in immortality and directs our political

aspirations to the universal realization of the moral ideal

Hhen nature ,;rill have been subjugated coapletely and universally,

and all men vrill be:; masle men of good v,IilJ. ~ This Irprojected 11

goal of history gives meaning to history, and accordingly we may

-------~----_.------~ ---
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gauge historyTs progress and celebrate ,felicitous signs of

that progress such as the French Revolutiono Kant is an avid

champion of universal enlightenment. He a.ssaults tradition

is the great enlightener who Hlibarates n man from the tutelage

of nature and God. Reason usurps the heavenly Thrb"ne of God

and proclaiming itself sovereign creator-ex-nihilo; ex nihilo,

in a free act of grac'e, it creates the Ideas of God and nature.

Hegel consummates man Ts Hdivinityr; by making him

absolute Lord of History. 1;lan achieves full Helivinityti over

GodTs Hdead-body.lr (In addition, to trkil1ing God ll millions of
,

h I- b k'll' "d l~' . t . -". r=l )wnans mus\, eleCt; an" a .L l S JUs" ]."L leu. • Hegel's imagery

is strictly New Testament to the exclusion of the Hebrew

Scriptures c The God. that needs. killing is the Hcruel God of

AbrfJ.ham. tr The Nev'i Testa.ment portrayal of Incarnation provid.es

the image of the reconciliation of universal and unique

particular. 97

97 IvIici1ael Foster is er:lphatic about this ~ here are
selected passa~es from. his ~heJ~s"~.11tic:.§;)-7~2J.t19..:?oE.h:L~.§...._of J:lat,g.
and Hegel, (Oxlord: Unlverslty Press, 1906):
---'--nHis (Hegel's )philosophy .shovrs no trace of the meta-·
physics of vvi11 implicit, in the ,Judaic doct.rines of t he Creation
and the L3.lf, vrhi ch entails t he recognition that contingency is
essential to nature, positivity to lav\", and lo".;il1 to the perfection
of man; but he is steeped in the Christian teachings of the
Trinity, the Incarnat~on and Redemption." (pol38.)

trHis doctrine (of Revelation) has closer affinities to
the teaching of the New Testament than to that of the Old; it
involves a conception of the ~\Tord of God nearer to that of the
fourth Gospel than to that of the Hebre1rJ" prophets. If (p .139, n.1)

HHegel habitually confuses the generation.of the Son
'Vfith the Creation of the world. . • Ti (p.l.4-0, nel) See also
p.140 and p.204.)

McMASTER U[\IIVER~l'T'Y LIBRARY
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The allegation that the God of Abraham is TlcruGl If expresf:es

. Hegel t s convi ction that He is excessively transcendent _..

tr~vholly other. 11 He is not amen.able t,o Hegel. t s grand s yst.em

of comprehensive intelligibility. He is a cruel l·J:aster bOC2t1).se

He does not flplayff the dialectical role Hegel assigns to

Masters in the master-slave dialectic; He perversely insists

on bei.ng strictly I\Taster. Hyppolite 98 makes clear that the

master-slave dialectic applies to tp~ re~atioDship betvJeen man

and God. Hegel calls God, the Master; he also calls fear of

death, the Master.' God 's ~I~a.stership derives froi,l man T$ fear

of· death ( because man the slave is in fear of his life, he

gives himself a ne'l'l Naster -.:.. God. :Phe God of AbrCl.ham is

trcruel lT because according to Hegel, He does not mitigate this

fear. Christianity does offer mitigation of this fear; the

Incarnation' promises Hlife eve:clasting ll ; HChrist. . • reconciles

in Himself the univer~al andtJ.1e l).niqu~.H99 But to achl.eve its

promise in thi~, v;orlcl, Christianity mnst be dialectically
. _...._..------.........._.--.~-.----_. -,_--...----.._'-_....-.......-.-

98 Cited by Call1usin ~£~~t?_Be1?ell p .. JAl. Here is Cero.lJs 1

poetic evocation of Hegelts vision of the end of history:
HAt this moment, 'when t.he eyes of the. spirit coincide vrith
the eyes of the body, r each individual cor.~.sciolJ.sness vIi.J.I be
nothing more than a mirror reflecting a not.her mirror, itself

fl t 't . ... . . t . .,.... " 1 .. Thre e c -eo. a 1n1 un y 1n 1n1 .1n1 ce. y reCUrl"'l.ng 1mages. e
City of God will coincide with the city 02'" humanity; and
universal history, sitting in judgment o;1the ;"lO:cl.d, Hill pass
its sentence by vrhic11 good and evil will be justified. rJ.1he
State v!ill play the part of Destiny and 1:';:111 proclaim its
approval of every aspect of reality on ~th9 sacred day of the
Presence. r11 (p.lh2.)

99 1bici., p.lL:-l.
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negated or seclJ.larized; the Unj_versal Church must be translated

or s1.1bla.ted into the Universal State, vIr-lere TTthe spirit of the

world will be finally reflected inthe mutual recognition of

) each by all and in t&e unive0sal reconciliation of everything

that has ever existed urtder the sun.t! 100

Strau~s reminds us that even if one deems Hegel ' s

vision aE~ indeed the. City of God, a higher and better oi-der

thantha best envisaged by the classics,it can only be

established Hin the J.;Iachiavellian VTay not in the Pla.tonic v:ray:

it was thought to be established. in a manner 'vihich contradicts

the ri,f!hc' o~~der itself. HIJI This is a corn.ment on the Germ8.n......

visionaries of History generally. Though t hey looked down

their uplifted nOSi3::; c::c, flEGnglish ethicsl! contemptuous of its

ignob:i.li ty, they at least eql..l.al and tend to far outstrip the

English in the ac:tvo"cacy of ignoble means to achieve their

more tlnoble ll political' order. Indeed, compared to many of

them, the English are paragons of·moderation •
.......;---'-~--_._------._--

100 1.bi_s..., P.lhl.

101 Wpp, p. 51:.•.
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Nietzsche and Radical Historicism

Hegel represents one extreme pole of History, history

fulfilled, or the vision of horizontal transcendence actualized.

I NietzSChe represents the antagonistic extreme pole of History,

history transcended, or the vision of immanent vertical

transcendence as a possibility. Hegel offers the final philo­

so~hy -- Wisdom -- and the Final and Best society. Nietzsche

offer~s the ultimate fieri tique of reason tr ; he offers bu.t does

,

Both poles are extremities vThich grovr out of historicism.

Hegel TS is the attempt to overcqme or:' attenuate its . positivistic

lfcritique of reason IT; Nietz,sche antagonistically pusb.es the

ttcritique of reason l1 to its most radical ext,reme -.- to the

trabyss. If Historicism is their common denominator and the

issue' of their difference. It is the key iss1-1.e of controversy
I

between Strauss a nO. Hegelianism. and bet1ireen Strauss and

Nietzsche. Strauss is an advocate of the n8.ture.l right

tradition. Historicism sets out to combat natural right

doctrine; as fully deyelope.d by Hegel an.d. Nietzsche respect-

ively, it represents the most extreme 'protest, a ~ost profound'

challenge, opposing this tr8.dition.



104-

Stra.uss calls the historical sc11001 lIthe infancy

of historicism. nl02 Though the l1e~lJ.inentconservativesl1

failed theoretically to raise practice above subversive

theory', they did' succeed in generating a Uhistorical con--

sc iousness n VJhich -tended t oTtTard the subversion of all theory;

a.nd its possessors evinced particular delight and pride in

attacking natlITal right doctrine.

Historicism is the radical offspring of the modern

-skeptice.l epis'ternologi cal tradit.ion of English and Kantian103

thought. It pushes the lim:i:cs of kll.oVTledge dem.anded by this

---------_._-_.--_._-------,--------------------~_.,-

102 NR, p.16.

103 There is a lfKantian lY flavor to historicism despite
-ii's vehenlent' B.sss.nlts on ,Kant e .' Not only does it ra.dicalize

Kant fS I1critique of reason lT an.o. c1:la.mpion it in steadfast
opposition to Hegelfs attenuation of it, it also adapts the
1(antian viev[ of historical development as nature pushing m.a.n
beyond his nature e' According to Kant, humanity is fostered ty
histo:r;ypush;i.ng br'ute man beyond history tOTiiard a bS.olute fr'ee·­
dom from hi~tory. For Kant, the special moment is the stage
of reason or man's attainment to re.tionalitY$ According to
Nietzsche, hu.manity is the story of histol"y pushing the
Untermensch to,oJardthe possibility of the Ubermem:;ch, tOi:lard
seFf-tr'arlscendence tOiilard c- nevI and higher-specfes:'~NobiJ.ity
is not purchased through rationality b ut by t he acceptance of
one's fate .,,-. arnor fati.· This is possible f or modern man at
the ·moment vrhenhistory reveEl.ls to man his histoI'icitye Both
Kant and Nietzsche (and perhaps Heidegger) derive from "their
respective historical understanding (respective) formal
inner-I'rorldly, (heroically ascetic) i;·lilJ. ethics"
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skeptical tradit.ion to the point of the impossibility of kno'\"[-

ledge: as all knm'l1edge is of man t s making or his construction,

it cannot be universal or eternal; there is no basis for the

. claim of certain knowledge. The onl~ certain knowledge is

a dispensation of fate ora revelation of history. Strauss

points to tvro strata of the historicist, Hc:citique of r eason. 1I

The first' is' essenti'ally '{', he Kantie.ri positivistic fTcn. tique
-,

of reasonH tltbat allegedly proves the iinpossibility of theo·~

retical metaphysics and of philosophic ethics or natural rigHt. a

The second is the uprooting of positivism it::;elf on t he grounds

Hthat the positive sciences rest on metaphysical foundations. l1IO f:.

._-------_._---------------_._----_.
. 104 Ibid., pp. 19-20. Historicisc could not rest at

the positivist:f.-c-ste.ge (thou.gh ~deberTs positivism may be seen
as an attempt at this ). Positivism limited knm-rledge to the
£!.~~pi~i~i':...:l.;. 1:Thich it defined in terms of the procedu.rE?s of the
'natur~l sciences. The historicist could not accept this limi­
tation; he claimed his studies Here empirical, indeed more
significantly empirical enid more purely empirical because he
studied empirical humanity; he could not limit himself to the
procedures of the natural sciences, and condemned. them as pro­
ductive of trivia,as incapable of saying anything significant
'about man or human concerns. He indicted pos:i..t:i.visnlcs impure,
as a bastard of the met.aphysical' tradition.. He claimed that
only he, the historicist, is totally free of the impurities
of metaphysical bias, that historicism is the ,only (radically)
pure empiricism.

Historicism, in its most radical form, goes beyond
• •• ., '1 ( I) It b' . h ,..... . t . bPOSltlVlsm J.n tnese v-rays: '_ " a 2nQOnS L. __e QlSl,lnc J.on .e-

tween facts and values, because every understanding,.however
theoretical, implies specific e valuatj.ons.. (2) It denies the
authoritative character of modern science, '\'rhich a ppears a $

only one form among many of manTs thinking orientation in the
,,,rorld. (J) It refuses tor egard .the historicccl process as f1.1.ndo.­
mentally prpgressive, or, more generally stated, as reasonab~.
(Il-) It denies the relevance of the evolutionist, thesis by con···
tending that the evoh,ition of man out. of non-man cannot make
intelligible man!s humanit.y.n WF?, p.26.
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tJhat is left after this critique? The Tlexperience

of history .. 11 Here is Strauss t paraphrase of the articulat,ion

of this experience:

No competent man of our age ,'Tould regard as simply
true the complete teaching of any thinker of the past ..
In every case experience has shovn1 that the originator
of the teacIJinc toO~( things for granted "J"hieh must not
be taken for granted or that he did not know certain
facts or 'po~;sibilitL~s ''''Thieh '\'!ere discovered in a later
age. Up to 1'lO';"r, all thopght has proved to be in need
of radicf.3.1 revisions or to be incomplete or limited
in decisive r8spects. Furthermore, looking back at the
past 1 'VIe 8'3sm to obser've that e very progress of thought
in one direct:;,on Kas bou.ght at t he price of a retrogression
of thought in another respect: vrhen a given limitation
"V'las ove~C'cor:Ie by a progress of thought J earlier important.
insight s vrere invariably for got ten as a cODsecruencl3 of
that progress c On the i'Thole, there i'TaS then no progress,
but me:cely a change fro'11 one type of limit8.tion to anothor
type. Finally, VIe seem to observe t hat the lEOst important,
limitations of earlier thought Nere of such a nature that
they could not possibJ.y have been a-lI"ereome by any effort
of the earlier thinkers; to say nothing of other consi-

- der-ations, any effort of thought which led to the over­
coming of specific limit(J.t:Lons led to blindn8ssin other
respects. It is reasonabJ..e to aSSUJ118 that \'7118:C has
invariably happened up to no,\'[ vrill happen again and agcd.n
in the fut,ure.· Huma.n thought is essent.ially limited in
such a viay that its limitations differ froQ. historical
situation to histori.cal situation and the limitation
characteristic of the thought of a given epoch cannot be
overcome by any human effort" There alv,rays have been and
tn'er>=> a1'-~y·s 'Tl'lJ 'o>=> "'l..l")~'~Y'l·Sl·nr," """"oll~- unax·o·'O>c"-ac1. '" ....... 't~o.. ,.~_t.-~_ - ..:> .... 1:-'- - ......6' .'t.1.1 .J' _'_.j;,V L"r_ ..... ,

changes of outlook ir!hich radically modify t he meaning of
all previously acquired knovrledge. No vieVT of the ,;',:11010,
and in paTticular no vie':T of t he whole of human 1 ife, can
claim to be final or universally 'valid. Every doctrine,
hoV,r8ver seemingly final} ,·"ill be superseded sooner or
later by another doctrine. There is no reason to doubt

1 J 1 . , . 1 h ,. ., J ,. h ' 11 ..tna'j ear I.eI' tilln"-cers aG lnslgn cs lj"J.GlC. are WDO. _.y l11-
accessible to us and i"fllich cannot become accessible to
us, hovrever carefully v'J8 might study the ir 1'io1'1;:s, because
our limitations prevent us from even suspecting t he
possibility of the insights in question. Since the lj.mi­
tatioIJ.s of human thought are essentially unlmov.rable, it
makes no sense to conceive of them in terms of socj.al,
economic, and other cond.itions, that is, in terms of
kno\<Table or ar.i.alyzi3,ble phxI)omena: the 1imitat,ions of hwnan
thou::::ht are set bv fate ,lv)

~, ~

--~--_.~_._-~_._•.•..__.-.__._---_.._-_._-.-,---------, •._------
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Central to Strauss T position is the denial of what

is asserted here. Strauss must argue that the experience of

history indicates (or at least is compatible \irith) lIan uno.

changing framevT01~k vrhieh persists in all changes of hwnan,

knovdedge of both facts and pr'inciples < 11106 Strauss does

not underestimate his task. He proceeds negatively by denying

that this possibility has been ruled out decisively and, by

arguing the political salutariness of the traditional view<

Strauss readily acknm·,rledges the allure oft he

experience of history < It is a typically modern allll.re. As

we noted, modernity is characterized by an avid determination

not to be duped by dogmatism. COhspiclJ.olJ.s skepticism is a

de rigeur guise fo:c even to he most dogmatic positions in modern

philosophic thought. Historicism is particularly allur:'ulg

because it appears conscientiously skeptical; it e.ppears as

a noble unyielding stance against dogmatism. (The allure of

contemporary positivism is due to this same patine" according

to Strauss.)107 But obviously ffthe experience of historyl1

position implicitly indietsitself as dogmatic though it may

claim exemption since it asserts that any and every philo-·

sophie position is dogmatic, then even the critique of all
. .

positions is dogmatic, As Strauss puts it:
,-----_._~,.__..

106 I'b °d- _2_" PP. 23-211'~

p.26.
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We cannot see the histo:cical cJ-laracter of I all'
thought -- that is, of all thought lflit,h the exception

.t:' t' '." t ." t" ", t '"; . .,. ....OJ. D.e lUS' Or-lClS·, lYlSlgn anel lCS lmpl.J,cm..-lons -••.

'lidthout transcenclinf~ history, vfithout grasping something
trans-historical~lOE

St.rauss reminds us that lldogmatism -- or the incline.tion 'to
I

identify the goal of our thinking vrl th t he point at v,;hich VTe

have become tired of thinking: -'- is so nat'o.ral to man that

it is not likely to b.e a preserve of the past. 1I109 He

characterizes lithe experience of historyif astra bi.rds-eye viei'l

of the history of thought, as that. history come to be seen

under the combi.ned influence of the belief in necessary pro-

gress (or hi the impossibilit.y of 1'et urniIlg to tha.t thought

of the past) and of the belief in 'the su~')reme val1..~e of

diversity or uniqueness (or of the equal right of all epochs

and civilizations).1T110

-----,----

108 NR, p.25.

109 Ib~d.• , p.22.

110 Ebid.., p. 22. :Phe 17suprem'8 ~.ralue of diversityl1 is
a ffvalue 11 associated vlith a kind of liberalism ~ '1'11e histori·­

cist has no right to a libera.l bias and the libel~e.l cannot
tftolerate!l hi.storicism or relativism. St,rauss vr.ci tes; HAt the
bottom of. the passion.ate rejection of all t absolu'ces, 11 VIe
discern the recognition of a natural right ·or, more precisely,
of that part.icular interpretation of natural right. according
to 1j,rhich the one thing needful is respect £'01.... diversity or
individt1.ality. But there is a tension beV.'leen the respect for
diversity or individuality ano. the recognition of natural right.
When liberals bec8.me impatient of i:..11e absolute limits to

- diversity or indiViduality that are impo~d even by t he most
liberal version of natural right, they had to make a choice
bet"'18el1 natural right and the unj nhibited culti.vo_tion of
individuality. They [r don It knOi'T v-Tho] chose the latter ..
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L 'l ' , 1 1 J" h' t ' " 1 t" ,lce raQlCa SKepClC1Sill, lS'orlc1s~ re a~lVlsm lS

not ttlived. tl Sophocles anc1. Shakespeare continue to be admired

and tfspeak lT to people over many epochs; Christianity is deemed

superior to cannibalism, even by the social scient,ist "i-r:'ClO

strives to make us tlunderstand H cannibalism. Strau.ss especially

combats the historicist assertion that lithe acquisition of ne\'1

important insights necessarily lee.ds to the forgetting of.

earlier important insight s and that t he earlier thinkers c01.-1.1d

not possibly have thought of fundamental possibilities lthich

come to the center of a ttentionin later~ ages .111 T~1is assertion

Onc~, this~trt.ep l.-ras taken, tolerance appeared 9.S one value or
" 1 ' '-'.L' 'lJ 't' . , JlQea among many, ano. no'v lnGr'lnSl·CCL .y supan.or '0 :VGS oppo,:n.Ge.
In other words, intolerance appeared as a value equal in dignity
to toler·ance. But it is practically ir:lpossible to leave it at
the equality of all preferences or choices. If the unequal
rank of choices cannot be tl';a.ced to the unequal rank of their
objectives, it must be t racE:ld to the unequal ~car;k of t he acts
of choosing; and this means eventually that genuine choice, as
d · .1 • ':'1" "" • ,.., 1 .,. .. J' ..lSGlngulsnea IrOill spurlous or o.esplcao e cnolce J lS nocnlng
but reSblute or deadly serious decision. Such a decision,
hOl'jever, is a kin. to intolerance rat:her t.han to tolerance.
Li.beral relativism has its 1'00"":'8 in the natural right tradition
of tolerance or in the notion that. everyone he,s a natural right
tot he pursLJ.it of happiness as he understands happiness; but
, 't Jf' 't' c c 1'" •••..,. Ii"I"'- 1·· ~~. na (JJT) r 5-6)1n 1 se._ J. lu a "e."J.naLY oJ:: L1Go.eXcd1... c;;. \.:.:.£.::.' )p. ..

III .
Jbi_ci., p. 23.
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denies tran.scendence; it denies. t he possibility of an eternal

order accesEdble to man; it implieE; that the philo::wphic

tradition is a tradj_tion of epochal d elusions and its tates

emphatica.lly that the tradition can shed no light on moder'l1

man t S predicCl.m::Hlt.. A great part of our critical discussion

belovI centers on hm\T and hOl'1 ;,'Tell Strauss contends "lith this

assertion. Sul'fice it here to remind ourselves that Strcl.1.1SS

expounds modernity as es sentially reje ction of t he classic

tradition; therefore classical philosophy entails the rejection

of this rejection by modernity; Strauss even says it consciously

considers and rejects the presuppositions of modernity, e.g.,

that science be utilized for the. 11conquest of natv.re .. ft St,rauss

also argues, as noted above, that. the experienc8 of history

contra.ry to the historic if3t rs claim. may be seen a s pointing to

the similarity of fundamental themes and. philosophic problems.

S ,. . "",.., t ", '1 ", , ft·, ttrauss says tDlS =!-s l'OOYJ.ous ..Ly compa lue K~tn tne ac - "(·na-

clarity about these problems, the appro~cb to them, and the

suggested solutions to them differ more or' less from thinker

to thinker or from age to age. Till2 Even granting the

Hhistoricityl! of thought, and the impossibility of t.rans-,

historical solutions, the per~,everance of the same fl.1.ndcunenta.J.

problems indicate man t s most profound concern is trans~,histor:i.cal.

h 1 " , -I- ., "t t '0""" 1 1 ° tBut t e c aSSlCc...L. mh,urEU. r:Lgn TaUJ.01on ays c_ alm 0

112 1-' "rl 21_ 0 l"" ., :p. . t·.

T

knm'Tledge.

._-------
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It is a modest claim; it does not cJ.aim to have achieved

\\'isdom c.nd it el.cccntuD.tes mel.n 1 s ignorai"lce, but it does insist

on the possibility of IIgenuin8, univers811y vc:.lid. fins.l

knoi'.;lec1.ge within a limit8d sphere or genuine knouledge of

specific subjects lJ (i.e., it. must kno",'! the principles of

justice). Strauss assert.s:

HistoriciE;m CC1.rmot deny this possib:Uity. For its
own contention implies the ad.mission of this possibil.ity.
By asserting tha.t all human tho'J..:';ht, or 8.t leElst, all
relevclnt hU~11D.n thought, is historical, historiciE:m 8.dmits
t '118t }'lllrl'''>1"l 7-1'101.1r··1--+ -le' cClD~lbl') oP acclu'iY'-~nc- a Pl0,··t ir·'Dor·-'-antc- ., .0.• _ v _c,HV A''> 0.1 0. v 1. •. _ •. --'- b .1':> _ :l. G -'.'

]'ns]·p'J"·(-· 4'[j' ~-I' 'J' S ')nl"v'iY('s~ll'J- v""ll'c1 "'lld t'na1' "rill l' n no '··'a-iT. '0 1 v LJ .. c.... v _.. '-.. L. ....._. _ ct ... . v.. .. c;. v 'f. __ " _.,

be affected by any future surprises. . . • This view has
the sallle tra.ns,-his:toricjJ", clw.j.'C:<.ctej~· 0:[' pretension 8,S any
na tUTaJ. J"ight doc trine •. -'. .:> .

As Strauss him801f seems to indicate, this hardly

constitutes a decis'.i..ve lIvictoryll for his position. Eegelians,

and Heidegger all can and deny this

possibility. These ai'e the fo:r'f(lid8.ble o?ponents --. Hegelianisn

and radi cal historic ism -.-. Strauss must. contend \',' ith. Stru.uss

"'f",tpe,r,:'.'C: "',T]',e';- '7·sc11P_ c",· S tl'l,G 'nos-l' for"')' (1 ,,1"'J 0 b'~ cau.:.· ~ S-;'r"'''''' Sy_ _ ~ j' , v~ L '-' _ !I!. , ...... k' .. ) <:;:. - _uc; V. cd."_'-)'.

N:i.etzsche as ITdefeatinglT all the other:::, Clno. indeed \·.lhen

se8S

Strauss contends Hith He.:;el ianis:-"il, he borroviS Niet L~::;C}le Ts cudgels.

Hegelianisiil is t.he attempt to OV8:CCf)~-;-]e the critic:ue 0 f r Belson··-·•

to go beyond the billding str'ictures of posj, tivis,;!; j.t can do

this only b; claiming Wisdom, in principle, the resolution of

the fundamentD.l p:co'ulems i it aC}lieves t his by i!:1!ilanenti z:i,ng

113 T' ' ._010.•
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the 1\Thole and is thus able to c la:i..m intimate and certain knovJ~

ledg9 of it; it is the vision of secular incarnation and

resurrection, 1'1"hen man knovi"s the all, il'!hen man is master of

. history, when man overcom8S the fear of death a nd is 1 iberatec1.,
, I

vrhen freedom y'eigns v"Iith d espot.ic sovereignty. Nietzsche

denies1lh the possibility of VlisdoL"fl. :Modern thought in

1fk . 11 . G d 11' , • t h ., . 1 . t .t:>' ,.1 _lng 0., 1n aenYlng ~ e POSS1D1_ 1 Y o~ ~ranscenaence,

cuts the ground out from under itself; the will to truth

eventuates in the im.possibility of any truth that is not

self-vlilled.,

Historicism in all its forms and HegelianiSm in all

its forms assume an a bsolute moment in history or a mOillen[;, of

absolute insight. This is the heritage of Rous~;eau, of t he

assertion that man is a historical being, of the denial of

human nature as ~ ~iven. This historical view of man asserts

that there is a moment in history ;,d1.E-n1 man Imm'.Js himself to be

114:Nietzsche claims it is in fact~ denied by modern
science precisely by virtue of its ascetic virtue,of its
-rigorous will-to-truth. He ~'Jrit8s: ji'The Ghristian ethics
1!'nth its key notion, ever more strictly applied, of truthfulness;
the· casuistic finesse of the Christian conscience, translated
and sublimated into the scholc.rJ.y conscience, into intellectual
int.egrity to be mS.intain3d at all costs ; Lthe interpretation of
nature as a proof of God's beneficent care; the interpretatim
of history to the glory of divine providence, as peTp3 tual
testimony of a moral order and moral ends; the i.nterpretation
of individual experience as preordained, purposely arranged for
the salvation of the soul _.... all these are 1101'1 things of the

t: t'] . ,.." d" tpas",: !.1e::i._revo:..~~_..2ur _conscJ.ences as oe1nz.._J.12clece0~-.l:s11Q~.~,
co'S·;ard.l3s.. effemlnate. It is this rigor, if 8.nything, that
makes us good Europeans and the heirs of Europets longest,
most cou.rageoUf;; self-conqu.est. H (l"Iy underlining.) T~ G~E:£.?-];...C2.,g.Y.'.
of Horals. Section XXVII.---,,,--'---"
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a product of history. ':l'his insight is absolute; it cannot be

affected by anything that may happen after this moment; it

may be fOJ'gotten or dogmatically reJected, but t.his does not

impugn the truth of this insight. This is implicit in

Rousseau and i1surreptitiouslyHl15· iinplicit in historicism
. - .

(and in 1tprocess 11 philosophy as Irrell); it is centrally explicit

in Hegel and };larx. If.Accordi'ng to Hegel, t he absolute moment

is the one in vThich philosophy, or quest for "Iisdom, has been

transformed into wisdom, that is} the moment in "Thich the

fundamental riddle s have been fully solved. 11116 In this i(fay,

Hegel is able to reconcile the historicity of thou.ght vIi th

absolute trlJ.th, the historical Hith the transhistorical. '1.'11is

is his secularization of Incarnat ion though it is not clear

l::>eyond controversy v,Jhether !lLogosli bec.omes 11l1esh ll ; or HFlesh lt

. .
becomes llLogosl!; i.e., is the absolute insight coincident vrith

its actualization? does it succeed its actualization? or

does it necessitate actualizCi.tion at some future time? The

latter is the Earxist vievr: the insight guarantees future

actualization of the final ideal.

Nietzsche denies t he possibility of guarantees J

because he denies that the final insight yields final ideals.

On the contrary, the fin8.1 insight reveals t hat a 11 ideals
._._-_.---

115 Strauss T itrord. Nil) p. 29.

116 Ibid..., P, 29.
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of the past have been fictions; all ideals depend on transcen-

dence of SOIl'"le. kind, God, natu..re, or reason, bl.1.t the modern

development of thought has demonstrated the fB,ct that lTGod

, ' is dead, H there is no transcendence of any sort ata·ll.

Man stares into the abyss and the abyss stares back. This

is the significance of Strausstcalling Nietzsche and his

epigones (preeminently Heidegger) I?~l historicists.

Nietzsche is Hradicall! in a .....lay parallel to the way R01.lSSeaU

was trradical.11 Rousseau said, in effect, Hif you v.'ant to

really look at natural man, t hen take a radical 10.Ql~:U;

Nietzsche ~imilarly' says to those vilio pride themselves on

f1historical consciousnes.s, 11 in effect, if yOll i:lant to look

at man as an historical_being" then take a radical logIc and

have the cOl.1.rage to stare into the abyss. Nietzsche I'Trites:

All philosophers have the common defect that they
start from present day man and believe that they C8.n
reach their goal by an analysis of present clay man.
lack of historical sense is the inherited defect of
all philosophers.117

, Strauss vlrites:

He r~ietzsche:J denies. . . the possibility of a
theoretical or objecti're ana.lysis, \,.".111.c11 as such i'lould
be trans-historical, of the various comprehensive views
or 'historical v-rorlds l' or 'c ultu-res '. . . . According to
Nietzsche, the theoretical ,analysis of human life that
realizes the reJ.ativity of all comprehensive vie"ds and
thus depreciates them viOulcl make hUlllan life itself
impossible, -for it vmuld destroy the protecting atmosphere ~
within vlhich life or culture or action is alone possible .118

118 N~J p.26.
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Strauss suggests that radical historicism was

deve.loped by Nietzsche t s successors, leaving it open 'Hhether

this is indeBd Nietzschets ovn1 position.119 He recognizes

that radical hj.storiclsm is n.ot as vulnerable to the charge

of self-contradiction (see above, p,lll) as he indicates in

this presentation of its historicist view:

One does not have to transcend history in 0 rder to
see the histori~al character of all thought: there is
a privileged moment, an absolute moment in t he historical
process, a moment in viliich the essential character of all
thought becomes transparent. In exempting itself from its
01·m verdict, historicism claims merely to mirror ·the
character of historical reality or to be true to the facts;
the self-contradictory character of the historicist
thesis. should be changed not to historicism b D.t tor ea.li ty .12'J

From this vantage, 1'1'hich is W,:;he unfol~seeable' gift of un··

fathomable fate, n12l the possibility of philosopI1"y is denied .

.. Sttrauss cSt.cknm-fledges this as a forrnidable challenge to his

position, but does not. counter i t.~ (Strauss retreats from

met,aphysical combat.) Here is Strauss t present-at ion of t ho.t

challenge in fu]'l.
-_.•----

119 NR, p.26.

120 :Ibid., p.28.

121 I' . ,_E2:£.- , Strauss! characteiizat~on.
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'.rhe most influ':s:utial atterilpts to establish the
dogmatic and hence arbitrary or historiccl.lly relative
character of philosophy proper proceed along the fol ..

. 101'!ing lines. Philosophy or t.he attempt tor eplace
opinions about the 1,':hole by knovrledge of t he 'I,'Thole,
'presupposes that the ~nlole is knowable, that is,
intelligible. 'I'his presupposition leads to the c onS8-

.quence that the 'whole as it is i.n itself is identified
Hith the whole in so far as it is intelligible or in so
far as it can become an object; it leads to the identi­
fication of 'being' with 'intelligible' or 'object';
it leads to the dogmatic disregard of everything that
cannot be mastered by the subject. Furthermore, to say
that the v.rhole i·s knoirTabJ.e or intelligible is t&'1tamount

-to saying that the I-<Thole has a permanent structure or
that the whole as such is unchanGeable or alwaysfue
same. If this is the case, it is, in principle, possible­
to predict hOVI tlle vl1101e -viill be at a nyfuture time: the
future of the 1,'lho18 can be cmticipated by thol..J_ght. The
presupposition mentioned is said to have its root in
the dogmatic identification of Ito be' in the highest
sense with 'to be alivays,' or in the fact. that philosophy
understands 'to be f ·in such a sense that Ito be r in the
highest sense must mean lto be always.' The dogmatic
character of the basic premise of philosophy is said to
have been revealed by the discovery of history or of
the 'historicity' of hurnan life. The meaning of that
discovery can be exprer3secl in theses like these: 1:ihat
is cEl.lled the vrhole is actuallv ah\ravs incomplete and
therefore not tn.IIy a villola j the vv-hoie is essentially
changing in such a-' mantler that its fv.t\u"'e canDotbe
predicted; the 1'11101e as it is in. itself c em never be
grasped, or it is not intelligible; human thought essen-­
tially depends on something that cannot be anticipated
or that can neV'3Z' be mastered by t he subject; ito be'
~n t'la 11J·~hpst cerl QC. c~nno+ noan o~ qt any ·rat e .J"+
d""O<oS" n~o~' ·no :; <0 C' e>: -r"l"::~ rl·'-e-~n· v ·'·~t- ~ .. ~l T~i1 ~;C' ,122 ~ , - v_ v c~_,,_,~v_ -'-J .1. c..... be v--_w.r_-J....... .

_._-----------_.
122 '111:1i8 is extremely difficult and obviously crucial;

yet Strauss 0.088 not even direct the reader to the source or
indicate the author-' of this critique. My· guess is Eeio.egser.
M!", pp. 30-31.
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Strauss responds I'dth this gallant acknolrllecJ.gement:

Radical historicism compels us to r ea]j.ze the bearing
of the fact that the very idea' of natural 'right presupposes
the possibility of philosophy in the full and. original
meaning of the term. It compels us at the same time to
realize the need for unbia.sed reconsider'ation of the most
elementary premis1.9\~-hose validity is presupposed by
philosophy, , .• 23

He concludes: TlPrior to such recons io,eration, hO\'rever, the

issues of natural right can only remain an open question,n12h

Nietzsche (and I-Ieidegger) then a re Strauss' foremost metaphysical

opponents and, to the extent that t hey can be implicated in

National Socialism, his real life foes and his theoretical

adversaries are the same. Nore signifiCei.l1t than this, t he Nazi

regime is for Stro.uss the actualization of the crisis in

liberalism, in t hat the 'Hell-intentioned Ueimar Republic

effetely lapsed into t he Hitler regime, and in a sense, perhaps

inv'it ed it .125
, ,

Rousseau, as we noted, is less' strictly a political

philosopher thei.l1 Hobbes and L8cke; his concern transcends

the citizen. He is saying that political philosophy and

indeed philosophy in general can point the v;ay to the height

for man, only in so far as it points beyond itself. Philosophy,

the quest for vrisdom, is not choicei'Torthy for its m'ffi sake;

political philosophy 1 s central question of ho,,\,[ men shall best

124 Ibid~ This is a major admission \~lich we will
discuss be101,'[ •

125 See his Preface to SOR.
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live together is a self-indictment; it offers at best only

correctives; it cannot restore t he idyllic. It. is 'very

difficult to articulate the teaching or doctrine of a thinker

whose doctrine is based on a critique of philosophy but is

" itself lTpositive t1 -- more than merely critique (as is, say,

unqualified historicism). Rousseaufs teaching of union and

communion 'T;'lith nature, by its very nature and as Rousseau

vlOuId v:ant it, can be understood fully or perhaps fel~G. only

by the chosen f evr vrho have experienced it c This is to indicate

the modern movement of rat j.oncJ.lisf!1 consciously uknocldng lf

rationalism for the sake of something better j since tllis lIsortt3thing

better lf is beyond the rational, it is very difficult t 0 express

or perhaps i.s inexpressible; it usually c laimsesoteric statu.s.

Hegel J in a sense, set s out to overcome tl1is: he is the ch8.:npio.n

<:>f 5.ntelligi:Oility, but note that Hegel can do this only by

...... . t t' .t d . t . ...., ... 1 ,. 1 b 'revurrnng ·0. n.e Coral ,1.o.n 0.1. pOJ.l'GJ.ccL p rn osop ~Y\'\Tl1ose

central concer'n cmd perspective is that of the 'C itizen. Rousseau'

introduces a ne'i.J kind of rhetoric into Iilodern philosophy

impassioned, expressionistic rhetoric -- rich in poetic meta-

.pho:):"' and imagery. The·Romantics follov;red RousseauTs lead

extreme of this development. It also is t he radical extreme

in degree of esotericity.

1:- "r
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Strauss sees Nietzsche 8S a major uV.Javellin modern

thou8ht; to ascertain vThere Nietzsche intended that 1f\~Tavel1 to

go, is exceedingly difficult. Rousseau and the Romantics,

for all their anti-rationalism never raised in anyo11e t s mind

the question of the possibility of theory or of theoretical

truth. Nietzsche did. The question. is then "ihen to interpret

Nietzsche's teaching as liinterpretationll and when as esoteric

doctrine. 126 Niet~sche, like Rousseau, preferred "the ancient

cityn to the modern. Like Housseau, he extols the heroic

virtues; his Hnoble IT man is clearly a descenda.nt of the tra­

ditional magnanimous man. 127 Like Rousseau, thoD.gh he admires

traditional politi cal virt.ue, he is a radical Hilidividualist.!t

If it may be said that Rousseau is conderned with a kind of

self-realization of the individui:'l.l or il!. a kind of ultin:ate

therapeutic, this could 'also be said of Nietzsche. But this

should not blur t he profound antagonistic differences betvieen
-

them. One may say that Rousseau is seen by Nietzsche as a

prime target; specifically Nietzsche never tires of attacking

126 Strau.ss believe-s Nietzsche does not deny tl_~~_C2rt~
but insists on its esotericity; he would restore the Platonic

notion of the noble delusion. Str'auss r ecognizGs solid grounds
for understandim:; Nietzsche as denying theoria altoge t.her -­
conceiving of tb'ought Has essentially su~bsei~:~:"ient to, or­
dependent on, life or fate. li (See NIl, p.26.) This latter v ie\V'
of Nietzsche, I believe, is HeideggerTs.

127 In the Vintage edition of Beyond Good and Evil,
Halter Kaufmann, the translator, pointsoD:C-SOtU8 remarxa'51e
resemblances betvfsen Arj stotl.e t s conception of megalopsychia
and Nietzsche's concept:Lon of nobility. Se~::; hisD~-35--;'p:T3Er:'
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RousseauTs naive notion of man1s natural innocence and his

misguided exaltation of compassion and the r esultingrose-coloured

sentiment of existence. NietzscheTs central principle is:

f1\'rl1erever I found life J I found viill to povrer. 11128 Life is

strife', a painful unceasing struggle to overpower the other.

'J.1his is the truth of all possible principles of thought a.nd

action; they are expressions of this lfill to povier. Phj.losophy

and religion are the highest expressions of will to povrer; tre-j

are created in order for the lipriests tt to have s'\';,ay over others.

Once fate grants man t his insight, he is free to transvalue all

values to express a v,Jill to pov.Jer greater than that '.rlhich

expressed itself in t :ne old values, to be the bridge t 0 the

j:Jbe],'mensch.. If this does hot C01:18 abotJ.t and. Niet zschenot only

does ~.2.:~. guarantee it, he does not even e nCO'L.u~age optimism.

Though he dj.sagrees. that t he absolute insight necessitates the

actualization of, the final ideal J he dOGS ag:cee ·\,,rith l-'[arx ·th8.t

it marks the overcoming of chance J and that man is nQ1;\T complete

master of his fate. 129 He also defers to Earx, in a left-handed

---'--~"'~"-------------'----"----_._--

128 F.Nietzsche, HumaI!:..L}.J.l Too Hume-r:.> Section 20

129Nietzsche ~qrites: liTo teach ·ma.n t he future of man
as his \'ii11:, as dependent on a human "'II';ill) and to prepare

great ventures and over-all attempts of discipline and culti­
vat ion by way of putting an end to t hat gruesome domin:l.on of
nonsense and accident that has so far been called thistoryT _..
the nonsense of the Tgreatest number' is me:cely its ultimate
f t · t L:" .~ 1 • •orm: at some lme neVi . ypes 0.£ praJ.osop"lers ano. comrnanQers
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fashion, in envisionj.ng precisely VI hat Ma.rx predicts. It is

the o.lternative devou_t1y to be avoided. For Niet zsche it

represents a neVI 1011'[ for man; the Ifarxist utopia j.s satirized

as the state of the Blast man. t1 Nietzsche throughout his

wri tings insists on R~gorc1.p.~~}fi on a hierarchial political

structure, but 'what the ground of this hierarchy should be

or could be is unclear. l30

If Vie vieitr Nietzsche as a 1ftherap:Lst, IT VIe may say

that his therapeutic goal is to c OnV1n(;8 his llpatients Tf that

it matters viliat they do, that it matters how ~en live iogether. 131

--_._-_._-_._----.~---

will be· necessary for that, and vrh,J.tever h8.S existed on earth
of concealed, terrible, and benevolent spirits', will look pale
0. 110.' 0.' "T" '~fr-> rl ')"Ii C Ot·-,n::> rl" S' orl O~l .... ne 0"" 'ne;, -~ 'n'" -ad T ne nc ceeoc j J. ,r_ V'r C... J.. ~ '-" \.. L.J ~ l.:..,j,............ L- _ • • _ • J.' u _~. It ........ L c:.:..... , ..J - _ ~ ... v 0 to.,' _." L, J

of such leaders, the frightening danger that t hey might fail to
appear or that they might turn out badly or degenerate -- these
are ~ real Horries and gloom. 1I See J:Le),::"c2pd E:9.£.L€:.n6 ~v:ll.,
Sectj.on 203.

130 Strc.~uss I'rrites of Nietzsche: HEe v_8ed much 0 f his
unsu:cpass8,ble and inexha1.J_stible Pol'~t.3r of pe.ssionate and,
fascinating speech for making his readers loathe, not only
SOCJ·~'Jl·"~"n ::'1;";10' CO· ...I'1'ilU·1"S'll b",1· cnnCE~-""'''T .....,.t..ic:r:''' n::i+l·o·n ..... ll·Sr.lall r l.ct __ ..A'L C.~.. L,_, .[ _I_ " L'_v v") ~". v c.l,., ,dJ _'-'.v. •__0. u ...

democ:r'acy as well. • • he could not s11m'l his readers a 1;.jay to'\'",ard
poli tical responsibility. He left them no c1),oice except that
between irresponsible indifference to politics and irresponsi"ble
political options. n \'IPF, p.55.

131 NR J p.320. Strauss v'Trites: l!The revolts against
Hegelianism on the part of Kierkegaar-el and Niet~~sche. . • appear
as a.ttempts to r'8cover the possibility of practice, i.e., of' a
human l:Lfe v'lhich has a significant a. nd undetermined future. l!
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From t. his' perspectivE.:, his EJ.JJn is a t one Vi ith t raditional

political philosophy. (It is perhcips notevwrthy that

Aristotle VTas a physician! s son and t hat numerous analogies

to medicine abou.nd in all classical political teaching. J

Nietzsche diag~lOses a fatal illness and his treatment is

extreme. (Hippocrates taught; liFor extreme diseases, extreme

remedies. II )13 2 It is shock t reatn~ent ~ ,He 1Vould induce by

shock the recognit.ion 0 f the nihilism implicit in modern

thought. He 'iilOuJ.d shock people to rebel against Hegelianism

whi.ch teaches inevitabili.ty; he \'1Oulo. shock theEl into an

a\'iarel1eSs, that their actions are significant. But the shock

i'lhich brings recognition, of nihilism is stunning j ODe is

left cll,1.mb-founded as to ~'Thy it matters on ,'That possible
---~-'

grounds it ce,nmatter i'r~C1at one does. As Strauss puts it, in

classical terms: n?rl:',dence a,nd Ithis lovrer 'dorld T cannot be

seen properly vii thout s orae kn01'[leo.6e of ithe higher \'forld I -_.

impact is destructive. His ee.rthly surrogate for the lTlligher

'world H is extrenl,~ly esoterj.c, t he doctrine of Eterna.l Recurrence

a.nd t he. teaching of the Uberrn.ensch. And one i-'ronders ,mether,

-~-'-'--~----'~-----'--'-~- .-..:.-....-,_...._---_.._--

132 c· ~ " ",-"". 1 '- • fl T' ... 1 C t f C rrJ. [. eo. oy i:·l. \>rlCnl,.On l!1 . ne hlgn os' 0 ure,
The Ai~J.arl.tic...!~on'yhl)~ (LI3.rch, 1970), p+50.

133 Nl-L D .321.--" ..

.". 'I'" --~,.--_.__ .•• , .••_.-.
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Strauss 'I'lould have us s 8e contemporary political

regimes in r elation to the lrv·los.ves tr he has delineated. The

crisis of liberal democracy StrausE? 1'10'0.10. have us realize is

the crisis of the natural right tradition) ";ihich in t Qen is

the crisis of philosophy (in t he original sense). As the

quote above indicates, it "lidll not do simply to congrat1J.late

ourselves on the evident practical superiority of liberal

democracy to Hitlerism or Stalinism. It is not enough that

our' scientists sti'll believe in fflife, liberty and the pursuit

of happiness Tl -- thou.gh t hey cannot justify t his belief

the oY·etically. Strauss exhorts 1..1.S ~10t to underestimate the

pO\·ier of political theory. H3 puts it ciramaticalJ.y. The

most profound critique of liberal theory issues froG Nietzsche

and his followers both in philosophy (e.g. HeideggerJ and in

the social sc5..ences ,., )
;ie DeI' • Their influence pervaded

Germa.n thought, and indeed Gerrflan scholarshil::l is proud of it. 136

Liberal democratic theory must strive to re-establish

its theoretical foundation and confront the formidable threat

posed by the Nietzschean challenge. '11
0 do this is to rethink

natural right theory, and ultimately to rethink the possib:i..lity

of philosophy. T~is necessarily l~ads to the pre-modern roots

of liberal democratic theory. Communism and Fascism are

136 See Introduction above.

""PI' ,t'" ~ ., - - - - •.•.• ..-.-.~. .'.
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consummately moder'D phel'lomena; they have radically severed

connections vdth pre-modern traditions. The tti'l8.VeS H analysis
- '

of modernity illustrates this. Co:nmunism is inspired by a nel

derives frOi'l1 the second H"'lave 11; Fascism appears as inspired
I

by the third If'''lave . II Or if \'.[8 vie",[ it in terms History vs.

nature and/or .i-n~crutabJ:..~ Providence, i t is apparent -'dlat

Communism and Fascism a re political articulations of t he

ultimate implicat,ions of History. To vie~t,J it in terms of

transcendence, we see Communism and Fascism in e~fect denying

~ranscendence by making it imiilanent and subject to hu.man control.

fJ.'o put it in terms of is and they assert that if the

is can be said to reveal anything, it is that t he is is a

product of man's willing. They both assert that man's essence

is his freedom. IJibera.l democrati 9 the ory, t he modern natural

'ri[:.;ht tradition, retains transcendence in the form of a

transcendent huma.n no. ~v.re,. a given, inclel)endent of human

Hilling, and the normative basis of hlJ.man ....Jilling. It 8ub-

scribes to t he S)"u.fiht prescribed by t his is. 'liJhile it upholds

indiViduality, i~ insists on limitation and canalization in

acc~rd with man's nature; manTs essence is not his freedom;

he is bound by his nature. In contrast to Fascism, it still

has faith in rationalism; in OPlJosition to Communism, it

£l.mphasizes manTs limitations. Though modern natu.ral right

breaks with its heritage and rejects it) it~ filial ties,

hO;il8ver tenlJ.ous, remain. Its distinctivene ss a nd its sup8r~·

iority on the prEl.ctical level is;;Tlli~S from its heritage 0
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If it is to assert itself theoretically and meet the challenges J

and they are fonnid8.ble J it must reexaliline and rethink its

theory and return to its classical foundations non-·historistically,

As a first stePJ it must strive fora genuine understanding of

thp. +.L""l0"::.J~·I'1+· o·r t'1P. D<:l""'C'_ v. VI.~ V '.1,. .L ~ .L 0. ...' • J for an understanding free from modern

ideological slant and historicist bias. This possibility is

em~ohatically denied by historicism J Hegelj.anism, and radical

historicism. Indeed the If[-dsto'ricistH vie~'f of history has

virtually become the natural standpoint of present day thinking.

Strauss t exhortation to genu,ine historical understan.ding

implies not only-t Il.3.t VIe arE: capable of E;u.ch. under'E3tand"ing but

that such understanding is pe::ctinent to contemporary lssues.

It is the assertion of the classical assertion of an eternal

o:c'c'e'r of' etorn'",] 'o1-iloqo·()11~ r. -'-Y'll·... h_ l , _ ,~o.. _ .L _L., ~ J.~.L ,L., v.. , v -- • It is a deni.::.:.l of t he

trexperience of history·:r of the alleged self-eVidence of the

inaccessibj.li ty ,of earlier thought. It is a denial of pro-

gressivism and a denio.l of the Hlibaral lt belief Hin the supreme

value of diversity or uniqueness (or of the-equal right of all

epochs and civilizations). lr Strauss certainly 8~cknovrledges

and appreciates the great impact of biblic01 religion onilie

Western world, put denies that modernity is its direct result.

Hegel, the consmnmate
,

seculal"i zer, on the c ontre.ry finds in

Christianity the root cause of ""'ihat Strauss calls modernity.
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Strauss agrees that modernity may be, understood as .Hsecu1ari-

zationH but rrlaintaills lIsecularization Tt is not prior to

modernity,. but is dependent on t he rejection of the classical

philosophical tradition and the rejection of t he traditional

theological principles, particula:cly Providence. nSecularization!1

as he sees it, is essentially rejection and denial of tra-

ditionaJ. faith; it is the gldse vJith \-'Thich one trj.es to Iiget

al"lay \-'lith" thro'Hing off the yoke of sacred r estra.ints.

According to Hegel (Hnd ITarx and T:leber), Tlsecularizati onn is

the tradit~onal teaching become rational, intelligible and

Vlorldly, through denial of its theistic and other-,vlOrldly,

orienta.tion. TlSeculari~ationH is a \-"Torldly Inc8.rnation,

i.e." demythologization of the Christian spirit.

Hegel SE~es the consummation of this Hlncarnation ll

in the uni vers~.l homogene9us state. This true religion has

become Hthe public l! religion of his day, liberalisill'; the

post-revolutionary state is founded self-consciously on

equality and the rights of man. The universal homogeneous

state ,if not actual in fact J is actual in the prevalent



CHAP1'ER III

THE STRAUSS-KOJEVE CONTROVERSY

Has the Classical ,.Ori~:.!:.atlon Not Been Hade Ob?olete

Strauss l understanding of modernity and his advocacy

of classical polit~cal science depends on his successful

opposition, especially to the second tfv!ave If of modernity,

.i;.he IfTiJave!! of History.. Its ul"bim.ate expression is Hegelianism
"

which asserts progressivism,in effect denies the classical

assertion of an eternal order, and asserts that classical

thought has been transcended by Christianity and that both

the faith tradition and the classical tradition are trans-

, cended by modernity 1"111.1ch is essentially secularized

Christianity. It ,will be 'instructive to see how and how well

Strauss opposes, and holds his QI'm, against such formidable

opposition. We will be particularly interested in the

question of the role of the Itbiblical orientation H in the

• f' ~ • t . S-'- ,.]f' • ,. t t'.... h"rlse Oi. monernJ. y, Slnee lorauss DJ.mse:.", 1110 J_ca es nalo lS

advocacy of trreturnH to classical political thought and hj_s

assertion of its relevance for modern political phenomena is

challenged by this objection: 11 •• is the attempt to restore

12E5
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cl8.ssical soc1al sciencG not utopian since it implies tl1EJ.t

the classical orientation has not. been fli;.de ob~301etG by t he

trilmroh of the biblical orientation?lll
• J;

Strauss t study of Xenophon rs Eiero_,

is meant to be an example of how to understand a classical

thinker non-historistically. He says in his introduction:

. I'llany present-day sch6l8.rs start, from t he historicist
assumption, namely, that all human thought is 'historice].i
or that the foundations of hurnan thought are laid. by
specific experiences v1hich are not, as a matter of pri~l­
ciple, coeval v-rl th human thought as such. Yet t hGre
is a fatal disproportion bet1iJ~~en historicism and true
historical understanding. The goal of the historian
of tboLJ.ght is to underste.nd the thought of tile past 1as
it really has been, I i.e., to understand· it as exactly
as possible as it 1;las actually und.erstood by its Ci.utho:cs.
But tr.te historicist appr'o8.ches the t.hought of tllS pcu::;t
on the basis of the histori.cist assu,~l0tioJ.1 "'TId ch 1;;as
"11'1011y aJ J' "'ll to ~"ne J'1"o";;'n' t of' -'.. ''''13 D::>~·-r·· 'ii·',':)'; S t 11e,'~e· fo-rc~.v· .. _'-' _ LJ... v.... J. V.O _ v 1;. .L ;.,..I. V V So J._ ...l." ... _.J... ~.~ - .....

compelled to attempt to understand the thought. of the
past better than it uuderstood itself before he has
understood it exactly as it understood itself. In ono
vlay or the other, his presentation v:ill be a questione.bJ.c
mixture of interpretation and cri t:Lqt~e·.. It is the be··
gl' Illl l' nO" of 1.. i .-,.1. ori c 0:"'1 1 '1n~1 ~Y"lS·f· ':} ·'l(li 'Dr- i.t· S n'" ces ca r'-r 'S! ...")1"".. 0 .l_>::>G _ CC_ l-.• ',•• '~J.. v~d .. __ '(;)~ __ G l C c>. j Cd .•,-,

one is tempted to add , its s ufficient condition that 0::12

l"e~ll'zes t'1e p-robJerfJ"""ic c'''''''r~c·l-",·(~ ".t:o 'hl'sf-or'~cl's"'i It'oY"o. l.., . o. iJ _ .!.J.;;;, _ ct v t::: _ :,., J, __ '- v J. ". • .

one cannot realize .1t without becoming seriously inter86te~
in an impartj,al confronte,tion of the historj,cist apl:Jl-'o2.ci·1
that prevails today l-'liti1 the nonhistor::i.cist, approach of
the oast. And s~ch a confrontation in its turn recuires
that ~ the nonllistoricist thought· of the past be u:nderstooc.

• '" .z.... +- ' .. 1·'· L. Ion lts ov,m terms, ano. nov ll1 vHe 1ilay lD ',··j{llCll l"t.l preserLs
itself within the horizon of historicism. . . . I have
tried to understand XenoPD:ol1 Ts thoiJ.ght. as exactly as I
could. I ,have not tri.ed to relate .his thoug;ht to Ilis
'historical situation T because this is not the natltral

f " tl ,.... , 0 "0-'..0way ,0' reaalng 113 "ii·lOr".;: or. a ','lJ..f3e man; ano, ln ao.Ctl.Gl.on)

._---.._--._._._-----_._._-----,---~._ ... , ..

1 OT op. 189-190.-' .
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Xeno"r)lwn never indicated that he v,ranted to be understood
that" VIa.y. r assumed that Xenophon l being an able v'Iriter,
gave us to the best of his pOIiJers the' inforraation requ_ired
for understanding his work. I have relied therefore as
much a s possible on 1"That he himself says, directly or
indirectly, and as little as possible on.ext.raneous
information; to say nothing of modern hypotheses ••••
I never believed that my mind was nlovin~ in a la.rger
'circle of ideas' than Xenophon's mind.

Strauss writes that the objection stated above

1fseems to be, the chief objection to '1ilhich my stlJ_dy of Xenophon' s
?

HieI:'5? is exposed. If,.} The chj_ef objector, highly esteemed by
"

Strauss, is 1','1. Alexe,ndre Koj€ve, an eminent French Hegelian .l~

The questions, Strauss raises in effect, against the Hegelian

position are questions such as these ~ Does the llbiblice,l

, orientationn teach that the unive:r;sal hornogeneolls state is

the highest goal of mankind? Is not classical thought more

------_._------------
2 Ibi~.,pp. 24-25.

3 ""b· r' 100~ J_U.• , p,. ~./ •

I} G.P.Grant, in lUS article HTyranny and ~'!isdonil1
discusses the Strauss-Kojeve controversJ. He Hintroduces ll

Kojeve i11. this'l,,;ay: '11:' •• it is nece,ssary to state here that
Kojeve' 3 Hegel is rlOt the gentlemanly id.ealist of t he nine­
teenth century \0'.[110 becarile the butt of t he British 'realists I

in this century. To Kojeve the essential 'i'wrk of Hegel is
The Pl~~DOl1!~~olo_gX_,_oJ_.§p.i!::it.. His Hegel is atheist and his
thouGht contains· all the truth implicit in existentj_alism and
Harxism. Since his lectures of the 193:1 l s Kojeve ha0 exerted
a profound influe~lce on the contCGlporar-y ·existentiali.sts in
France. . . . I am not: certain ~iJ flether KOljeve ts interpretation
of Hegel is correct; but I am. qtlite cert",'Jln that Kojeve's
Hegel is inco£nparably nearer to the origilQ,al t han such English
interpretations as those of Caire'll BOS1:lIl({j;uet and Russell. tl

G P G''''C-Ilt nl"~ci,~"ol OC',- a-(lC1 ~4'rilnJ'1""::> (rEo-"'o-,.yrr-,,· HO'l,C'P. or ~n!:lnS-·l·• • J.. ....1,;....., _ .... _l J. ~_ ,-.. j ... ~~~....... • _ c , "L. J,'l,l··V ",. • \,....;J __ _ i't 0.. ,

1969 ), p. 81.:--;--n .10--.~,~_.-----"'---
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profoundly right in describing this state as undesirable and

tyrannical? Is not the eschatological vision of such a

stc"J.te less inspired by the lIbiblical orientation l1 than by a

rejection of that orientation and of the 11classical

orientation 7f ?

. Koj~v~ has an apparent advantage. He says clearly

'Vrhat the positive role of Chri;:;;tianity has been. Strauss

does not tell us 11 Oiv he vievlS the impact of the flbiblical

orientation!T; indeed he does not make clear pr~cisely what

he thinks this llorientationH is, or hO"11 he vievis its rela.-

tion to the Hclassical orier1ta.ti on. H This reticence is

consonant with Strauss t llconservatj_ve H posit ion. From his

....... "., " IT "", ~, '- t d' IpOlnG 01 Vlew ~ne onus lS on ~oJeve GO aemonsLra e ra1ca

novelty, a viholly new kind of thinking; Strauss, to maintain

the classical position, has only to bring into question

Koj~ve1s assertion of such; it is not necessary to his

position that he give a. positive account of the llbiblic:?,l

orientat ion) If much as his ree.ders '!:'lonld like it. His readers

demand it for the very good reason that v·rhether they are fol,....-

1m'rers of Biblical tradition or atheists, they take as

axiomatic t~le significant difference betvIsen the Biblical

orientation and
. ,
"[,r18 Greek orientation. By not spelling out

this difference and c<:mcoi1litantly denying the difference

asserted by Hegelii:mism and much modern theology \'rhich



132

follm'J'S iri. :Lts wake, strauss is asking the reader to think

this difference in non~Hegelian, if you will,in non-19th

century terms. This appears to be 'the positive side of h5_s

reticence on the .re18:tion betv,reen Athens and ;J.e:f:£.sal~m in

this context.

Koj~ve at the outset of his remarks appears to deny5

the possibility of a nen-historicist understanding of

Xenophon, but he does agree that the problem evoked by Hie~..2.

is fundamental: the relation of the philosopher and the ruler.

KojE3ve presents an Heg~lian interpretation of the Hier2,

not even-attempting what. Strauss calls genuine understanding,

as in the follov.':i.ng: HIn 'presenting his ovm situat~on, Hiere

describes the tragedy of the Master ana.lysed by Hegel in

the PhenQ!~~£..t?lQ.~L2f.J:ltrr£ (Ch. IV, Section A). H6 More striking

5 He Ylrites :11. • • in spite of what its author
thinks about it, this book of Strauss r is t rlLly important
not because i.t might reveal to us t he authentic and uncom··
prehended thought of a contemporary and compatriot 0 f Plato ~
but rather because of the problem it raises and discusses. II

OT, P .lh3. See also po 147 i'ThE::re Kojeve makes prominent the
limitation of Xenop£rol1 I s historical horizon 0

6
It i ~., p. 150 .
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is his Ilreading in l! aspects of Soviet Communism (under St.alin)

To v-fit:

'What is s aid in those three chapters is this. To
begin vlith, the tyrcmt ought to distribute 'prizes'
of all sorts ~ e spe cially honorific, in ord.el" to estab,~
lish in his State a stakhanovistic emulation in the
fields of agriculture, industry and commerce (Ch.IX).
Next) instead of maintaining a me:ccenary bodyguard,
the tyrant should organize a state police. • • and a
permanent armed force liJhich 'v.,rould serve as the nucleus
of an army mobilized in case of war (Ch. X).7

One need not be a' tlSt1:"aussian l1 to find questionable the sug-

gestion that Bie:r-2. is best understood in terms of a chapter

'in Hegel or that i'lhat Simonj.des recommonds to I-riero is l'lhat

Stalin has done. Mode:cn sccial ~;cientists, tho1.J.gh they dis~

claim ideological bias) like Kojeve ' s, are often guilty of

this kind of gross Hreading in. H Modern social sd.once tends

to squeeze historical pI:ienomene. into a Procrustean bed of c:m

anachronistic valu'e·~l8.don conceptual schema.,,8 (tile have already

adduced the example of ~'[eber 's ltreading Tt of Cctlvinism.)
-_._---

7 Ibid., pp. 146-147.

$ Strauss charges: tiThe value judgments which are
forbidden to enter through t he front door.. • • enter. . •
tr..rough the back door. IT (See his discussion in :gpp., p.21.
Also see his discussion of VTeber in Natur.:§;). R~ght_..§nsL.Ji1~tor~~
and his article HEpilogue II in LpJ."\!I.) One e:{CJ.mple pertinent to
our discussion is the one Strauss calls the I1most im.portant
exam.ple of the dogmatism tf of social science., He \'lrites:
"The neVl science t1.ses sociological or psychological theories
regarding religion vih:Lch exclu.de ~ "j'dthout considering it, the
possibility that religion restsu1timately on God's revealing
Himself to man; hence those theories are mere hypotheses 1,1hich
can never be confirmed. Those theories aTe in fact the hielden
basis of the new science. The new science rests on a dogmatic
atheism vThich presents itGelf as merely methodological or
hypothetical ~ IT G=/il"L p ,.218. )



In Strauss' vie\<T KojE:ve is more estimable than the

social scientists, in that his position is based on principle,

on philosophic presuppositions he has thought through an.d

",-mderstands fully ~ His ideological tiread:i.ng in IT is the

reading out of Tr'uth and Wisdom revealed by t he Hegelian

HBible, It the final ph:"Llosophy. strauss says of Kojeve;

At least on one occasion he goes so far as to call
'unpopular t certai.n measures i,'rhich the very tyrant
Bier-o had declared to be criminal... He does not hesitate
to proclaim that., present->de.y dicta.tors are tyrants
vlithout regarding this in the least as an objection to
their rule. As for reverence for legitimacy, he has none. 9

But:

• • • Kojeve belongs to the vel7 f'ei,'J" who knovr hOi-I
to think and "'Ilho love to think.. He does not. belong to
the many viho today are une.bashed atheists and more than
Byzantine flatterers of tyrants for the same reason for
which they would have been a dclicted to t.he grossest
superstitions, bot.h religious and legal, had they lived

. in an earlier age. In a word) Koj~ve is a philosopher
and not an int~11ectualo10

------_._-----_.

10
;Cbid " p .19EL

T T

._-_._----_._-,._-_.
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Of himself and. Kojeve~ in contrast to philosophers of Being,

(like Heidegger), 'he I'r.1."it.es:

/.'"
~1o.is nous Y' a"ons touJ"our.s C~{-R c8.·t-·:-e~n·'v·-:t."f, c"r nou~'./ v _ v _ v C;'. _. ,':>

nous detournons tous deux) en appare.nce, de 1'Etre pour
nous tourner 'leI'S 10. :tyrannie, parce que :lOllS a vons
vu qu.e ceux qui manqlJ.ent de courage pour braver lea
consequences de 10. tyrannie, qui, par consecrnen~ . t et
hlJIniliter servj.ebant et superbe dominabantur, t etaient
fo~ce's de s Tevader tout autant des conseQuences de
1 fE-tre, pre'cisement parce., qu! ils ne faisaient r:I.en
d tautre que parler de 1 tJDtre ~.11

Koj~ve concurs in Strauss' indictment of modern
."

social science but in contrast to Strauss, regards it not

as j.ssuing from modeJ'....n philosophy but from the refusal of

decadent, t~linkers to a ccept the teaching of the greatest

modern philosopher, Hegel" Koj~ve concur-s:, R cco.r.cU.ng to Stira.lJ.ss,

in the vievl that classical thought comprehends the Iv.nclament8.J..

political problems more profov.ncl.ly andmc~re adequat.ely than

do t he social sciences .12 Bu:t. he mainta5.n:s cle.ssical thought

11 Gr~nt, .QE~,£.~:1:~.,P c 102. See his note 29.
Here is 8. translation: HBut we have been attentive to it,
(to the conflict betvmen their hypotheses about Being~1 at all
eimes, for we both, apparently, turn from ieing in order to
turn tovrard tyranny) because lIe h?.ve seen that those 'Nho lack
courage to face the consequences of tyram!y, who consequently
et hU_ill~l~.~!:"§F ser.:v~.e~rr~£..t~l1~!:~_.j:2.mir~?0=:~'!..~.£JZ,were forced
to evade just as much the consequences of lBej.ng, precisely
because they did nothing else but taLk of ]B'eing;. Jt (I am indeb'j,jed
to Professor D. Hitchcock for this translat,ion.)
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is noti itself adequat.e because it is lIdatedl1 and therefore

outdated; the horizon of its thought extends to the conception

of a universal state, but stops short of the conception of a

homogeneous state. This conception is derived from the

modern secularization of the Christian vision of a universal

and homogeneous Churcho Classi.cal thinkers can think the

political only out of an ITaristocratic existential attitude lf ;

they teach the morality of the Master; Christianity teaches

the morality of the Slave. l1'he former encourages questing

for glory. Opposed to this:. Ckcist:Lanity gives man a tfbad

conscienceH'about experiencing the pleasure of glory; it

deprecates the n joy which comes from honor ll and empha.sizes

the Ifjoy '\'lhich comes from Csuccessfu~ lab~rH regardless of-.
praise or honor ~13 This is to say classical tho'ught does

. not and could not comprehend the modern bo~cgeois world.

Horeover, Koje.Ve alleges t.hat the classical conception of

philosophy is lifu::1clamentally erroneous fT ; Kojeve suggests

this trerroneous!l conception is the self-justification of the

tfeg.2istic:.l1 philosopher viho selfishly prefers t 0 live in

1~splendicl -isolation. r.14· (It is t he intellectual or spiritualized

expression of the aristocratic existential "attitude. )
-----------------------,._._._---,------_.

13 Ibid., pol1;.8~

14 Jb iel ., p .160 .
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Kojeve vrrites:

• • • in order to justify the absolute isolation
of the philosopher $ it is necessary 'to maintaTnth&:G<'~~
Being is essentially immlJ.table j.n itself, eternally
identical vIith itself, and completely revealed f or all
eternity- in and by an intelligence perfect from the
outset -- this sufficient revelation --of the nontempol"al
totality of Being is the Truth. MG-n (the philosopher)
can at:-~ly.....E~~E!.~!?;:~. participate in thi.s Truth: VIhether
consequent to an action coming from. the 'J.1ruth itself
(divine revelation), or by his m-ll1 individual effort
of comprehension (Platonic !intellectual intuitionT)~
an effort conditioned by nothing but the innate 'talent'
of the man who undertakes it and it-Thich depends neither
on the localization of this man in space (in t he state)
nor on his position in time (in historyL If this is
the case, t he philosopher can end must isolate himself
from the changing and t"lu"!lllltu01..lS Y! orJ_d (vihich is only
pure appearance), and live in a tranquil 'garden, t or
in case of real necessity, within aTRElpublic of Let'cers t
"'There the intellectual disput.es still are less tdistnrb:Lng'
than the politi Gal struggles _outside. It is in the
quietude of this isolation, in this total lack of interest
in his fellol'is and in the \',[hole of. 'society j t that the
absolutely £.goi~!:i.s. philosopher has tJJ.e greatest c llance of
attaining the truth, to the quest fo~ viliich he has
decided to dedicate his \'l1101e life.]·:>

One may see this o~position in conceptions of philosoriliy (and

., , Ir ;" , d . . . ~ J tIt .~nQeeQ ~oJeve \,101)..). encourage Vle1'llng ~c. so I as con'- amp. D. lon

VS. Charity (theory for the sake of the relief of man's

estate J, or tfaristocrat.ic philosophylf V3,.. Hbourgeois philosophy. II

Ag~in, at issue :i..S the relation of Attle,!~ ,and .,:I§..2:"·usal§me

KojEive insists t his relation is fundamentally antithetical;

Christianity introduces not only nair! thou,ght, but paves the

way for a 1'-1h01e ne.,,·{ viay of t hinking ~iTit.h brand neVi conceptionG

,--------"----------------
15Ibid., p.161.



of phi.losophy, Truth and Wisdom" We note again that Strauss

need. only b:d.ng into question Kojeve Ts asserti on; . he need not

engage in a metaphysical debate; and he does not as Grant

points out: 11At no poi.nt in his irlri tings b.as he. • • argued

at length i.'lith Hegel's claim. to have included history '!.TIthin

metaphysics, and '\tlith t.he resulting relation bet"\'reen concepts

and time. H16 Strauss' metaphy~dcal reticence makes under-.

standing his position difficult6 'Vlhat isthe relation of

the changeless to change, of eternity to history? Does his

reticonce sUGgest it is a pr'oblem "rhose ultimate solution is

beyond hUiY![.:.n understanding? This \"rill be discl.J.ssed in the

conclusion below.

Kojeve instructs us in the Hegelian method of

historical verification:

For Hegel, the outcome of the classical 'dialectic'
of the f diaJ.ogue,' that is, the victo:t'j gained in a
purely X.crt??l 'eli s'cussion j f is not. a sufficient cr:i.terion
of the truth. ·In other ;,Tords, discu.T'sive 'dialectic t
as such cannot 1 accordj.ng to h:i ffi, lead to any def~:n~U~.ive
solution of a problem. (any solution, that is, Hilich
remains invariable for all time to come). This is for
the simple reason th3.t. j.f-one is content to talk one
will never be able definitively to 'eliminate--r--eitheI"
the contradictor or, consequently, the contradiction
itself, for to £.§f~~£. someone is not necessarily to
convince him. 'Contradiction! or 'controversy!
Tbeti'reen Iilan and Nature on the one hand, betvmen men,
or rather between a man and his social and historical
milieu, on the other) can be tdialectically done 8~ay
\lith ' (that is, done a1i'!EJ.Y_.!,!~.ith insof'ar as they are

----,~----~---.__.-

16 Grant, QP_" cjt ., p. 92, n .17.

----------~-
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'false, t but, pres.S:!'"I[~~Sl insofar as they are ttrue, T and
raised to a higher level of tdiscussion'} only to the
extent' that they are played out on the historical
terrain of actiife s.?,£J5::.:;l life v{here one:-argue-s~byO ~S':!s
of Labor (against Nature) and Struggle (against men J•
To be sm~e, 'l'ruth emerges from this activa t dialogue, '
this historicilJ. dialectic, only at the moment when the
latter is complet.ed~ that is to sa:'f l at the moment when
history comes to its final conclusion in and byrne
universal and homogeneous state which, implying the
'satisfaction' of the citizens, excludes all possibility
of any negating action and hence of all negation in
general and, consequer£cly, of any upw 'discussi-ml' of
what has already been established ,,17 .

For Koj~ve, the Christian new departure leads to the

inescapable conclusion that the universal homogeneous state

is the best social order 8.nd only just political order. This

is made clear in the follo-iling historical sketch:

But the p01itical goal that h1.U:ftfUnity is at present
pursuJon o- (or cO~l'O':)"'irl~) JOS no'- o"'l~T ':"'1,.,J· of .... n' "" polJ.°'. 0 1L 0'V--'·-6 . . v 11.'1, lid C).L, v \.... __ ••

tically universal state; it is just as much the socially
homC2.g~neOLl.~. state or ! classless societ-y .. !·

Here again the Y'emote origins oil' ·the political. idea
f d o., ]0' ° .,,-.... to '0'are . oun In -cne re:.::.?::.glQU~ unlversaJl.:u.sl.. concep -J_011 VInlCn

is already found in Ikhnaton and cui1m:linates in St .Paul.
It is the idea of the f£c:sl~J!}f:.I]t?.:...~«JL~~€:l:..~uof all those
'\'lho believe in a single Goel. Th:Ls it.lf.'anscendenta.l con­
ception of social equalj.ty differs :rr.c.:dicall.y from the
Socratic-Platonic conception of the :itde:Dtity of beings
having the same immanent tessence.~ For Alexander, a
disciple of t he Greek pEilosophers., itb.e Hellene a nO. the
barbarian have the same title to p.GJJl.itical citizenship
in the Empire, to the extent that t'd:Dey HAVE the same
human (moreover, rational, logical" c1i ~:cursive) Tnature T

(= essence, idea, form, etc.) or are tessentially'
identified vTith each other as t he result of a direct
-(= timmedfate t) YmixGurs' of their iD.Il$.te qualities
(realized by means of biological um.cm). For St. Paul
there is no lessenticl.l i (irr·edv.cible:l difference betvreen

,----_.~----------

170T p.178.
-'
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the Greek and the Jevr because t hey both can BECmij}~
Christians, and t.1tis not' by 'mixing J t.hej.r GreGk and
Jevlish t qualitj.es' but by nega.~igg them both and
Isynthesizing t them in and by this very negation into
a homogeneous l.mity not innate or given, but (freely)
createcl by tconversion. t Because of the pe..gatinJi
character of the Christian 1 synthesis, 'I there are no

·longer any incompatible tqualities t o::c lcontradictoryt
(= mutually exclusive) 'qualiti,~s.. ' For Alexander) a
Greek philosopher, there VIas no possible 'mixture' of
Masters and Slaves, for they 'Here 'opposit.es. t Thus
his universC!:..-l state, vlhich did a'vray w j.th ra~_~, could
not be homQf.;~n~Qus in t he sense that it 1tiould equally
do away vrith 'class.' For St.Paul, on the contrary,.
the negation (active ·to the extent that 'faith' is an
§...£.~) being tdead r wit.hout ' acts t) of the opposition
between pagan mastery and servitude could engender an
f essent ially t Q.~]2 Christia.n unity (v[hich is) moreover)
active or ac·t,ing) or temotional,' B.nd r::.ot purely rational
or discursive) thai:. is, 'logical') 'VJhic:h could serve as
the basis not only for' political universality but also
for the social hon~<2genei'Ly. of the statG':--·----·~

But in fact) universality. B.nd hOiiJ,)geneity on 8.

transcendental, theistic, religious foundation did not
and could not engender o. State, prope.:r·ly speaking" 'I'hey
served as t he foundation only for the 'mystical body t
of the universal and homogeneous Church, and tb.ey are
supposed to be fully actv.alized onl~':-'rl1: the be12I!..g" (in
the 'Kingdofl of He:;J.ven,' provided one abstracts f rom the
~!ilane!1t existenc,e of hell j • Guided solely b y the
double influence of anci(~nt pagan phiJ:..<2.so'p"~.~,1. and Christ-ian
r.e~igion, politics haf. in fact pursued only the goal of
the Ul1iversal State, II'!ithou.t, moreover, ever having
attainec[-it'-up to now.

But in ou.r time the universal and homog~.Deo_1.~ state
has also become a poli.1iJc.§.J:, goal. rIm',r here again
politics isa tributary of philQ.§.QE:h.'(.., To be sure, this
philosophy (being the ~~gati~~ of religious Christianity)
is in turn a tributary of St.Paul (witto) since Tnegated, r
must have been presupposed). But i 1k;. is only from the
moment 'i\'hen modern philosophy could i?§.E-~:.-1-a.rj;ze. (:.== rationalize,
transform int 0 coherent discov.rseJ th,eJ:".el:i.gious Christian
idea of h'uman homogeneity that t his idea could have a
real politi~~b. be.::-r.ing••••••• ~ •••••••• ", ••. . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . .' . .. .. . ~ . . . . .. . .
This neVI philosophy will preserve only t hat part of the
old vihich has survivecl the test of t]Bcreative political
negation of the historical reality ~lichcorresponded to it;
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synthesizing it (in and by a coherent discourse) '.1j.t.h '
its Qi'in revelation of the n8VJ hi.storical reality. It
i$ only by proceeding in t his way thCJ.t philosophy 'Hill
mq.ke it·s· vray tovrard absolute knoi'lledge or Hisdom: vrhich
it). will be able to attain only when it has Q,ccomplished
all possible active (polit.ical) negations¢18

Strauss objects: IfKojeve's sketch of ,the history of

Westerrt Norld ••• would seem to presuppose the truth of the

thesis ii'ihich it is meant to prove. Hl~StrattsSt questioning of

the truith of the assumption that the universal homogeneous

state ils the simply best social order is discussed below.)

the critics of the classical position and that befor'e that

can even begin to demonstrate their critical conolusions

they must understand the classics, non-historicistically.

Althouglb. thisappeE~rs to beg the question at issue, it is

perfectlY consonant with Strauss l position. He writes:

Af.... t'A .v~-': c, f "'>0'_..,,,,,:,"-", t'Clb-~'-'~'"ver IL e.Ap~r.J..enc,-" 0 OUI b8Lvr,.._v].OD, nc UJ. Uc;;L

of proof would seem to r est. on those 1"7nO assert r .ather
than on those v-iho de:ny that '\rIe hc1vG progressed beyond
th~ classics. And even if it v,Tere true that ide could
understand the classics better than they understood
thdmselves, -I'Je VJou.ld become certcd.n or our superiority
only after unde:-cstanding t hem exactly as they nnderstood
thEimseJ.ve~'3. Otherwise i'[e might miE',take our supe:d.ori ty
to jour notion of the classics for s~periority to the
claJssics. 20

-------,------
18 Ibid., pp. 183-186.

19 Ibi~., p.220.

20 I~)id., p.195.

----_._-------_..- .._._---'-_-.-.....
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Accordingly he goes on to shovr that Hierq, is not in a.nticipa­

tion of Chapter IV of Phenomepolo_g)~of.JJlin~l, that Xenophon

a.nd the Socratic tradition t7did not accept the morality of
-

Masters If or take glory to be the SUlnnl1..un '9on~. 21 The classical

ideal of virtuous activity does not negate aristocratic

morality and does include bourgeois mo:cality. The classics

neither induce a ftbad conscience ll about experiencing glory,

nor encourage glory-seeking for its o·wn sake; they do 1'e-

commend activities for their ovm sake --. virtuous a ctivities.

'Which is to imply t he Hegelian antitheses are inadequate,

and Hegeli8~n Tldialectic, 11 at best., is too simpli.stic c

Strauss vJri tes :

The classical interpretation vJOu1d seem to be t,·ruer
to the facts. Koj~ve refers to the pleasure which a
solitary child or a solitary painter may derive from
executing his projects \11$11, But one can easily imagine

,.. '"' 1 '.. 1 f t·a SO-Llt.ary SD.r8cr8.CK8:C-' Cl.8rlVJ.. ng p .. eaSll.re rom eX8ClJ. "J.ng
his project VIelJ.; and without a thought of the external

::;." ~.." (i' 0' lt' '1" 'n' ~~4.·, f' h· c.' C '11 c.t CP) ,·,[1",]· Crlr~v.Jv.l QS "[,.. 8.. no.. aml.J.l c.0l0.1 0 __.. 1..:) Ol..p", en ~ . ~

he reaps. There are 8.rt.ists in all 1'!alks of life 0 It
does make a difference "vihat kind of a f job! is the source
of disinterest.ed plee,sure: vlhether the ·jobis criminal
or innocent, "Hhether it is mere play or serious) and so
on. By thinking through this observation one arrives at
the vie,/I that t he highest kind of job, or the only job
that is truly htlffian) is noble or virtuous activity} or
noble or virtuous warko If one is fond of this manner
of looking at things, one may say that noble work is the
synthesis effected by t he classics be"t"'leen t he moralit~2
of workless nobility and the morality of ignoble work. "

------------'-"-----,---
21 No one asserts this more forcefully than Nietzsche.

I find Nietzsche .s.nd Strauss convinci.ng. HOi,\j d.o Hegeli.ans
understaDd the 9orgi~s?

IDl

22 J"' • ,. Ol.Q. ) p.204 .
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is not the ground of the classical conception of philosophy$

Strauss asserts the contrary; the conception of philosophy is

the ground of the politi cal teaching that the best regime is

'an aristocracy. This classical conception of philosophy

militates against the technological conquest of nature, against

technologizing science and against its popular diffusion,

and it denies that universal satisfaction of the desire for

reco.gnition is c;1.esirabJ.e or possible 0 In the classical viev.J,

1ilisdom and moderation go together. For Hegel, as Koje've

k J .]. ,. 'b t b b"rna ,-es c__ear, ..nsa.om lS ac.!.ueV8Q y .yranny, y una 8.sneo.,

- unbridled glory-seeking, by the universal emancipation of

passions tyrannically canalized, by the negation of all

sacred restraints, by t he promulgation universally of t. he

Wisdom of the Final Tyrant, by "l;1ar rather than peace, by

·labo1.u'r;·rat-her than leisure, by r-e-"volution rather t han by law-

abidingness, by assassinat10n of political leaders rather

th b t . t" .-'-1 • t ' '.J.. 11 ~. an ~y respec lng neu' auv -lOrJ. .y, oy VJnalJ vIas once c8o ec<

trevil. H l'11is evokes Strauss T pointed obsGrvo..tion:

Syntheses effect miracles. Kojeve1s or Hegel t s
synthesis of classical and. Biblical morality effects
the mir'acle of produ.cing an anIaZlingly lax mor-ali ty out
of the tvTO moralities) both of which I":):3..de very strict
demands on self-restraint. Neither Biblical nor
classical morality encourages us to try, solely for the
sake of our preferment or our glory, to oust from their
positions men ·who do the required "T;fork as vmll as 'ire
could. Neither Biblical nor classical morality encourages
all statesmen to trv to extend their -B-uthorit v over all

.. J "3men in. order to achieve universal recognition.~

--------
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·Both traditions allegedly synthesi~ed tend to be on

the flconservati ve If s5.de. Both suggest that h1.1IIlan excellence

depends on moderation, on self-restraint. It is diffj.cult

to see hO""l t.echnology can guarantee hUJIlan excollence espec-

ially in that the technological satisfaction of desires

seems to mean negating restraints~ It is also difficult

to see how unrestrained appetites can be sated.

Hegel and I'18.rx seem to assume a point of satisfaction

of appetites as thou.gIl they ",rere determinate 0 Hobbes is

certain this is not so: 11. • • I put for a generall inclina-

tion of all mankind, a perpetuall and restlesse desire of

power after pOVler, t,hat .ceaseth only in Death. n2l;. Contem!)orary

North Arnerican experience seems to bear hill1 out; the liaffluent

s oc.; etyrr25 re'''eals "'.D, pe'f'l'JI.'",P. S be. coni'"l n-r ev~'r hunQ""'~J' eJ:~ 'I r-it'l.'- - v o. _ v _ c, .. is c - - b....".... d

every llsatisfaction. 1f

If one follows the tradition of Hobbes, it is

sufficient that everyone :i..s capable of knoviing 'I.'lhere his

self-interest lies, and therefore everyone can be made

ffvirtuous. 11 It folloi'm then tha.t unive:csal enl:i.ghtenment,

the 1,'iidespread diffusion of kno'rdedge and the promulgation

of public dogmas' are all instrumental in pointing out to the

25 See Introduction above.
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populace where its interest lies, its destructive function is

particularly important; it must free man fx'om th3 tutelage

of tradition and from tbe bonds of sacred restraints. The

,universal homogeneous state can only 'I1TOrk if it is constituted

by homogeneous minds. To thi.s end., technology is very helpful.

Not only can mass media condition t he masses, but technology

makes l1underground ll dissent easily detectable and more easily

squashable in its incipiency", It also enables the ruler to

eliminate large segments oftbe population quickly, quietly

a,no. efficiently without fuss, musE;, or bother. Strauss agrees

that tyranny of this modern type "las not envisioned by

classical thinkers. But they cl io. consio.e:c a nO. :r'eject both

the notion of unlimited technology a nO. universal enl:tghtennlGnt;

they did consider and reject the prE~suppositi.ons of the ideal

of a universal homogeneous state. Strauss ~~ites:

Both possibilities -- the possibility of a science
that issues in the conquef3t of Dature and t he possibility
of the popularization of philosophy as science -- were
known to the classics.... But the classics rejected
them as t u.D.natural ~ t i. e., as destructive of humanity.,
They d:i.d not dream of present-day ty:canny because they
regarded i ts·basic presuppositions as so preposterous
that they turned their iti1agination in entirely different
directions. 20

Ko.jeve and Strau.ss both agree that thj.s at.titude is

rooted in t he classical conception of philosophy, but for

Kojeve this conception is Hfu:ndamentally erroneous .. f1 The
,___.. .. ..-_.'=---'l7'_. .... .____ -.------__..._

26 OT, p.190.
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l!error H is accounted for in terms of the classical thinkers'

desire for recognition and admiration. Koj~ve suggests that

philosophy is an exercise in selfish pleasure,~s8eking; the

goal of History is to afford everyone equally the pleasure

sou.ght -_. recognition; this final philosophy or rather ulti-

mate "Vlisdom is actualized vrhen society becomes a universal

mutual admiration society. Truth is reached v-rhen everyone

agrees and everyone ,-.;ill agree \-IThen the self-interest of

• , m h' . I" . keveryone lS servea. 10 support 1S contentlon \oJ8ve 1nvo es

the argument from solipsism.. His vieVl is that" if llluna.c;r is

yniversal, it is necessarily tho truth and necessarily good.;

. 1 . t at t1 d f' h' -'- '",' - 1 •blunJ.versa J. -y 18 en 0." lS vory J_S t,ne on_y pOSSJ_ e way

to overcome, to finally, overcome solipsism; if _everL~JEo

believes, . the problem of the ~us d:.~ce2~2±:. is vitiated 0

Nietzsche satirizes this Ilultimate lr state of affairs:

Behold! I 8hall."sho\-,[ you-the Ultimate 1v:an. 27
fJWhat is love? What is creation?-1Vhatfslonging?

~fuatis a star?' thus asks the Ultimate Man and blinks.
The earth has become small, and upon it hops the

Dlt imate l iIan, v-.rho makes everything small. His race is
"as inexterminable as the flea; the Ultimate 1v1o.n lives
longest.

'We have discoveredhappiness,t say the Ultimate Men
and blink~

They have left the places ~~here living was hard:
for one needs "warmth. One still loves one's neighbour
and rubs oneself against him: for one needs wanuth.

27. If - lId 'fLa tMore common y rene ere . s
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Sickness and mistrust count as sins vrith them: one
should go about 1;ra1'i1y c He is a fool '1'1"110 still stumbles
over stones or over men!

A little poison TIm-'f,and then; that produces pleasant
dreams. And a lot of poison at last, for a pleasant death.

They still vrork) for work is entertainment. But they
tak~ care the entertainment does not exhaust theme

Nobody grm·J'S 1" ich or poor any more: both are too much
of a burden. VJho still wa,nts to rule? vlho obey? Both
are too n1l1Ch of a burden.

No herdsman and one herd. EveryoDe wants t he same
thing, everyone is the same: vJhoever thinks otherHise
goes voluntarily into the madhouse.

'Formerly all the "'lorld 'Has mad,' say the most acute
of them and blink.

They are clever and knov·T everything that has ever
happened: so there is no end to their mockery. They
still quarTel, but they soon make up -- othenvise
indigestion would result.

1'hey have their little pleasuY's for the day and
their little pleasu,re for 'C he night: but t hey respect
health.

'We have r)discovered happiness, I say the Ultimate 1;1en
and blink. 20 '

Strau.ss readily accepts the caveat j~ssuing from

Koj~ve t s argumel'lt from solipsism agcd-nst sectarian trlunacy. lf

He ...·Trites:

The 1'Thole history of philosopny testifies that the
danger eloquently described by Koje've is inevitable 0

He is equally right in saying that that danger cannot
be avoided by abandoning the sect in favor of v,,-hat he
regards as its modern substitute, the Republic of
L.etters. The Hepublic of IJetters ind-eed lacks the
narrOiY.:.'1eSS of the sect.: it embraces ITi3n of all philo­
sophic persuasions~ But precisely for this reasoD}
th8 first article of the constitution of the Republic
of Letters stipulates that no philosophic persuasion

._--_._--------
28 F. Niet zsche, T'hus .:?.E.Slk..e Zarath12:§J~~, ProloguG,

Sec·tion 5.
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must be taken too seriously or that every philosophic
persuasion must be treated with as much l-'espect as any
other. The Republic of Letters is relativistic. Or
if it tries to avoid this pitfall, it becomes eclecticc
A certain vague middle line, 'V-lhich is perhaps barely
tolerable for t he most easy-going members of t he dif­
ferent persuasions if they are in their drmvsiest mood,
is set up as'I'he Truth or as Conimon Sense; the substantive
and irrepressible conflicts are dismissed as merely
1semantic.' lVhereas the sect is narrovr because it is
passionately concerned H ith t he true issues, the Republic
of Letters is comprehensive because it is indifferent
to the true issues: it prefers .agreement to truth or
to the quest for truth. If -vre have to choose bet.l'reen
the sect ~Dd the Republic of Letters, we must choose
the sect. ').

The Tldanger t1 cannot be overcome by sheer mass ei,ren if it i.s

a universal mass; universal consensus does not equal truth

or absolutely preclude lunacy. (rrhis is to assume 1-That

K · .... d' l' t d '''' J .l..oJeve enlGS: trut_l. lS ranSC6n .. ent a no. e·vernc:'.._, prJ.or to

human v'filling; J2.ecomin.€;. is not becoming to truth. Truth

is not '\tlh2~t you '[gatE? or r:!:1-11 it.) 1(0 j e've , in the tradition

of modern skepticis~, rises his ar~ument not to assert that

we cannot know but to dem6nstrate that only HegelTs is the

teaching of true knm"rledge. Strauss vIrites:

The Tsubjective certaintyT of the mernbers of the
~ect, and especially of the weaker br~thren, may be
increased if the tenets of the sect are repeated by
millions of parrots instead of by a few dozens of
human beings, but this obviously has :I?-0 effect on the
claim of the tenets in question to Tobjective truth~t

29 OT pD. 208-209.__ , 1.
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Much as we loathe the snobbish silence or whispering of
the sect, vi e loathe even more t he savage noise of the
loudspeakers of the mass party. The problem stated by
Koj&ve is not then solved by dropping the distinction
betl'i"een those who are able and \"rilling to think and
those who are not.30

Strauss articulates the classical position and its

implicit opposition to Hegelianism.:

But- must we choose the sect? The decisive premise
of KojeveTs argument is that philosophy Timplies
necessarily tlsnbjective certainties tr \"J11ich are not
Uobjective truthsT! or, in other itwrds, which are pre­
judices.' But philosophy in the original meaning of
the term ·is nothing but knowledge of' oneTs ignorance.
The 'subjective certainty' that one does not knol'l
coincides llJith the 'objective truth' of that certainty.
But one cannot knovl that one does not knQii"! vTithout
knovling vrhat one does not knovr. What Pascal said vrith
antiphilosophic intent about the impotence of both dog­
matism and skepticism, is the only possible justification
of philosophy vr11ich as such .is neither dogmatic nor
skeptic, and still less fdecisionist,l but zetetic (or
skeptic in the original s·:mse of the term). Philosophy

. as such is nothing bnt genuine avIareness of the problems,
i.e., of the fundamental and comprehensive problems.
It is impossible to mink about these problems \trlthout
becom.ing inclined toward a solution, tm·.Jal~d one or the
other of the very few typical solutions. Yet as long as
there is no wisdom but only quest for wisdom, the evi~
dence of all solutions is necessarily smaller than the
evidence of the problems. Therefore the philosopher
ceases to be a philosopher a t the moment at 1"Thich the
'subject.ive certainty' of a solution becomes stronger
than his aV{2.reness of ·the problematic character of
that solution. At that moment the sectarian is born.
'Jihe danger of Succ1..JXl!bing to the attra.ction of solutions
is essential to philosophy vlhich, viithout incurring this
danger, 1/J'Ou1cl degenerate int 0 playing '\'Iith t he problems.
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But the philosopher docs not necessarily succumb to this
danger, as is Sh01'ID by Soc:l:'ates, vrho never belonged to a
sect and never founded one. And even if the philosophic
friends are compelled to be members of a sect or to
found one, they are not necessarily members of one and
the same sect: ,AIllicus Plato" 31

-----~-

Fo11ovJ'ing from this conception of philosophy is the

differentiation of motivation and goal of the philosopher

from that of the political leader, which Kojeve denies,

asserting that they both strive for recognition and neither

is motivated by ,eros. Strauss \\'rites :

All men desire 'satisfaction.' But satisfaction
cannot be identifi.ed 'Nith recognition and even universal
recognition. The classics identified satisfaction with
happiness. The difference betvreen t he philosopher and
the political man 'Hill then be a difference vrith respect
to happiness. The philosopher's dominating passion is
the desire for truth, i.e., for kno ldledge of the eternal
order, or t he eternal cause or causes of the 1,'[ho18. . • •
he is as unconcerned as possible vrith individual and
perishable human beings and hence also with his ovm
'individuality, t or his body, as v781l as "'lith the sum.
total of a 11 individual htJIilan beings and their Thistorical l

procession.32

The political man personifies extended Tflove of one's OI'm Tt

"Vlhereas the philosopher loves tTvlhat can never become private

] . t fl Th , . ., l' b'"or exc _us~ve proper y •. _e pnl~osopner 1S a memer 01 a

family and a citizen and therefore he cannot in justice

neglect flllis ovm,,11 but it is not comparable to t he erotic

involvement of the political man. We may say it is the

31

32

Ibid., PP. 209··210.
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philosopherls erotic attachment to the transcendent that

enables him to act more justly than 0 ther men j.n hu_man

affairs. Strauss vrrites:

While trying to transcend hW"ilanity (for vlisdom is
div:1.nc) or ·whj.le trying to make it his sole business
to die and to be dead to all human things, the philo~
sopher cannot help Iiving as a human being v1ho as such
cannot be dead to human concerns, although his soul
v·fill not be in these concerns. '1'he philosopher cannot
devote his life to hL.,> ovm ''dork if other people do not
take care of the needs of his body. Philosophy is
possible only in a society in \'lhich there is ldivision
of labor.' The philosopher needs the services of other
human beings and has to pay f OJ':' t hem with services of
his o~'rn if he does not vrant to be reproved as a thief
or fraud. But man's need for other men's services is
founded on the fact that man is by natul~e a social
animal or tha t t he human indivj.dual is not self­
sufficient. There is therefore a natural attachment
of man to man "Thich is prior to a.ny calculation of
mutual ben~dit • ~'1!.is natul'al attacllElcnt to hur.:aT." beings
is weakened in the case of the philosopher by his attach­
ment to the eternal beings. On the other hand, the
philosopher is immune to the most COrIE10Il and the most
.povverf'ul dissolvent of man f s natural C::.t tachment to man~
the desire to have more than one has already and in
particular to have more than 0 thers have; fOT he hets the
greatest self-sufficiency VJhi eh is htl.manJy pOE:S:t.blE';.
Hence the philosopher· Hill not hurt anyone. \'Thile he
cannot help being more att,2J:hed to his fCl.:-nily and his
city than to strangers, he is free from the d81u.s10ns
bred by collectj.ve egoisms; his bene-Y'olenes or humanity
extends to all human ·beings 'Hith whorll he comes into con··
tact. Sinc.e he fully realizes the li.mit,s set to all
human action and all human planning (for ;,·:hat has corne
into being must perish again), he do'8s not expect sal­
vation or satisfaction from the establishment of the
simply best social order. He v'lill therefore not engage
in revolutionary or subversive activity. But he v'Till
try to help his fello1'1 man by mitigating, as far as in
him lies, the. evils vlhich aTe insepa: ·able from the
hlUllan condition. In particular, he 7 lil1 give advice to
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his 6ity or to other rulers. Since all advice of this
kind presupposes comprehensive reflections 'VJhich as
such are the business of t he philosopher, he must first
have become a political philosopher~ After this pre­
paration he ,\,till act as Simonides di.d '!tJhen he talked to
Hiero, or as Socrates did when he talked to Alcibiades,
Critias, Charmides, Critobulus, the youDger Pericles
and others.33

The philosopher, not qua family member or citizen, but qua

philosopher is attached to Trfriends.11 This tfphilosophic H

friendship is portrayed by p~~t034 a~ stronger than even

familial relationships. The philosopher needs friends to

overcome the deficiency of.flsubjective certaintylf but this

does not explain why he is so deeply attached to themo

Here again, this is to be llnderstjood in terms of the philo-·

sopher fS essentia.l erotic desire f01' the divine vrhich i,'leJ.I-

ordered souls --- the souls of philosophers or potential

philosoph~rs -- reflect. Strauss asks if the deficiency of

tlsubjective certaintylf is sufficient to explain ll'l'Iithout

being forced to use ..@:sLhoc hypotheses the immediate pleaslJ.re

\'rhich the philosopher experiences 1,'111en he sees a vl811-ordered

soul or the im.mediate pleasure v,rhichvre experience 'V'ihen Vie

observe signs of hwnan nobility.1l35 As Strauss admits,

tfobservations of this kind do not .prove th~ asswnpt.ion that

the 'V'lell-ordered soul is more aldn to t he eternal order. • •

than is the chaotic soul.1!36 Furthermore,. Hone does not have

33 Ibid., PP.

34· Notably in

35 p'r., :p.216.

36 Ibid.

213-214.

the Phaedo.
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to ma.ke that assumption in order to be a philosopher, as is

shown by Democritus and other pre-Socratics, to say nothing

of moderns. rr37 But a classical philosopher did assume that

only an elite fe"\'l are fit (itrhatever the criteria of fitness)

'to philosophize. Moderns resist this discrimination, yet

find it compelling. Is this resistance the product of

Christianity? ObViously Koj~ve vlOuld say it Has. Strauss

''lould attribute it to the modern demotion of v irtu·s to social

utility, to the divorcing of virtue from knovrledge. According

to Hobbes, the basis of the politics of the classics is

natural inequality, and this is t, heir bD.sic mistake ~ 38 Not

because they are i'Trong a bout t 11'8 .fa~ts, but because eve:r:yone

asserts himself as the best judge of his self-interest -- and

political reality demands this assertion of every man be

accepted, fo~ the sake of internal peace and stabi1ityo

------,--_•._----'--~--"--.

37 Ibid.

38 Degi"y2., III:13, p.50. flThe question i[rhether of
titro men be the [ClOre worthy, belongs not to the natural, but
civil state •••• Aristotle, in his first book of Polit~~2'
affirms as a foundation of the whole political science, that
some men by nature are made vrorthy to comm~nd, others only to
serve;. . . . Which f9J:1:.nd.att?n_is not-2~1.~::.Y_~6.§Jpst reaSOl1._......!._~
bu~3..1~~_g§l..:i.J1si., eZ:Ei3Ii~~s:.. For neither c".lmost is a ny man
so dull of understanding ,as not to judge it better t 0 be ruled
by himself, than to yield himself to the government of another;
nei ther if U.~e v,riser aBO. stronger do contest, have these ever
or after the upper hand of those. \1hether therefor'e men be
~<2L.~3l ~.L~§:.t':!-E.~_._!he ~Lc:l.~allli~_is to b-e ~?clT~ovrl~Ejed, oI=i,ih~tber:.
~nequa1,L_beca.:u_se thf}..Y ar:..~_Jike_ ....t9_S ontes~_t.9r__doI;1inion,.,_t!.. .. i~,
Eecessa~:f.J· or !~R~,-.-2..Q.~at~_1~g__ of,2.?ace, tha..:..~~Q~p_~es1~~E!.£~~2·~.§.
~~la.l._._._._~H \My under-lining. J
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(Is there a connection between Hobbes' teaching on equality

and the bj.blical orientation? We examine this question again

belovv.) Hobbes and the modern natural right tradition do not

deny the fact of natural aristocracy; this fact is as con­

"-stant as human nature. Kojev8 and the champi.ons of the

universal and homogeneous state, hOi;1!ever, believe that hwnan

nature is evolving tOl-'lard factual or nattrcal homogeneity.

This is a difficult if not discomfiting position. When

Kojeve speaks of the llpleasure II of seli··admiration of the

philosopher deriving from his feeling of superiority to

others, he sounds very much as if' he endorses na.tt.l:t'al aristo-

cracy. He vITi te s: 11. • • 'Nhatever the Ghri stians say, one

cannot be vJise and virtuous (that is, in fact \'i:LSer and more

virt 'J.ous than others. • .) v·d thout deriving therefrom a

certain tsatisfaction f and sort of fpleccSure. f1139 Strauss not

----,----------
, 39 OT 170 v . " , t" T 1 T. _, p. _ • ,n.OJ8V8 appeno.s .IllS note: 1ly oreover,

the Christians only succeeded in 'spoiling this pleasure 1 by
playing on the disagreeable sentiment 'V1hich appears in t he
form of 'jealousy' or 'envy,' among others: one is discontent
vdth himself (at times ,he even d espj.ses himself) v.Jhen he is
t~'lO:r'se than another ~ t Now the Christian a l":i!<),ys has at his
disposal Another !tVDois better than he, this Other being God
Himself, W"no} to facilitate the comparison) made Himself man.

To the extent that this man to \'ihom he compares himself and
1rrhom he tries in vain to imitate is for him a God, the
Christian feels neither tE:mvy t nor t jealousy r tovlard him>
but limits himself to. the pure and s i.mple f inferiorit y complex:
\'Thich is nonetheloss stJ.fficient to prevent him from recognizing
his O'dn 11'isdom or virtuG and ,rejoicing in it. H (n. 5. )
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only Ilot P.'S t.1·1-l's40 bl"'l~ a}.so C-J·.. tp,s l~(ol·e···'''' '~s 1.·yln11·Cl· .... Jy a.J··11.·"·tJ..'j-<:r- - .,.<. ., ~- _ v \Iv Cl. 1l1-- \.1__ Uli. v .1D

that even in the universal homogeneous state, natural inequality

in the appreciation of Wisdom is not overcome. Strauss writes:

• . • if the final state is to satisfy t he deepest
longing of the hUman SOUls every hWI~cn being must be
capable of becoming ...rise. The most relevant difference
among human beings must have practically disappeared.
We understand now 1;.:hy Kojeve is so anxj.ous to refute
the classical vi.evr a.c cording to which only a minority
of men a:ce capable of the quest for 1'!isdon1o If t:b.e
classics are right, only a few men "'r ill be truly happy
in the l..miversal and homogeneous state and hence only
a fevl mel?- will find their satisfaction in a nO. through
it~ Kojeve himself observes that the ordinary citizens
of the final state a.re only 'potentially satisfied.'
The actual satisfaction of all human beings, i"Jhich .
allegedly is the goal of History, is impossible. It is
for thj,s reason, I suppose, that t he final social order,

IT ,'>. • f '0· ,..,., , .1.. 'J 1as ~oJeve concelves 0 le, lS a ~~ate ana nov a s~aGe ess
society: the State; or coercive govern.ment; cannot
\'Jithera VTay because :Lt is if:1possible that a 11 hur£1an beings
should ever become actually satisf'iedolr-l

This indicates the key differentiation between the political

mants attachment to others and the philosopherts to his friends.

\'[e sa.id they are both lovers distinguished by t heir realms

of love-objects; the philosopher's attachment is to the

transcendent, and the l~uler's to the human. From this f01lo",rs

a derivative distinction vlithin ilie hUJ118"n realm: the philosopher

is a connoisE;eur '"'I'lho selects t he beautiful people; the

political man vwos the multitud.e. The philosopher and.

, political. man are thus distinglJ.ishable a Iso by \'rhom they love.
-------~-_.-',~--,._--",--

40 ItdA., p.217.

1.:-1 Ibid., po225.

___~. ... ,,_~w"·,
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It al so follovls then that t b.e philosopher is the connoisseur

who desires the highest and t he best and therefore elects to

associate primarily 1;lith t he beautiful people; 1!the ruler is

f not motivated by true Socratic ~~~ because he does not .knm"l

1'lhat a "V'lell- ordered soul isH ;L1-2 he woos the multitude.

The philosopher and politician are also distinguishable by

who loves them. It requires discriminating judgment to

interest oneself in a philosopher -- and certainly more

discriminating judgment to appreciate hi0, much more than is

'required for the appreciation of a ruler. From ....,;11ic1:1 fo110\'18

the denial of l1Koj eve's cont·antion that the educative ten-

dency of the ruler has the same choracter or scope as that

of the philosopher.n43 The ruler necessarily aims at

universal e"ducation; the philoso,pher cdms at educat lng the
- .

fev! to an appreciation of. the l1universal 1i ; not only the

Hteachers ll but the lfstudent bodies lT are different, not to

mention the licurriculum. if Stra'uss vIrites:

• • • If the ruler is concerned with universal
recognition, he must be concerned vrith enlarging
universally the c:J-ass of competent judges of his
merits. But Koj~ve does not seem to ~elieve that all
men are capable of becoming cOG"tpetent judges in
political matters. He limits himself to contending

Il.2 Jpi.o;.., p. 216.

h3 Ibid., po 217 •
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that' the nwnber of men of philosophic cornpetence is
not smaller than the number of men of' political
competence. Yet contrary to \·.,hat he seems to say in
the text of his essay as disti.nguished from his note
nU.'Tlber f"ive, many more m.en are capable of judging
competently of the greatness of a ruler t han of the
greatness of a philosopher. This is the case not
merely because a much greater intellectual effort is
required for competent juclgm.ent of a phj_losophic
achievement than for competent judgment of a political
achievement. Rather is it true because philosophy
reo1J.ires liberation from the most pot,ent natural charm
whose undiminished povrer in no ':Jay- obstructs politico.1
competence as the ruler understands political. competence:
from that charm that consists in unqualified attachment
to hu.man things a s such. If the philosopher addresses
himself, therefore, to a small minority, he is not
acting on t he basis of an a priori judgment. He is
follo"lfdng the constant experience of" all times and
countries and, no doubt, the experience of Koj~ve himself.
For try as one may to expel nature 1i"rlth a hayfork, it
"rill alvJays come back. The philosophe:c vrill certainly
not be confoelled., either bv the need to reniedv t hl::;
deficiency~of tsubjective ;ertaintyl or by ambition,
to strive for universo.1 recognition" His friends alone
suffice to remedy that deficiency, and. no shortcomings
in his friends can be remedied by h8_ving recourse to
utterly incor:lpetent people. And D.S .f or ambition, a s a
. }) . ." -. (nh r h --, . co' fr c> '-' 1 ~ t 41+p..1..LO;-;;>o):' ••,e ... , ,<;;. 1 ..., ._ ee; J.ron. .L •

The philosopher then, qua philosopher j according to

Strauss does not seek recognition for glory1s sake; and for

truth I S sake recognition is unimporta.nt.. Strauss vl1-.ites:

If the philosopher, trying to remedy the deficiency
of 1 subjecti ve certainty t enga.ges in conversation vJ"ith
others and observes again and again that his interlocu­
tors, as they themselves are.forced to admit, involve
themselves in self-contradictions or are unable to

------_._-------_._------_.._~>
41:- lb' J 21",'-2.1..- cJ..~., pp.. 0
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give any account of their questionable contentions, he
will be reasonably confirmed in his estimate of himself
"Tithout iiecesso.rily finding a single soul vrho admires
him. . • . The self-admi:catj.on of the phiJ.osopher is in
this respect akin to 'the good conscience' vJ"hj.ch as
such does not require, confir.ruation by others .It-5

Strauss suggests that the hedonistic understandi.ng

of phiJ.osophy does not and cannot consider the intrinsic

worth or rank of that activity. It cannot answer the question:

Is questing for wisdom good? It can say only that it is

pleasurable and this is not relevant to the question of

,goodness or intrinsic worth. Strauss v,rites:

Neither the quantity nor the purity of the pleasures
determines in the last resort the rank of hW"llan activities,
The pleasures are essentially secondary; they ca,nnot be
understood but vlith- reference to the activitie s. rEhe
question as to vmether the activities or the pleasures
are in themselves primary has nothing to do with the
question as to whether someone ~10 engages in an activity
is prompted to do so prinw.rily by t he intrinsic value of
the actiVity or by the pleasure \i~ich he expects to enjoy
as a consequence of the activity. Koj~ve may be per­
fectly right in saying that the latter question does not
permit a responsible anS','Tcr and is unimportant from the
point of view of philosophy. But the consideration is
irrelevant to Xenophon t s argument J I'ihtgh is concerned
exclusively llith t he former question 0 I-

Strauss here again counters Kojeve by simply stating the

classical position in op'posi tion to Koj~ve., for ~,lhom no

activity is intrinsically or absolutely um'lOrthy i intrinsic

worth is determined by external relations.

4.~ Ibid., p. 218.

46 Ibid. p.219.__~. J
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As voTe noted., StralJ.ss 1 llstrategylr is primarily de-

fensive. He does aggressively att~ck the assertion that the

universal and homogeneous state is Hthe simply best social

order. lth7 This is consonant 'l:d th his defensive classical

line; his aggressiveness is perhaps commensu.rate I'rith the

dangerous evil he discerns in this ideal. "-He claims KojeveTs

sketch of the history of the western world and the conclusion

drahTl1 from it presupposes the tru.th of the thesis 'i'fhich it

is meant to prove. He questions 'i'!hether universal satisfaction

:LS possible and vrhether Kojeve himself does implicitly question

its possibiJ5ty. StrC'.uss 1<Titas:

Does Eoj~ve not undere.stima.te the pOirer of the
passions? Does he not have an unfounded belief in the
ev" l"'l~-l'a "1 1·'· '''''~''' l'on r tl ef'·0 .., c'" OT t'tlP monc:,p.,c>n~' s l" r: st]" ,to:> .... °de . Ld).. _.... Y ... Cl.V c· _..L "=' \) .. _ ~ I. '~.d~ V 1... "'0'0... LII:.

by the passions? In addition, men will have very good
. reasons for being dissatisfied with the universal and

homogeI).eons 2,tate. To sho,,'! this, I must have recourse
to Koje've 1s more extensive exposition in his Intl'oductj.on
a la l oc·"u-re· 0'0 fran':::>l rrhe'Y'e "':r"'e d~""""'~e!=\ of' sa 4 'l"'"7':-i;-;::c·-t"i"-o·--:::;-____- ::::----=-~_:.::._~__R.:::~_.!_ ...t;:,.'::7'_. - ... 0.. . 'V61 C ~ ... c: v .. ~..'~ c.. _ 1,L. .-

'1'he satisfaction of the humble citizen) l'1hose h1J.man dig--
"t' . 1" ""," 11nl'Y lS um.versa .LY reco~:r1l7~eQ ano. VinO enJoys a ... oppor-·

tunities that correspond to his hurable capacities and
achievements, is not cOc11parable to the satisfaction of
the Chief of State. Only the Chief of State is tre~lx.
satisfied. I He alone is 1truly free t • Did Hegel not
say something to the effect that the state in VJhich one
man is free is the Orient.al despotic state? Is the
universal and homogeneous state then merely a planetary
Oriental despotism? However this may be, there is no

t .... '.... t' " , t C' . f ~ "'t· dguaran ae ,."nav 11e ·J.ncumoen" .[11e OJ:. ;:>'a-ce eserves
his position to a higher degree than others. Those

------,...-----,..._---_._--_.
47 Ibid., p. 222 ..

_.._---~'-:
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others then have very good reason for dissatisfe.ction:
a state tiliich treats equal men unequally is nbt just.
A change from the universal-holrlogeneous monarchy into
a universal-homogeneous aristocracy would seem to be
reasonable. But we cannot stop here. The universal

and homogeneous state, being the synthesis of the
l"Iasters and the Slaves, is the state of the working
"Jarrior or of the ·Har~·\'m.ging lJ'TOrkel~. In fact, all its
members are vlarrior worke:r:'s. But if t he state is universal
and homogeneous, tv'rars and revolutions are hencefort.h
impossible. t Besides, vwrk in the strict sense, namely
the conquest or domestication of natucre, is completed,
for othervJise the universal and homogeneoLJ.s state could
not be the basis for vlisdom. . • . tThere is no longer
fight nor vmrk~ History has come to its end~ There is
nothing more to do'. This end of History would be most
exhilarating but-'for t he fact that, according to Koje've,
it is the participation in bloody political struggles as
\','ell as in real y.j()rk or, generally expressed, the negating

t " , "1.-." '.L.' b t rp1.-. J-. t8.C lon, \"[[nCll raJ.ses man aGove l"ne 1'\:.J. -esc .... ue sva·e
through ','Thich man is said to become reasonably satisfied
is, then, the state in 1\ihich the basis of [Jan t s hUri1.anity
withel~s a 1:iay, or in 1dhich man loses hi_s humanity. It
is the state of Nietzschets 'last man.' Koj~ve in fact
confirms the classical vieH that unlimited technological
progress and its accompaniment, i'ih:i_ch are the incl.ispens&ble
conditions of the universal and homogeneous state, are
destructive of humanity.h8

He asks rhetorically: !lIs this not a hideolls prospect: a state

in \"olhich the last refuge of man t s h1J1uE.l.nity is political

assassination in the particularly sordid f"orm of the peJ..D.ce

revolutions?llh9 He concludes by drmdng the consequences for

philosophy under the Uni -'lersal and Final Tyrant:

To retain his pmrer, he v;111 be:f orced to suppress
t '"t ," h "'t l' 1" t ' 't .t:'every ac 1Vl-y Mlle. mlgnG _eaa peope 1n 0 aOUD OI

the essential soundness of the universal and homogeneous
state: he mu.st suppress philosophy as an attempt to
corrupt the young. In particular he must in the interest

-----~-~-----------,.._------_._----_._---------.
48 .Ib ld ., p. 223 •

49 Ibi.£._, p.224.
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of the homogeneity of his universal state forbjd every
teaching, every suggestion~ that t. here are politically
relevant natural differences among men ,,-[hich cannot be
abolish~d or neutralized by progressing scientific
techn.ology. He must command his biologists to prove
that every hwnan being has, or lrill aC.quire, the capacity
of beGoming a philosopher or a tyrcmt... 'The philosophers
in their turn \'lil1 be forced to defend themselvecl or the
cause of philosophy.. They 'will be obliged, therefore,
to try to act on the Tyrant. Everything seems to be a
re-enact.ment of the age--old drama. But t hj_stime, the
cause of philosophy j.s lost from J(,118 stc1.rt. For the
Final Tyrant presents himself as a philosopher, as the
highest philosophic authority, as t he supreme exegete
of the only true philosophy, 8..S the executor and hang-w

man authorized by t he only. true philosophy. He claims
therefore that he persecutes not philosophy but false
philosophles 0 The eXi)erienCEl j.s not, altogethex" ns'i'i for
philosophe::cs. If philosophers were confronted I'lith
cla,ims. of this kind in former ages 1 philosophy VIen:.
underground. It accommodated itself in its explicit or

. . . ,. t!-' .... d d . f -/exo·cer-J.c "GeaCDJ.ng 0 \ .. ne ur.n oun-,e. co:n.manGS 0 . rLLers
viDO believed they kne"V'T t!1ings ,'Thicb thE;y d :i.d not. knO\~-.
Yet its very exoteric teaching under-elined the commands
or dogmas of the rulers in such a "ray as to guide the
potential philosophers t01liard the etex-na.l and unsolved
pro blems. Jmd since there l'.ras no universal state in
existence, the philosophers could escape to other
countries if life bGcameunbearable in the tyrant 1 s
dominions. From the Universal TYl'an1.-:" hOTii8ver, there
is no escape. 'jJlcu:.ks to t:1e conquest of nature and to
the completely unabashed substitution of suspicion and
terror for 1a1:'l. the Universal and Fi:c.2.1 Tyrant b.as at
his disposal practically lmlimited means for fer"Teting
out, and for ext;inguishing, thy most !:}odes't efforts in
the direction of thou.gilt. Kojeve would S88m to be
rj.ght alJchough for the I-'lrong reason: the c oEling of the
universal and homogeneous state will be the end of
philoso:ohy on earth.50

We note that Strauss t attack on the vision of the

universal Cl.nd homogeneous state is peculiarly l.Jietzschean.

We remember that Nietzsche accepts historicism b1J.t deems it
_._---------------".•._._--

50 Ibid~, p.226.

.._-----._--_._-----
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lillsalutary to lilife,li preferring llnoble delusion. 1f This is

to say again that Strauss does not 8.ttack or attempt to refute

Koj~ve's Hegeiian ·metaphysics; rather, like Nietzsche he

demonstrates the political unsalutal'iness of Koj~ve t s position,

but unlike Nietzsche51 he clearly and emphatically rejects

the metaphysical basis of that position. But ale.s he does

not attempt to refute it or even contend with it in a direct

frontal metaphysical attack. His argument appears to be:

since classical politi cal thou.ght is clearly so much more

salutary than the modern, this \'iarrants t he attempt to undel"""~

stand the classics nOh-modernly -- not taking for granted

modern presnppositi ons bV.t stl"ivint; 'vo understal1d them as

they understood themselves. The ~ilemma here is that it is

the modern conviction that this is irnposs5~bJ..e, that it is

impossible to suspend, bracket, or set aside the presuppositions

of modernity. Hegelianism not only asserts this, but also

claims that Christiani.ty is the major turning avray from Greeks

and therefore the classics have little to say to us, since

they did not and could not envisage modern secularized

Christianity. This brings us back to Strauss' question:

u • •• is the attempt to rest.ore classical social science

not utopia.n since it implies that t he classical orientation

has not been made obsolete by the triumph ofthe biblical

orientation?l!52 Strauss replies in effect: Kojeye (Hegelianism)

51 Strauss notes: lfNiet. zsche 2.cc8I:>ted \·rhat Vle may
consi.der the fundamental premise of the historical school. IT

(See NR J p.26, n.9.)

52 o·r1', ~ 00p • .L;' •---'
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has no"'c demonstrated the :r'ole of lithe triumph of the biblical

orientation 11 in r,lodernity and has not demonstrated the obso·~

lescenco of the classical orientation; indeed, modernity is

best tmderstood in terms of that .orientation, as a rejection

:of it; \,[hich means it is most relevant. (Strauss do'cs not

tell us, as 1'18 noted, precisely, or even roughly, what he

means by IYbiblical orientation lT or hOVI he Viel-iS its impact;

"lhatever it may be, h3 is clearly convinced j.t does not render

obsolete the. classical orientation.) Kojeve and Strauss do

agree thr::.:. t Hegel Ts is an (attempted) lisynthesis of Socratic

, d I" ,. . 1J" 1J ' b' ," . t . ~ n53an. qaCDlave_.lan or nOO lan pO~J.-lCS. Strauss maintains

such a synthesis is impossible: Hobbes and Socrat.es are

in~ompatible<, But precisely for this rea.son Hobbes is i'Jell

understood in terms of the Socratic tradition as rejectj.ng

it. A- nJA cannot be synthesized and ('\.f A is understood

in terms of A.) Kojeve on tbe other hand maintains Hobbes t

teaching is secula.ri:;-:,ecl Christianity and therefore it can be

synthesized with the Socratic tradition and the product

(Hegel rS teaching) is s1...1.perior to thG component parts. (E < G:

A and B, ~,[he:ce B. is neither A or (\) A, may be synth8sized into

C and according to Hegelian logic, C.\ .A' B.) Strauss ,'[rites:

Hegel continued, and in a certain respect radicalized,
the modern tradition tb.at emancipated the passions and
hence 'compet.ition. ft That trEt<:!itioD. ",<,Jas originated by

~--'-- ,---.------~._-

53 IbiCl.., p. 205.
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Hachiavelli and perfected by such men a~) Hobbes and Ada..m
Smith. It· C2.me into being thro1..l.gh a conscious break

. with the strict moral demands made by both the Bible
and classical philosopr.ty; those demands "I'l81~e expJ. icttly
rejected as too strict. HegelTs moral or political
teaching is incteed a synthesis: it is a synthesis of
Socratic and ~·~achiavellian or Hobbian politics. Koj8've
knows as 1.'1el1. as anyone living t hat Hegel t;:) fundamental
teaching regarding master and slave is based on Hobbes T

doctrine of the state of nature. If Hobbes t doctrine
of the state of nature is abandoned ~n 21eine c?Dn~L~~~~
d~_cau~ (as indeed it should be abcI:.11cloned), Hegel t s
fundamental teacb.ing viill lose the evidence 'which it
apparently still possesses for Koj~Ye. Hegelts teaching
is much more sophisticated than Hobbes T, .but it is as
much a construction as the latter. Both doctrines con-­
struct hurQan soc:tety by starting from the untrue asslJ.mption
that man as man is thinkable as a being that lacks aware­
ness of sacred restraints or as a beinf that is guided by
nothin~ but a desire for recognition. 5 ~

--'~-"'---'------"--_.__..-------_._-_._._-----_._----._-
54 Ib~~q. ,p.205. But recall the qualification thc:.t,

for Hobbes, in f~0:'Q.._~11t'§.I:nQ. the moral inlperative obt.ains un­
conditionally. J'hi8 is EOt a ElOre technicality but a crucial
distinction. Str2.u~,;s iTf'ite,:,>: I1Thanks to the moral basis of
his political philosophy and thanks to it alone, Hobbes kept
the possibility of. acknovrledg:i.ng justice a..s such and distin-·
guishing betv\Teen might and right. 11 (PPE, P ~ 28). Strauss em-·
phatically insists on the distinction bet',-;-8en Hobbes r natural
right teaching and SpinozaTs -- on Hobb~sf opposition to
Spinoza Ts natu.rcJ.listic equiv6.'.le:r.:ce of m~~ght and right. (See
Strauss T discussion in his §.9.lL p. 229.) 'l"h,3re appears to be
a parallel distinction betN88n Hobbes T position and the philo­
sophy of history \'Thich -,,rie'iIs might in ·the process of making

. ,. b -C' ' .J.. , .l... t t h ' f.'" t . 't· ., trlgrrc y.L orce, sucn 0ll.8. l' a __8 e nn 0,): lUS - OY'y nngn lS rlgn·.
Camus is passionately emphatic on this point. Discussing
Hegel, he vr1.~ites: IfValues 8.re thu.s only to be found at the
end of history. Until then there is no suitable criterion
on \'Jhich to base a judgment of valu.e. One must act and 1iVB

in terms of the future. All morality becomes provisional•.••
One of Hegel t s COG1mentators, Alexandre Koj~ve, of left--vring
tendencies it is trlJ.e, but orthodox in his opinion on this
particular point, notes Hegelts host.ility to the moralists
and remarks that his only axiom is
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Granting that Socrates and Hobbes are incot!lpatible, ''Ie may

still ask '''.fhether Hobbes idas not influenced by the Biblical

orientation. (E.G: vrnat is the relation ofn...JA and B?)

Grant comments:

------- --------_.
to live according to the manners and customs of oneTs nation.

A maxim of social conformi~~y of ilTrd.ch Hegel, in fact, gave
the most cynical proofs Kojeve adds, hotrever, that this
conformity is legitimate only to the extent that the customs
of t he na:'cion correspond to the spirit of the times --in
other "'lOrds, to the extent that they are solidly established
and can resist revolutionary criticism and attacks. But vrho
will dete:l:'l'nine their solidity e.nd who 'Hill judge their
,validity? ••• sho1..1.1d those "'Tho ,,'Jere faithful to the \'18i[,12,r
Republic ,have abandoned it and pledged themGelves to Hitler­
in 1933 because the former colJ.a1)E;ed. vrhen attacked by the. .
latter? . . • The political movements or ideologisE;, inspired
by Hegel are all united iri the o~tensible abandonment of
virtue •.•• Without ree.son, there is not,Ding but naked
force, the master and slave ~1ait1.ng for :eeason one day to
prevail. . • • The only 8scape is to crea-;ce order vTith the
use of weapons. 'Kill or enslave!T •..• The accents of a
strange n,3';'j prophecy ring Ol~.t: !Indivj.cbJ£.l:i..ty has replaced
faith, reason the Bible, politics religion and the Church,
the earth heaven, work prayer, poverty bell, and man Christ. I

Thus there is only one hell and it is on earth: and it is
against this that the st.:ciJ.ggle must hetiaged. Politics is
religion, and transcendent Christianity -- that of the
hereafter -- establishes the masters of the earth by means
of the slavels renunciation and creates one master more
beneath the heavens. Th2,t is v[hy atheism. and the r evolutio:nary
spirit are only tIm aspects of the same R'!.overnent of liberation .•.•
Because to conquer God, to make Him a slave,amounts to
abolishing the transcendence that kept the former masters in
pOl-rer and to preparing vrith the as.cendancy of the nei'[ tyrCi.nts;
,the advent of the man-kin'g. 'i'lhen poverty is abolished, 'i'-Then
the contradictions of history are resolw~rl, 'the real God,
the human God, "'Jill be the state. l The!!!l !J.omo !l0mini 11~~~.
becomes homo homini deus. This concept is att.he root of th0.
contemporary vwrld-.-.-'-:-. Cynicisf(l., the iIl.i-?ification of history
and of matter, individual t'~rror and Stait,e crime, these are
the inordinate consequences that '!jrill nG>1;;7 spring, armed to
the teet.h, from the eqtdvocal conceptj_oTlof: a VJorld that
entrusts to history alone the tas~c of prc'l'[i.ucing both values
and. truth. If nothing co,n be clearly UJiYC0Jf.-:.:r-s"tood b (;~fo:('e truth
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.' •. the rejection of the Hegelian account of the
relation bet"Teen modern philosophy and Biblical religion
still leaves one with the question of ~lat that relation
has been. This question cannqt be avoided bya thinker
such as Strauss, ItTho is attempting to restore classical
social science. ,The impossibility of that avoidance
can be seen in one platitudinous generalisation: one
difference bet-vieen all European philosophy up to the

----,----~---~----------,

has been brought to light, at the end of time) then every
action is arbitrary, and force will finally rule supreme.
'If reality is inconceivable, T Hegel exclaims, 'then we
must cO!ltrive inc oncelv,able concepts.' A concept that
cannot b~ conceived must, perforce, like error, be contrived.
But to be accepted it cannot rely on the persuasion innate
in order and tru-c,h, but mlJ.st finally be imposed. Hegel 1s
attitude consists of saying: ''1'llis is truth, ~vhich appeE!-rs
to us, hOVTever, to be error, but vThich is true prectsely ­
because it happens to be error. As for proof, it is not I,
but history, at its conclusion, that will furnish it. f

Such pretensions can only entail tIm attitudes: either the
suspension of all affinnation until the production of proof,

. h f"" .' +' . • '. h" . • ,or "(, ear lrmatJ.on oJ.. everyt~ung, In __ lstory, 'Vi.i:llCtl seems
dedicated to succe'ss ..... force in particular. . . . I·Ioreover,
it is impossible to m1derstand tvrentieth-centti..rY revolutionary
,thought if 'lIe overlook the fact that unfortunately it derived
a large part of lts inspiration from apl'lllosophy of conformity
and oppo:ctunism. . . . TiTnen cholera carries off the philosopher

'of the Battle of Jena at the height of his glory; everything
is, in fact, in order f or Villa t is to f 01101;1. The sky is en:pty,
the earth delivered into the hands' or 'povIer ,'lithout principles.
Those w110 have chosen to kill and those \',.."ho have chosen to
enslave, l'Till successively occupy the front of the stage, in
the name of a form .of rebellion vrhich has been diverted from
the Dath of truth. II The Rebel j PP. 11:-2-148. Camus, vIithJ; _, •• ~._.

inimitable rhetoric, thu.s underlines the Hegelian equivalence
of might and right. Another l' eason for quoting at such
length is to indicate Camus 1 apparent cone'urrence ~'Jith
Strauss f vieTv'T.
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twentieth century and cle.ssical philosophy is that
the former 'i·.ras Idritten by men 1;lho lived in a society
perme8.ted vlith Biblical religion. An historian has
recently Vlritten, 1 By the middle of t he thirteenth
century, a considerable group of active minds .••
"\1"ere coming to think of the cosmos as a vast reservoir
of the energies to be tapped and used according to
human intentions. T If this statement is true, and
if (as I have already quoted froQ Strauss) TModern man
as little as pre-modern man can escape imitating
nature as he understands natu.re ~ T then clearly the
question arises as to the connection betvIeen the
religion of western Europe and the~dynamic civilisation

, . , ...... t' t' ,,' .... ,. h' blo'lDlCIl Ilrs-c arose nere, ne spreaQ OI -vmlC_ nas een
so rapid in our century. This is the civilisation
~mich in the opinion of both Strauss and Koj9ye tends
tOl'Tards the universal and homogeneous state.))

-----~--_.._-----



CHAPTER TIl

HOBBES AND BIBLICAL'FAITH

We have seen that the most eminent representatives

both of Science (Weber) and History (Hegel) vie'H modernity

as secularized Christianity.l Today this is become the

ffnatural standpoint. 1f Strauss, going against the grain of

much of modern scholarship, questions this standpoint. He

suggests it is the result of assimilating HHobbian polit,ics H

to one's view of biblical £o.5.t.ho t1Hobbianpo]j.tics, II he

asserts, is fia. conscious break vrith t he strict mo::r:eJ.; G.emands

made by both the Bible 8jK1 classical philosophy. 112 His

contention is that modernity is more incompatible \"lith the

Socratic tradition t.han' is bibl::Lcal faith. Therefore, one

cannot adequately or accurately aCCoullt for modernity :Ln

terms of secular:i.zed faith elements. An adequate account5.ng

of modernity ~lst focus on its rejection of both traditions

and in particular on its rejection of the classical political

tradition. In this chapter V1e 'V.,rjJ.. l focus on t his issue,

. turning to Strauss l book3 on Hobbes to consider more fully
, ,_._---"-------_._--------_.--:---'

INietzsche too conc'U.:Cs in this ViC'll.

2 Q.f., p.205.

,-----_._-

3 The Political Philosophy of Hobbes. Strauss' basic
contention:-is :-ffir~i1e-Yo\mcr~rt_::,,Col1-O:f''1-10615esr--p'olitical philosophy ~
that is the mor-al attitLId.o to vrhich it OVles its existence and

," "., -J b"'" -1 ' . Ti.ts unity, are ODJ 8ctJ.ve"ly HS ''iI0.!. . as "J.ograp.rlJ..caJ. y "p:t':!.or
to t he mathematical SCiOli.tific founcU"ng and presentatlon of .
'1' t"J '1 rr (n lY"/J(J') ((1"1-'1° -il1('.orr0,0t g~'"';:>,mmar is in the text.)'t laG Pl.lJ...osop IY. 1" ,-,;; ~. - - -~ J~~',- _. 168
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the relation of IlHobbian pol:LticE.;ll to the Hbiblical orienta-

tion fl and to Pu.::citanism inf'articular. Strauss 1 reticence

significantly handicaps such considerations. Strauss does

not tell us I'lhat the trbibl:Lcal orientationtr is in his vie",T",

He does seem to suggest it is not basically (and at least.

formally) incompatible "tith classical political principles .. h

This means, in effect, tbat vfhat may be alleged to indicate

seculari::::;e.tion of faith elements cannot readily be distin~

guished from evidence of rejection of both traditions ..

Vie will attempt to indicate vlhy Strauss stresses Hobbes t

conscious break with the biblical. faith tradition rather than

its secularizEJ.tion. It is realiz,ed thatl'lhat may be' addv.ced

.vlil1 hardly appear cogent to an Hc:gelian. Indeed, according

4 Strauss (is far as I kriow) nowhere explicitly asserts
that they are compatible. Be does indicate these (at least
formal) concur-rene es betvreen the biblicc"ll and classical orienta·,
tion. Mv statement intends no more than the Stllil tot.al. of these:
both stress moder8::.ion a:L1d restre.:int; both discourage t.he resolve
to Hover-come c:hance lf (Stra.uss emphasizes the central faith
doctrines of inscrutable Providence and Grace); both deny that
man is llthinkable as a being th8.t lacks ai'iClrsn,ess of sac:ced
restraints II (,9J2, p. 205 ); both asser·t the beginnings of man were
good; both subsc1"i.be to a I1theistic l! no:t.ionof truth; both
stress eternity and the Tre.nscendent, the more than and
hj_gheI' than h1.1Jllan good (5.. e., love of one 'so1ii'1);he denies that
c.rassfc-a~l·moralitycontrasts as a master morality antithetical
to Christiani'norality.. Grant lists severa.I cl'u.Gstions about
Christianity on l.'lhich Strauss does not speak (Grant, 2J2.:Si,!?., p~107)..
This indicates one cannot say that Strauss regards the tvlO
traditions as compatible ('vdthout qualification) ..
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to St.rauss i assertion that Hegel. t s vievl of Christianity is

colored by HHobbian politics ll) it;' vmuld seem in principle

impossible for the Hegelian not to regard Hobbes T teaching

as secularized Christianity.

We will indicate the congruence of Puritanism and

Hobbes t _ teaching. The quest.ion as to vrhich 1/ms the primary

influence on modernity is prodigiously difficult precisely

because they came to be fused. One readily agrees (even Weber)

that Calvin can hardly be regarded as a modern. On the other

hand, one reac1:i..ly perce i yes (:~ncluding S'cr-atlss) the for-mative

influence 'of P\JX'itanisrl,albeit in tandem with the nei'! pol:t.tical

teaching and nev! economics. We attempt to relate the affinit.ies

of Hobbes t thought and the net1 theology to the mutual r~ejeGt:i.on

of Aristoteli8.nism and sornevlb.at to a neVI appx'opr:Lation of

·Plato.

At the very outset-of his book, Strauss stresses the

importance of Hobhes t political teclching T or modernity: tl. • .the

ideal of civiliz,at.ion in its modern form) the idea.l. • • of

the bourgeois capitalist development. • • lilaS founded and ex·~

pounded by Hobbes 'wit.h a' depth, clarit.y, and sincerity never

rivalled before or since. 115 'l~he cent.ral thesis of Strauss t book,

put simply, is that the lfessential basis H of Hobbes t teaching

is trthe moral [md humanist a,ntithesis of fundamentally unjust

vClnity and ~undam.entally just fear of v iolent death. tr6
-----~---

6
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Strauss accommodatingly puts these q uestiions:

••• "rhat is the 8.ntit.hesis betvIeen vanity and fear
of violent death, if not the 'secularized form a f the
traditional antithes:i.s between spiritv.al pride and fear
of God (or humility), a secularized form v'lJ:lich results
from the Almighty God having been replaced by the over­
mighty enemj.e1 and then by the over'~mighty State) 'the
Mortall. God'?

Does this indicate nthat Hobbes had. not yet completely freed
\

h . 1 f f t ~ · ....1 .... th Ch' t' B . bl- . 1 ,.. T? n1.nlse.. rom Jle HU uence-OI .e __r1.s-1.an 1. 1.ca- traO.1.tl.on f .<»

Stra"l).ss is here not primarily concerned to rebut the viev; of

thOSOViho viG~;.r Hobbes 1 thought as secularization. He replies

that even granting the alleged affiliation of this antithesis

is correct, it is not a residue of a rejected t~adition or

evidence of' subconscious influences molding Hobbes t thou.ght ~

'l'his moral antithesis a.nd the denial of hiera1'chy (discussed

below) are basic essential planks of Hobbes T political thought;

thB.t j.s, Hobbes deliberately builds on these bases his poli~

tical doctrine, not because t.hey have Christian affinj_ties,

not because he is attempting a synthesis of Socratic and

Christian traditions, but becau.se in his 1,i"i8\'; they are the

central truths of political experience. (We note that Hobbes r

self-u.nderstanding of his central political principles does not
-------_.~--------..--~----_.__. -_._--

7 JEid., p. 28.

g
Ibid...
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constitute cogent evidence to an Hegelj.culo Nor vlOuld the

latter be likely to accept the suggestion that perhaps the

affinity does not indicate relational significance.)

This antithesis that is alleged to be a seculariza-

tioD. of faith elements is used by Hobbes as an importa.nt

basis central to his rejection of the faith traditiol1c 9

By the use of it, he renders his rranti·~theologic8.l ir'e If

scientific and the more potent 0 His ne"'l science 'calls for

the positivistic frontal attack on traditional b~blical

faith. He appears more ardently intent on the devastation

of this tradition than he is in opposing the Socratic tradition.

Hobbes apparently appr8c:i.e.tes the root philosophic experience

and its aspiration for uis:ctor.i.1. He depreciates t he root fa5.th

experience; the fa~th e)~8ri0nce he alleges is hallucinatory.

Its root is the root of' all evils -,.~ vainglory. Strauss cites

Tonnies who says of Hobbes: If • • • quite after the mode of

Plato he thinks of the infinite delight \'rhich lies vTithin the
________.~_~ • • ._.__•_ ___"'o_

9This is analogous to Hobb8S t use of the notion of
t rle c·tr>"-p of flatl' ...... c, (aSS1.J!·1J·r'o- the alle--ce' af'f'J·lia+J.·on ;s_ ..:> ,:~ v_. ".,u. "",.. '. L. _ 1...;,. ...... ...1.. b...... l . _ ..._ .. ..... v .....

correct here). Hobbes finds a notion in the tradition and
t.hen tm."'ns it against the t:r·aditiQ.n.
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commerce Hhich the soul may have \'lith t he high beauty of t.he

cosmos. nl0 By marked contrast Hobbes asserts that &lori8.!:.:i.<2..

is the basis of prophecy, of the claim to revelation. Plato

is guilty of glo:ciati~ because he wants to bask in t he light

of the ffSun l1 ; he inclines to the glorification of theory

instead of confining himself to the Cave, to lianthropology,U

lI'which c oropels exclusive focusing of attention on vlhat im.pels

~nd activa.tes the majo:d.ty of men. nIl But Platofs is a

minor sin, and one Hobbes is very sympatheticaJ.J.y disposed

'to, compared to the oV?Tweening l:;1:...o:d.at=h..c.?o of prophets \1ho

claim to be inspired by tlspirit, n vihich lfspiritl1 His notrdng

other than their E.;loric.::.!:...5.o. 11
12 Strauss says Hobbes rejects

religion flas a crea:cion of vanity, desire for status and

reputation, overestimaJc:"Lon of one t S pu:·rers, the tendency to
. ,~

over~tencler self~assessment. 11-'- ....

10§~R, p.98. See also £Eli, p.34. There Strauss ~~itcs:
ft. • • Hobbes, even a fter natural sci.ence had become his
favoJ'....ite subject of investigation, a clmovl18dged the precedence
of practice over theory and of political philosophy over
natural science. He certainl.y kne1,v and v8.lued the joys of
knowledge no less than any other philosopher; bu.t these joys
are for him not the justification of philosophy; he finds
its justification only in benefit to man, • • • • It is not
a matter of chancethatthe (traditional) praisa of the con­
t.emplative l:Lfe is to be found mainly in dedications and
for'rrards. t!

1i ~§C.f;, p.9o.

lZ Ibiel. pc97.
-~ ,
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Hobbes discex'Ds the l!natll.ral seed of r'eligion ll j.n

anxiety and dreams. It. takes on H C1Lltu:ce H Y'lithin paganism~

By Uculturel! Hobbes means its aj.m becomes a civili~.:dng one,

"the education of mankind to obedience, pea~e, love and
. - J I
ordered soci.ety. If'-~!' It \"las llciviJ..izing!1 literally in that

j.t conduced to civil obedi.ene e, 1'l11ich is l'lhy in Rome all

pagan religions were tolerated 0 Judaism vras not tolerated

because it reversed the llnatural H relationshj.p b etwcen

politics and reJ.igion~ thus fostering rebelliousness.

Hobbes insj.sts on r est-oring this tTnatll.ral H relat~ionship:

I1religion can never and m1J.st never contradict politics. Hl5

The distinction of the temporal and spiritual introduced

by the Jev<!S is based on belief in spirit.s. It is primit:1.ve

natural religion rooted in anxiot~,r and dreams. It is u.n-·

civilized because. it is not civilizine but, 01.1. the contrary,

a threat to cj.vilizaticn. It nnJ.s'c be eradicated by enligb:ten~.

ment. Hobbes may be sD,id to be opposing religion as l.m:r.:'.~~fL9._TJ:.•

Religion lacks m'3thod. Method is 8. great e que.1j.zer e ne.bling

all men to attain toreasonable cone lusi..ons 0 Prophe cy is

bitsecl on the asserti.on of special statv.s, of inequality.,

Reason is modesty, revelatioD. M2.r:L.atJ:..£~16 :I.'he fundamental

-----..,...-------------------
14 Jbid.

15 Ibid., p.96.

16 Ibid., p. 97 .,

[I
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basis of Hobbes 1 objections to biblical faith on t he grounds

both of scienco"and of political philosophy.,17

Strauss assorts that the Hobbesian moral attitude

at the center of his political teaching may be said to be

1fthe deepest, stratum of the modern mind" nUS Hanl1CJ.h Arendt>

who differs from Strauss in her understanding of modernity,

agrees 1'd.th rdm in thi.s" She i'n":ttos:

• • • modern rationalism as :t t is currently known,
'with the assmllcd antagonism of reason and passion as
its stock-in·~trade, has never fo.tm.d a clear:er and morEl
uncompromising representative lthan Hobbe~~ll' 19

'What must be ove:ccome in both society and science, are vain

imaginings ~,- vanity., The e:tntidote is painstaking, and the

taking of pains is encour2<.ged by pain" One takes an unpleasant

antidote l11hen he experiences pain and fear c The basic in~·

spiration of the quest for true kn01lJledg,;; for rationality

is the fear of death e Science is impeded by lIiaIse opinion

of our ovm Knov.rledge 11, by un'darri;Ui.t E.:d a sse:nt~ to phantasmata

of sight and sonnd;20 vanity militates against both justj.ce

---------_.,-- ,--------.----
17 Hobbes, though he pioneered UHigher Criticism lf

'!flaS not interested in establishing it Hsa ll'science. n He
anticipates the later lfHigher Criticism H contention that
the Hebrevl scriptmnes are of post-exilic authorship. (See
Strauss! discussion.) SCR., pp" 101-10L;-)

18 Ibid., p.5.

20 fPIi, p.26~

'Wl
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and kno"l'lleclge. Because of it,

no man can cancelve there is any greatex' degree of
(Understanding), than that wh:tch he alrea.dy attained
unto. And from hence it comes to passE:, that men
have no other means t.o ackno'tvledge their ovrIl DarkneE;se,
but onel y by reasoning from t he unforeseen mischances,
that befall them in their vlays ~ 21

Mischance, mortal da.nger, is fort1.ma te for science c In the

face of danger one is cautious; science ffiU.St proceed cautj.ously:

Hirom most lov! and hUJnble principles, evident even to the

meanest capacity; going on slovily, and l"1"ith most scrupulons

ratiocination. 1122 Science can be acquired only one T,vay,

-the hard vray, by the 1IS1'mat of the brovi. 11 Science Hsud.denlyl1
"

gained is suspect. Science is not revelation; it is not an

aCCO'Ll.nt of the llshin:i.ng forth l1 ot nature.

man; it is a record of rds consciov.sne S8,

Science is tlln Ii

of his indubite.ble
"":.+:,v';--

inner expericace. 'What is most l/inner H and most Hindubitable fl

5.s the experience of pain and of :cesiste.nce because it is

most involuntary, and "'lhat is j.nvoluntary cannot be d us to

vanity.. Tne ne,,; politico.l hedonistic thought and the neVI

ftinner lf epistemology .. - intent on tlmaking certainH find

inspirat.ion in the experience of pa.iuo Arendt quotes Hums:

If you•.• inquire, ~iliy (somebody) desires health,
he will readily reply, because sickness is painfulo
If you push your inquiries further and desire a reason
why he hates pain, it is impossj.ble he can ever give any.,
'1'his is an ultimate end, and is nevel~ referred to by
any other object.

_-.----.~.~--.-............--..--.,,--....-----....---=rt-.-..-'~'---.--.'-'""'----'~ ........ .. ,,__..... ,..._...__
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.Arendt. comments:

The reason for this impossibility is that only pain
is completely independent of any object, that only one
who is in pain really senses nothing but himself;
pleasure 'does not e n.joy itself but something besides
itself. Pain is the only inner sense found by intro­
spection \1hichcan rival :1.n independence from experienced
obje cts the sel.f "8~;i.dent certainty of logical and arith..
metical reasoningc-3

Of the five senses the one most closely approximating the

certainty of pain is the sense of t ouch. One knOi'm the.

1tlorld best through exper:i.e.ncj.ng the. resistance it offers ..

Though the sense of touch is perhaps the least discriminating,

the e xperie,uc8 of the resistance produ.ced is the most marked

in i.D:.....~T].:i.c:h~;:ei~, the least voluntary, the least intentional

(as phenomenologists v-rould say). Hobbes accounts for all

sense perception as a product of. resistance; it follows

that thE:: sense of t ouch is exalted and deemed most.·reliable;

indeed it is a me asure of the r e.liabil:Lty of the other senses

and so scientific verification bec9mes primarily concerned

vrl th measuring resistance. The place of honour nev[ly best.01.'Jed

on the sense of touch21.;- by the neVI science. accords with the

salient llrevolutionary !t features of the nevI science; the

demand for applicability and tangibility, the n'3~'1 image of

man as creator, maker, manipulat or and conqueror; t.he emphasis

-------~~--"---,---,-_._---

23 Arendt, 2~:t<, p.283.

----.~'-

'..

21+ Strauss notes tha:t among the Hobbes papers at
Chatsworth t hr2re is one \'itlich nt-r'eats in ex}n'ess controversy
'Vrlth Aristot,le, of the 'pre--eminence of the. hmnan sense of
touch over that of anima,ls. 11 (PI~:u., p .166.1 no 3.1
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on labour as the ground. and measure of value, the 'lmderstanding

of me.thematics as construction and of consciousness as

l1reckoninr;l1 or' calculating (think of sifting pebb.:[.es in one's

hand) and not least with the identification of being with

res extel"!.~a.. Mistrust and doubt (along "lith experiencing

resistance) are ennobled and become scientific virtues ..

The neVl school of thought is a tlscnool of suspicion. 11 (Nietzsche)

Especially suspect. are seeing and hearing, irilagination an:l

memory, precisely what Vie.S exalted by tradition, indeed the

very root expe:r'iences of traditional faith are made suspect.

HO ·O'OA .....Sf n'l·o;al tn' ao]~y_ . _ .lv" Stra1..1.8S suggests) I1corresponcls better'

to Descartes t deepest intention than dos's the morality of
. j\ 2~

les Passions de 1 tame. 11 • .,) (Descart.es liked D~.-2J.Ye.. Some even

thought he vras th~ author. )26 Strauss I contention is based

on this l:i.ne of reasoning:

Radical doubt, i·ih.ose [;101'0.1 co:cr'31ate is· distrust
an!i fear.,. cones earlier than the self'-coni'iclence of
the ego gro'~m CallS cious of, it s independence and freedom)
'-lhose moral correlate is generosite <> Descartes begins
the gronndi'wrk of philosophy i'lith distrust of his· 'Ovifl

prejudices, with distrust above all of the potential
~eY.,~.-.S.eCe1?!9£, just as Hobbes begins interpreting the
State and therewith all morality by starting from men ~s
natural distrust. It is, however, not Descartes t morals,
but Hobbes"ts, \'Thic11 explains the concrete meaning and
the concrete ,implicatiQns of fundftJ.'110n.tal distrus·jJ., For
Hobbes ••• sees the origin of virtue riot in magnanimity,
but in fear. • • • He considers f ear of violent death as
the only adequate -,self~cons(:iousness.,27

. ..-.._-_.•.-._----_.__._-----------_._--~,-
25 PPH.L p.56.

26 lbtcl., n.3.
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Bolder' is Strauss t suggestion that Hobbss t moral

attitude is the more profound basis of modern philosophy,

of the .philosophy of sel.f-cons<::iousi1ess~ Hq cites Hegel

for corroboratio11 4 Strauss w~ites:

Hegel tacitly recognizes the superiority of Hobbesfs
philosophic basis to that of Descartes "ihen he charac~
terizes the experience from \rlhieh solf-·consciousness
originally arj.ses as the lj_fe .,and··death struggle whi eh
is born of interest in recognition from others•.••••
•••••• ,,·~~C'c.c •• "ec· c

.From this strl).ggle arises together. with the master­
servant:. relationship the original form of self~·consciousm::ss.
The cODBciousnes:;:: of the servcmt is essentially determined
according to both Hegel and Hobbes by fear of death; and
in principle to Hegel just as nu,,...Jl P<'" 'C'" ;" '.,~ <,;~;; tIle con·~
sc5.01J~:··rI6'::" .".r 1 1.. "j,'_ -.,.;.:>elp:;s 8. higher stage than

' .. "'ss of' t 1QC> r,,::)<:<-'--cyo 28• _, v .... VV~\o"JJ..l...... • _ c;.: L1LC,.,•.J' l: ........_ ~

,. ".:':.+~'~') 'f' ..t.·l~ ... , T, ,_.,,:'1 • nl \ CJ. J':t
'. ~.-,!! '.".1,01.. 0_ iJ l~ p.l. 0_01Ll.dCl. lUI. uenc" OJ.

HobbeL;; pa~;or8d 'vrith his assertion tha.t modi:ernity is secularized

Chri.st:i.tmity clearly indicates his convic'tion t hat Hobbes f

tea.ching I'las :i..nformed by Ch:c:'lstianity;. Hegel sees Hobbes

as the great modern teachor of slave morality or bourgeois

nlOre.lity. 'OJ11i.ch H~gel assel~ts character'i.zes Christian moralit·y.

StY'auss' contention is that· Hegel is re.ctd5.ng Hobbes and

modern thoUfrht,. Ilihich is essentially a complete break '\,'Jith. '-',

Christian tradition, back into that tradition~ He does not
,~-_.------~_•._--,-_._-_.---~._---_._-

28 Ibid., Strauss ql.l.otes Hegel: fa ~ • ~ bondage 4 • • is
a self-consciousness. • •this self··,consciousness "las not in
peril and fear for this element or that., nor for t1.is or that
mornent of time, it "<"as afraid for its entire being; it felt
the fear of death~ it VIas in rnortal terror of its sovereign
mastDr .• n (n.2.)
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indicat.e 'whether he believes Christ.ianity is accurately

characterized as slave morality. He confine~ himself to

the denial of the Hegelian a ssertion that Greek morality

is arl antithetical master mOJ:"ality. Does Strauss concur

with Nietzsche thr3..t HChristianity is Platonism for 'the

people fll ?29 He does not sayD
. - '

Is not the Hobbesian emphasis on the fear of death

and the general mode:r."n concern "-lith preservat.ion of the

ind.ividual not a ~.;eculaY'ization of the fa:i,th tr.s.d:1.tion f s

, .A' l.i.L .Lire:i'? Sty'auss notes that

AristotJ.E: ) ~ c~··, 1." '.' " ,- , <; ~. ;:. c.\ lJigher goco. than life, whereas

the R~to£L:;;:'j and places l:i.fe first and foremost 0 Hannah

Arendt (".:rho is not reticent) insists this contrast beti'reen

the modern and. classical viel'!S results from the. influence

of Ch:cistianity. She uri tes:

l'he reason why life asserted itself as the ultimate
point of reference in the modern age and has remcdned
the highest good of 'modern societ,y is that t he modern
reversal operated vr.Lthin the fabr1c of a Christian society
whose fundamental belief in the sacredness of lifo has
su:r"vived, and has even remained completely unshaken by,
secularization and the general decJ.i11:e of the Christ.ian
faith~ In other "'lords, the modern ,re-versa1 folloy·md
and left unchallenged the most impm:t,ant reversal with
which Christianity had broken into U']c ancient world, Ct.

----~.-----~~ ---------_._.~-
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reversal that V[8.S polit.ically e'len mor's far·-reaching
and} hi::,torically at any rate, more enduring t han any
specific dogmatic content or belief.. J:i'or the Christian

'glad tidings t of the inullortality of individ1..1.al human
life had reversed the ancient 1'elatimlship between man
and 1101'10. and promoted the most mortaJ. thing, human
life, to the positionof immortalit)f , ....fh:i.ch up to then
the cosmos had held••••••.••••• ••••• ~ ~ ~
••••••••• g. •••• 04··· .... ·· ... ;".O·

It is preciseJ.y incUvidual life vlhicb. nm1 came to
occupy the position once held by the flifs t of the body
politic, and Paul t s statement that I:de.ath is the "rages
of sin,' since life is meant to last forever, echoes
Cicero! s statement that death is the r Bli·lard. of sins
committed by political cornmunities ,·zh:Lch ·\I'lere built to
last for eternity. It is as- though ·th.e early Christ:i.ans
at least Paul, Viho after all 'ltlaS a R'orl"ian citizen .. ~" con."
sciously shaped their concept of im1Iio:ct,.sJ.it.y aft.er the
Rom.an model, substitu'c1.n?; jnd5 v5 (111."!. ~. :.,,['8 for the polj.ti.caJ.·
lifr. (\.f.' "''-'" >.1..> l,.".L.LLic. Just as thG body pol:i.tic
i-'(,):.:;::..;eSSE~S only a po:tential immortalit}T wb:i..ch can be for~"
faited by political transgressions, individual life had
once forfeited its gUaJ:,antccd immort..aJ.. ity in Ada.m ZS fall
and novi, through Christ, had reg;;d.mxl}e. ne\1, potentially
everlast.ing life \Vhich.} couJ.d again he lost ,in a second
death through incHvidual sin ~ ~ • • • ~ • • • • • • • • e

• • • ~ .' • • • to • ~ ~ 0 • e _ Cl • • .:e Cl • ~ • e • • r& ()

'1'he point is that Christiani'i::.y _.- 8XCE.:pt for heretical
,and gnostic spe culations .H. al"l'l'aysi:f.t£:.isted the. t life,
though it had no longor a final end 1 sti1.1 has a definite
beg"l"nn) no: I -) fe on eal~trl n~ v be oy~J "" ..... he -C'l.'-rst a no.' i-he:._ ..._ -bit .J._•.~ .....LtJ.", .. -' ... .,r; VJ.... ..L_ ............, C.L '.J ... ''''''

cot '. - ~bl ", .... ~ a /.' t "-l~l l-if-'· ;"- co"'~l'l ", 1':/,'mo,..> fflJ.S8.t'o..e 0VC<g·~~ O.L eJerl~._" ."'''C;I\ •.• v vVJ.. J..S .J•.\.8,

and vlithout this life that 1,'lil1 be t~e):r~:linat8d in deaths
there cannot be eternal. life. This l\1E~Y be the reason
for the undisp1,.J.table fact "(,hat only i':hcn .the immortalj.ty
of individual life bec9.me the central creed. of West.ern
mankind, that is J only vr:t.tIl the rise of Chl"ist:i.anit:,y, did
life on earth also become the highest good of man" .....
••• • 0- '.ClelJ .• ,IIt4l •• O~." eoCl

the modern age continued to operate under the a sS1J.mptiol1 .
that life) and not the ViO1'" Id, :i.s the h:i.ghe.st good of man;
in its boldest and most radical revisions and crj:(.icic~ms
of traditional beliefs and concepts, it.. never even tho1J.ght
of challenging this fundamental reve:;rs:':;C"tl ....1hic:h Christianity
had brought into the dying a.ncient~ '!'J7.J:rld. No matter hov!
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articulate and hOH conscious the thinkeTs of modernity
were in: t.heir attacks on tradition, the priority of

.. ···life over everything else had acquired for them the
st;,9.tus ofa 'self-evident truth,' and as such ;Lt has
sU.Y'vived even in ow..... present.. "lOrIel, 1'!hich has begun
already to leave the vlhole modern age behind and to
substitute for a laboring society the society of
jobholders•.••••••••• •••••••• ~ 0 • ~ ~ 0

The only thing Vie can be sure of is t bat the coincidence
of the reversal of doing and c ontelilple.ting "lith the
earlier reversal of life anel vwrld becC:l.i:io the Doint of
departuJ::'El for the \'lhole modern development o Only 1:'rhen
the v:i.taactiva had lost its point of> reference in the
yita cODI"~@.?JJ,-:=i.:h.Y:..~ could it beQ8me act.ive life in the
full sense of the word; and onlt because this active
life remained bound to life as its only point of
rei">erence could life as such, the laboring metabolism
of man vlith

O
· nature, become active and u:lfold its entire

.fertility.3

At first sight,- her reading of ·histori (based as i.t

seems on her pecul:i.8.1' blend of Heidegr;sr and IvIarx) is in

the H~gelian tradition -- but in the last paragraph quoted

she emphasizes that modernity emerges only vr:Lth the loss of

activity '1 s po:Lnt of reference in the y'ij::&. ~oQ:t.~r~J?le:-J~.iY§l.

calls the t1theistic l1notion of Being and truth e She seems to

corroborate Strauss t view of modornity as essentially the

rejection of this classica.l tradition. Arendt ascribes the

ureversal of life and lilOrld H to Christi,::mity but not the

ilreversal of doing and cor~templating.11 The. latter is the

more essential of the tl',rO because the consumma.tion of the
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"rever:sal of life and \~[Ox'.ld 11 depends upon it" r·Iedieval

Christianity may have emphasized 1l1ife fI more than "worJ.d H

relative to the Greeks, but relative to moderns it did not

cut loose from the vlOrld. Contemplation is grounded in the

world and grounds the world" It is the modern rejection of

it with its great emphasis on jidoing!l that results j.n world

alienat.ion. '1'he ureversal of' do:Lng and contemplating lr is

the more essential charact.eristicof modern:Lty _ As she

herself observes:

On' cof thQ n-os'~ per'Riq~PMt tJ:~c~~s ~n morlern r)h~l]c~-v '. v • J. ... l, ..... ", .... v .,i",' , "~.""" .t. ,'.~, •• __ .'

sO·.....,'h\T C1i ....··c::') D:",,)C'cr<'r-!"C>C:~ "'~r·J.' T'er'}l"'''''s i.J,-~ Daos"' or·ig'''-·nr-L'l·h.,) ..., .. n ... <;;. ,-.,;, c. V~0 c.•.. I, .e·' , .Co'l-' __ 1.0 ...>. V __ .L ,i:l..

contribution to philosophy has been an exclusive
concern ""I'rith the self ~ as distj.nguished from the soul
or' person or man :i.ngeneral'; e.n atten:J:pt to Tedl..1.Ce all
eA-periences, -vdth ths \'iOr-ld asvmlJ. as wit,h othG!r humcu:l
bei:ngs j to expe:c5..ences betvleen man an.v. himself. < ••

\'Iorld. alienation, and not self-·alienation as Marx
tholJ.ght, has been the hallme.rk of the modern age .31

Arendt does not ascribe the Hreversal of doing and contempla'Ging H

to Christian.ity because she finds noeyidence ofa posit:i.ve

labor philosophy in Christianity, and she does find the vita

• • • there are no indications of the modern'
glorification of laboring in the Ne";; ,!'estament or in
other premodern Christian \'lr:tters. Paul, \'Iho has been
called 'the apostle of labor, T vIas nothj.ng of the sort,
and the ·fovr passages on :;'rhich ,this cla5m is based eithor
are addressed to those \'rho out of 1'.13;5.nes8 fate other
men'ls bread T or they recor-amend labor as a good means to
keep out of ·trou.ble, that is, t}~ey redin.force the general

--_._----
31 1b14.-, pp. 230.·.231.

-----------,~-._~~
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prescr:1.ption of a s·~rict.lyprivate life and. 1,rarn of
political activit:t.es~ It is even more relevant that
in later Christian. philosophy,. a.nd par.'~ic\,Uarlyin

-- ·Thomas Acluinas', labor had becoine a duty for'those VJ'ho
had no: ot.her ineans' to keep alive, the duty consisting
in keeping one's self aljye and not in laboring; if .one
could provide for himself through beggary, so much the
better. Whoever reads the sources \edthout modern
prolaboX' prejudices "ld.ll be surprised at hmv little
the church fathers availed themselves even of the
obvious opportunity to justify labor as punishment for
original sin. Thus Thomas does not hesitate t6 follow
Aristotle rather than the Bible in this question and to
assert that ~only the necess:I.ty to keep alive compels
to do manual ,labor~' Labor to him is naturefs way of
keep5.ng the h1)Jnan species alive, a nel f'rom this he
concludes that it is by no means necessary t'}wt all
men earn t hej.r bread by "the S'i\)'eat o.f the5.r brov!s, but
that this is rather a kind or last 8.v£l desperate -r esort
to solve the problem 0:(' fulf:Ll t.he du:t,.y ~ Not even tho
U::;;G of labor as a means VIith vrhich t·o \'lard off the
darigers· of o't:iiosi i.~y is a new Chri:stian discove:cy,' but. VTas
already a commonplac'c; of Roman morality ~ In conplete
e.greement with ancient conv:Lctions about the character
of tho laboring activity, finally, is the f.requent
Christian use for the mortif:Lcation of the flesh, vlb.ere
labor, especi8.11y j.n the nonasteries s sometirnos played
'the. same ;('ole as other painful exercises and forms of
self~tortu:ce•

The reason v!hy Chr5.stiard.ty, its insistence on the
sac:cedness of li.Ie and on the aut y to s tayalive not··
withstanding, never developed a positive labor philosophy
lies in the unm.lestioned Driority g'iven to the vita·J. "" ~

.contemplativE!. over all kinds of human activities" Vita
Corltejl~El§.t'J:\;:LSi12P_lj.ct~.9.r~.meJ..t2E_...§._~t q~?E_.Yl-ta_...§.st_tva .~
Trtrw life of contempID.tion j.s sj.mpl;:r better than the
life of action t ) •••• This conviction, it is true,
can hardly be ,found in the preachings of Jesus of
Naz;areth, and it is certainly due to t.he influence of
Greek philosophy; yet even if medJ.eYal. philosophy had
kept closer to the spi:c:i.t of the Gospels, it could
hardly havo found there any reason for a glorification
of laboring,,3 2

----_.__.-.._-. -------- ,-_._-----
32- b "dd:..l:..-." PP• 289--,290.
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':L'his v;ould s88m to quest:ion Koj€:ve.'s position that the

Christian vi.evT of the laboring activity is antithetical to

the classical viei'l ~ It certainly poin'~s up the sharp con-

trast betvIeen the exaltation of laboring in modern political

philosophy and the traditional Christian view~

Even her ascription to Christianity of the modern

conviction that life is the highest good she qualifies

(in a HStraussian tl direction) "lith these remarks:

• • • it by no means .follovls that VIe still 1ive in
a Christian. world. For what matters today is .not the
:i.mmortalj.ty of life, bnt t.}18.t life is the highest good.
And 'while this assumpt:i.on certainly is C1:l1~j.st:i.all in
origin; it constitutes no morEl than an important attending
circVJ.nstance for the Christian faith" Moreover, eV(:!1

if VIe disregard the ·detail.s of Christian clogD:.a and con-­
sider only thegener'a1 mood of Christian:U:iY, "Thich resides
in the impo:r'tance' of faj. t.h ~ it is obvioLlS that nothing
could be more detrimental to this spirit than the spirit

'of distrust and suspicion of the modern agee Sl1.re1y~
Cartesian doubt has proved its e·ff:i.ciency nov,"here more
disastrously and irretrj.~vably than in 1;. he realm of

1 • .• b 1· f' 33re~lglous e 1e . • • •

There is a striking congruence between the revolutions

in theology (Protestantism, especially Calvinism) and philo-

sophy (Hobbes). Strauss ackno....rledges this explicitly in the

follOl'fing note (but leaves the question of its significa.nce

'Pride t in the traditional sense IJ1eanS rebellion
against the gradation of beings; it presupposes, therefore,
the e~istence and obligatory character of that gradationo

------------------------
33 lb" 2'91__.l£.., p. ~~._.
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Hobbes' conception of lpride', on the other hand, pre­
.supposes the denial of ·natural. gradation; this conception
is, indeed, nothing other than a means of 'explaining T ,

i.e. of denying that gradation; the allegedly natural·
gradation concerning the faculties of the mind proceeds
from 'a vain cOl1ceipt of one Ts ovm 1'lisdom, v;hich almost
all men think they have in a .greater degree thD.n t:he
Vulgar! •.• The revolutionary character of this con­
ception of pride _.. it is this conception yrhichunder­
lies modern criticism of 'illusions l and 'ideologies' ~­
is obvious. HOi'; far the Puritans, v-i.ho, in t heir criticism
of ecclesiastical and secuJ.ar hierarchy, also understood
that hj.erarchy as pI'oceeding from pride, anticipated this
conception, must here remain an open questionc 34

This is an example of the congruence of. positions in the ns"iv

theology and new sciences which ~pparently were reached quite

ind cpenden~ly of each othe:c. Is there any VTarrant for SUg~

gesting that the deniElJ. of natural hierarchy in the neu

sciences influenced the nevI thGology t s opposition to hierarchy

or vice versa? We may ascribe the affinity of positions to

the comrnonreject.ion of Aristotelianism, and perhaps evon sug-

gest that the political j mplicC<.tj.ons of the new theology· tends

to 'militate against ~\rist.ocrat:i.c morality{though "ife can hardly

ip.fer an inclination to'l'iard modern bourgeois capitalist or

socialist developments). The combined impact of the l1revolutionsH

and the impact of the combination of PuritaniE,m v-rith the neVI
..

political doctrines in particular annihilated aristocratic

morality. (Rousseau laments its loss; Hegel claims to include

it in his ltsynthesis H ; Niet%sche insists on the need for a new

planetary aristocracy; and the: Germans attempt to impose their

versio~ of 1t on the world. )
_.---------_._--- -----_._-----_._--

,

34 pP.J:l~ pp. 167~·168, n.2.
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A contemporary of Hobbes', Lord Clarendon, eloquently

lays this accusation against Hobbes:

Hobbes 'mustnot take it ill, that I obE~erve his ext.reme
malignity to the Nobility, by '1hose bread he hath bin
a1vJaies sustain t d, 1'1ho must not expect. any part, at
least any precedence in his Institution; that in this
his deep meditation u.pon the ten Corrm18.ndments, and in a
conjunctul... e when the Levellers 'VlGre at highest, and
the reductj.on of all degr"ees to one and the same v1as
resolvtd upon, and begun, and exercis 1d towards the
whole Nobility 1'rith all the instances ·of cont-emt and
scorn, he chose to publish his judgments; as if the
safet,y of the Peoplerequirtd an equalit.y of Persons
and that l1the honor of great Persons is to be valued
for their beneficence, and t he aids they give to m en
of inferior rank, or ·not at a 11; and t,he consequence of
partiality towards the great, raised hatred, and an
endeavor in the people to p'J.IJ. dOIHi all oppressing and
contwnel:Lous greatness Ii; J.a.nguage lent to, or bor'l'oi'led
from the 'Agttators of that tim80 HGood counsel l1 , he
saies, t?comes not.. by J.ot or inheritance;; and therefor'e
there is no more ree-;lson to expect good advice from the
rich j or the noble', in the matter of State, then in
delineating the dimensions of' a Fortress:!; and is very
solicitous ,like a faithful J..J8vel1el', t:hat no man may
have priviledges of that kind by his birth or descent,
or have farthe~ ~ohor then adhereth naturally to his

b ·l·t· u3.;a J_ l J.e s. . .

(Thougrl Lord Clarendon suggests that Hobbes uses the language

of lithe Agitators lT he does not indicate tha.t he thinks Hobbes'

political judgrQefLt.s del'ive from the Levellers. Rather he seems

to express his dj.smay that Hobbes t political reflections Sh01.U.d

issue in a position which supports the Leveller cause.)

For both Hobbes and the new theology, Aristotlets

distinction betl'reen prudence and ~'risdom loses all reference to

the distinction between practice and theory. For Hobbes, wisdom
---'---_.._----_._,-._-
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is the Imovr1edge 1I0f 'l'fhat is right and wrong and ,,[hat is good

and hurtful to the being and i.lJell-b0ing of mankind 0 • • • For

generally, not he that hath skill in geometry, or any other

science speculative, but~ only he that understandeth what can ..·

duceth.to the good and government of the people, is called a .

1rlise man. n 36 Strau.ss comments:

The contrast "'lith Aristotle has its ultimate reason
in ~obbesls conception of the place of man in the universe,
'\''1hi5h is diametrically opposed to Aristotle ts conception.
Aristotle justified his placing of the theoretical sciences
above moral and political philosophy by the argument that
ma,n is D.Ot the highest being of the universe. This ult:i..mate
assumption of the primacy of theory is rejected by Hobbes;
in his cQn.tention man is tthe most excellent vlOrk of
nature' •.)'? ..

The nevI theology concursvJith .Aristotle that man is not the

highest being, but in mal'··ked contrast to Aristotle J asserts that

. the 'highest Heingis radically 1;"1holly other. Theoria is not-,---------
the roo.teto God; natural. theology i~ vj.rtually a contradiction

in t~rms. This issues iri g pqsition paralleling. Hobbes I : the

ne\-[ theology emp.hasizes· knGi·lJ.edge of right and i"Trong, the

practical wisdom of piety, of orderingonets life methodically

and systematically in obedience to God. n'lhat perhaps may be

said to have replaced theor-ia was biblical exegesis.)38

~--------

36 Ibj:.c1., PP. 34-35.

37 Ibid., p .. 35"

--------_.

38 Accor-ding to Calvin, man tTneeds the ViaI'd of God,
as the I"Ti tness borne by God about Himself. 11 But of course man
is enlightened by Holy Writ, only if the lisan18 Spirit that
spoke through the prophet vouches by being effective in us, for
the truth of Scripture. II C'?.9R, p .. J.93 )
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Strauss ~n~ites of Calvin:

He Wedves investigation of quid sit_D~~},~.c He does
this not because knm'lledge of the essentii1 Dei far
transcends the capo_city of the human uncfe'rstanuing, as
Maimonides and Thomas' Aquinas, but because such 'chill
speculations t are not sa1l1tary f or man.. There are matters
more imflortant.. There is but one thing needful.. KnOVi­
ledge of God is not the knowledge by ~mich we comprehend
that tlwre is a God, bl.1.t the knowledge "ihich serves to
honor God. Where there is no piety t.here is no knm'Jl.eclge
of God. That a knovl1edge of God Hhich is content ld.th
mere insight s, 'which does not consist of life being
radically determined by God aVcdls nothing. • • • E..ie'y_Cl§.
in Calvin's sense, indeed Calvin's theology itself, dis­
penses 'Hith all theoret.ieal bas:Ls, and deLLcerately so.,
Calvin is not minded to say anything a bout God that does
not serve the purpose of man r S learning to depend ut--
terly on God, to fear God, to trust and obey God ••• .,
l'ihat is decisive 'Vri.. th respect to 1"1hat. is to be thought
and said and taught about: God is the function of those
thoughts, i'lOrds, doctrilleG foJ:' piety', the:Lr util:Lta.s. • • •
As is man 1s wholE: Itfe, f.',O t,heol7 also is subjecT"(-3Crfrolil
the outset ~o God t s judgment and to t.:hat questj.on CDoes
it obey God?! Theory, aJ.legeclly stripped of pres'LJ.p':
positions ar1d prejudices, theory which seeks first of
all to examine cautiously and suspiciously j 5_s thus
vievled as an a ctual fact. full. of pr-ssuppot;itions: in
the place of the fear of God, vIhich is the beginning of
., 't.1-"\- • , ... T' " , .,vllsc:"om! . 2 ,pu~s ~lS?DeCi.:Len?e. • : • _'"G l.S nr;eaos't,j.'Ol1$

curloSl 'Cy, dlsooed:Lence, J_ng:cat.J.tude, del Emce, blludness,
. " f "'l • ., ., ; '. " ('"'II2n any case sln, '1.":' man cusregaras re.'tBJ.a':'J.on, II man
presunlptuously-~takes it. ll:;~on hirrLsGlf -t,o judge the'i'Titness
borne by God to Himself.3~ .

(DOG s Calvin appear to be the inspi:r:'ation :for the tTspiri t of

capitalism!l? As compared to Hobbes and Locke?)

Here is another example of the C02.1[;ruc·mce of the

nevl sciences and the ne1'-1 theology'. They ze,alously .promulgate
________~__,_._...,... ...'__.' .. ._....._............__._.... ,_.w,_..._ ... _ ...--.- •.,.._~_~·......_ ..

39 Ibid., PPQ 194-195.--
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honesty as a cardinal virtue" l~O Arendt observes: flIt seems as

-,though prior to puritan morality nobody ever considored lies

to be serious offense.s ~ tll}<l Arendt explains this nevI emphasis

on truthfulness as follch'IS:

~\rTIat. was lost in the moder-n age, of course, Vlo.s not
the co.pac~T.y for t ruth or reality or faith nor the
concomitant inevitable acceptance of..the testimony of
the senses and· of -r;eason~ but the certainty that formerly

',",rent l·dth it" In relig:i.on it was no""c, belief in salvation
or a.he;reafter that was immediately lost, but the
certitudo sc1.1u:t.is. . • • Just as the immediate conse·~

.quenc'e of tl1fS-I(j"ss of certainty WB.S a neVi zeal for
making good in thj.s life as though it, l.'lere only an over~
long period of probation, so the loss of certainty of
truth ended :i.no. nevI, entirely unprecedente'd zeal fo:('
trut.hfulness -~ as though man could afford to be a ,:Li.ar
only so long as he was cer-tRin of the unchallengeable
existence of truth and objective realit.y, vThich surely
vmuld survive and defeat. all "his li8s .. 42

------~ ~~.--,---_."----

40 Strauss relates the stress on hor2sty to the modern
dispa.ragement of shame ., He "I"f.L'i t as (vIi th Hobbes in mind):
ltThe disparagement· of shame, the replaGementof::;ha.me by fear
is the necessary conss·quence of preferring "'~he shameless
thonest t admission of fe8.r, \·rh:Lch renounce·s 2.11 claim to honour, .
to t va.in' hiding of fear, which is soli.(;itaus of honour., l!

PPH,. po133., "_. 41
Arendt, £~_~i~o, pc369, n.,350

42 §-.£.., p ..252 '" Arendt credits thr:"! nel'1 scientists in
particular for sL1,ccessfully estCi.blishing t.h5_s nm',r virtlls. She
·t'Irj.tes: ltThe radical change in moral. standards occurring in
the first century of the modern age was insl':'lired by the needs "
and ideals· of its most important group of men, the ne\1 scientists;
and the modern carcUnal virtues _0_ success, industry, and truth­
fulness -~ are at the same time t.he greatest virtues of modern

• IT Tb· J 25?sc~ence. _ ~~., p. :;.
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We l'iOuld also indicate the Deltl very sober umoad Il of

bot.h the neVI political philosophy and neVI theology. For

Aristotle, vlhat 'is typicaJ. of the pleasant J Strauss tells us,

is the ease l'-Thieh constitutes or accom.panies the
achievement. of or return to a natural and, therefore,

. customary state ~ • • ; thus everything "¥rhich one can
do \-,Iithout compulsion and exertion, 1:Jit.h ease and
convenience ~ COlLilts as pleasant ~ • • freedom for care,
idleness, sleep, play, jesting, laughter fll~3

Strauss notes: trSuchthings are not even mentioned in Hobbes'

list fI tr44 (LaughJ~er is associat·ed with vanity. .. J Strauss expla.ins

the contrast:

According to HobbeD, the pleasant :1.8 not so much \·[hat
is n;l turally pleasant, ... as the ' pleapant.:t mo.vementf:com
one ple'asant thing to anothe.r pleasant. thing, to a
pleasanter thi.ng, the consciov.spJ3SS i'J}:lich a ccompanie~;
this movement, ••• self-consciousness~ Self-consciousness
is, hOI-rever, const.ituted only bya com.parison of the
individual \'lith other incUvj.dua.ls; man does not merely

·strive after ever-farther goals, but .after goals more
remotE'; than other ElD.n ha.s yet a t-calned ~to 0 If -the
pleasant .•• ' exists only.•• i.n matchillg oneself
agai!.~2:9. others, it is not su.rprising that., •. Hobbes,
differing froq.Ar~stotle, mentions neither friends nor
the doing or receivl.0g good, h~lt immediately after pro­
gress itself', as itvlsre ints:r:"prei::'5.ng progress, nia1um15 - ~ -._--
videl's ...?.1j:..~l11LEl. r .

In the quest for £.~·tiiJ-l~10.,...,,§.?:.l1;.~1:.1,~, the sign of it vTOuld be

sought in the measure of one f s ,'.rorJ.dly success or standing over

against one f s fel1Qi.'Ts 0 TavmElY and Stra1..lsscl'::..tim trds would be
._-----------------_.---_._,--~._-------_..__._-------

43PPH, p.,134.

44Such as that in T~~Ea~ments~2LJai::~, Pa.rt 1, Chapter' 7.
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true only of Purit:,anism 't>'Jhich had made its peace '\'lith Ifthe '

world" It'i'lhich had a.lready accommodated itself to the nevI,

Bocia1 understanding ,and new economics.46

Unlike t.he classicsli-7 'which understood pleasure as

unalloyed with pain, the modern vievi taught by Hobbes is that

pain is an essential ingredient of pleasure; and dissatisfaction,

of enjoyment. Nietzsche quotes Kant: HI subscribe entirely. to

these sentences of Count Verri: 'The only moving principle of

man is pain. Pain precedes overy pleasl~eo Pleasure is not

a· ·pos:i..+·';~re 's+at·e _' Y.nll·$ ~'!h ~ '1.-. '., ." ".. '" • f 1. __ V~" _v. ~ ere~s·t.lle c~aSS2CS 2uencl_y ·p.easure

vlith gentle movement, according to Hobbes the Hmore vehement iT

, the better Q 49 Compare' this statement· of Nietzsche t s:

It is not the satisfaction of the VJill that cau::.~es
plea.sure. :~~ b'l1."t. rathe}:' the vriJJ. f s fon'lard t,hrnst. and
again and again becoming mast.er over that 'i'lhich stands
in its wayo The feeling of pleasure lies precisely in
the dissatisfaction of the,,·; ill, j.n the fact tt.hc:~t the
will is never satisfi8d unless it has opponents and
resistance.50

---'--'---
4··6 ro • • T-R I' 0 61 ",rReIer agalD to ~r, pp~ 0 - .) DoG2.

l'r7 Stra1..lSS asserts: 11. • • Aristotle and Plato and
Epicurus. • • say that the greatest "pleasure is plectsl),re free
from any alloy of pain, the pu.rest pleasu.re 0 II prT~, p ~ l3L:-- o

48 F.Nietzsche The Will to Power Section 698, -------------~,
(trans18.ted from the Italian).

49 PPH" p.l.34 ..

5°F I'" ,.\ilet.zSCl1G,
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(The theological inspir~tion for "If it hurts, it

is good for your soul a is uncertain, but it is commonly or,

perhaps one should say, vulgarly, ascribed to Calvinj_sm.)

,Aristotle, the Tlpagan tl said: f1I'1f~n that prospe;c

have this ill; to be ~ore proud and inconsiderate than others o

}~d this good, that they worship God, trusting in him, for

that they find themselves to receive more good than proceeds

from their indust.ry .. n5l Hobbes ~mphas:tzes only the first

part -- the Hil1 11 consequences of pride and preslUnption:

tfmuch prosperityco. n18.1c.:eth men in love l'7ith themselves c 1152

Strauss COrriments:

That good fortune callE; forth gratit'-l.la.e, he (Hobbes)
either, does not or will,notrocognizee Only ill
fortune, espec:tally lJ-ttforeseen ill i'ort-une, teaches

--men o -For man mUE.~t be brOl~ght to recognize his
position by the violent resistance of the real vlOrJ.d,
and against h5..s natural inclination, ""[hioh is to
decaive himself as to the hor:eor of his nat.ural situation
by ''leaving a cocoon of vain dreams a bout himself 0 For
the man 1..rho has one e come into contact "itlith this ,,!O:cld,
joy and laughter are over, llIa!1 must be serious and
that exclusively~ It is the fearfulness of death rather
than the svreetness of life v,kdeh makes man cling to
existence. Sj_nce man is at the mercy of a fate utterly
unconcerned as to his wc-D,l or \'lOe, a fate ""lhieh one may
call God f s irresistible povisr, becctuse man experiences
only force, and not kindness from the over\;rhelming pOvler
of the universe, he has no choice but to help himsolf"
He has to Jive, not in gratitu.de, but in'the serious
and oppre8sive consciousness of his i'reedom) of himself

---..,-~~--~---------'--

51 FPH, p.121-\-o

52 Ibid.

------,_._-------------~~
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as a free be:i.ng, of his capacity tofre'e himself. Con-­
stantly av,rare of the desperate seriousness ,of hissituo.t5.on,
it will not occur to him to be proud of his freedom, a.nd,
theref'ore, he' '\1il1 } above all,. be on his guard against
t~.king that freedom 'as. the object of his speculations,
against contemplating himsel.f in his freedom a nd taking
pleasure, in it" It is bett~er and more becoming to the
situation of man to deny the.t freedom theoretically by
mechanistic physical science, and to assert it practically
by the conquest of natl.J.re, and particularly of human
nature, with.the help of that. science" Not grateful
contemplation of nature, and still less vain contemple,tion
of man, is fitting to man t s sitlJ.ation~ but the u.tilization
and cultivation of nature" For man can assert himself
only by increasingandirnproving nature t s deceptive and
niggardly gifts by his- J.abour and exertions; and the mor-e
he makes himself independent of natm.... e by his labour,
the furt.her he dravrs ai',Jay from nature) and makes the
gifts of natlJre disappear behind. his Oi'In free activity,
the more highly is his labour to be valuedj trade and
industfy are mor~ to be prized than ~gricultureand
fishing 0 • • • 'J.'hus he is on the side of those ,:"ho are
prepared to ovm their good fortune exclusively to their
O'i-'Tn a chie.vement and their O\'m. serious labouT~.?3 .

. .. This indicates \)[hy Strauss claIms the ascet5.c 1fspirit of

capi t&.lism l1 is enur..,cie,ted in modern political thought~ and this

is _"'Thy he charges Ue1?er 1;";ith being insufficiently heedful to

the t1revolution on the plane of rational thought-. n

'r.he convergence of Hobbes f political thought and

Puritanism derives not only from a mutual opposition and even

antipathy to Aristotelio.nism, but from a return to or a new

appropriation of Plato~ (For Protestant theology, Augustine,

more than any other thinker, is preeminent.)' Hobbes and the

new theology find Aristotle sensually sGJ.f~ind.ulgent0 It is
-------'-------....._--._- -------- ,--_._._-,---

53Ibid~, pp. 124-126 •..----
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not from Aristotle "(,hat one gets the impression t.hat this

earthly life is a prison or a disease-. The new polit,ical

thought and the new theology finds :the Platonic portrayal

not only more true-to-life, but emphatically more edif:ying o

Plato is .seen as the great critic of sensuality and therefore

is found appealing. Strauss draws this parallel betvreen

Plato and Hobbes. According to Strauss ,Plato questions the

virtue of courage and so demotes it~ This is significant

not only for the parallel to Hobbes, vlho in his opposition

to aristocratic morality attacks COill.'age in particular, but.

also to Strauss! contention that Plato!s is not a master

morality. He v.Jrites:

One gains the clearest conception or':'" the-antithesis
between true and pS8udo-o vil-.tue, if OEe compares the
life and fate of a truly .just man, l;'7no has no appearance
of justice, i'Those jlJ.stice is hidden.~ 1,r:Lth the li.Xe and
fate of a truly unjust m.an, HIlO enJoys 9. reputation for
justice and whose inj:'lstice is hidcleB.~ It:5.s not a mere
matter of chance tha.t Plato thtJ.s CCHilip's.res the just and
the unjust, and not the courage01..1.Sn!E:tIl and hj.s opposj. te"
Courage: the virtue of the 1:mrrior: is inseparable from

"]"+ J "" .. , "1'"1-nU __ J.. vCJ.ry g _ory~ 1\0 vJ..I"cue se8E1S nWll.""0 orl -t.lam"' J more
'lfiOrthy even of :ceverence than courage; for courage is
the stcmdard ideal of "'che I,El.cedaemonian and Cretan la,'r,:;,;"
And yet it is the lO1;',j0st virtue. It.s problematic nature
show'S itself in full clearness only \1'116n one considers
it not in its archaic form, in '\'lrdcTh its sense is, as
it were, narrowed and limited. by ob<e0:ience to law, and
in ltihich, for that very reason, it is hidden vlisdom.1

but Hhen one considers it apart fro:rrm t.his limitatj.on,
in itself. This consideration of COJlli.::ca,ge in isolation
is all the more fitting, since courage seems more sharply
deliZlited from ot'her virtues than a;r'8 the other virtues
onG from another. Courage, as it is usually understood,
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is the virtue of th~ man, his c8.pacity, withou.t fenr or
effeminacy,. to help himself, to prote.c'e himself from in-~ .
justice or. injury, to ass'.:;;rt and save himself 0 According
to this ideal, the perfect man. is the tyrant, '~'Tho disposes

. of the 'greatest ·possibl.8 po1;.J8r to d owb0t he "rill e The
tyrant as .an ideal is t.he pe.:cfect expression,. the most.
seductive and therefore the most revealing form of the
popular ideal of' cotrrClge, . and thus chD.llenges to searching
criticism of that ideal. In limitless self-love, in
frenzied arrogance} the tyrant seeks to rule not merely
over men but even over gods. From this a light falls on
the 'more 'innocent t ideal of courage. This ideal is
nothing more noble " and nothing else, than a disguis~') of
man's natural self-love, of mauYs natural hedonism.
If the unequivocal coordination ·of virtue Ij·d.th manliness
is thus called into question, the equ..ality. ·of the sexes
in t he ideal State becomes inevitable in principle ~ It
is not courage vlhi en is the hj.ghest virt,ue .,- self-·mastery
stands higher, and· higher s'e,j.ll than self-~mast.ery st.and
":is??ln(:>an~ ~usti:e.o .~ In .~.'tself ~j:s~~~~~. ~tan~ls .. su~:c~~;le ~ g2it
JUS b.tC ~ ,?'Gaads Svlpreu18 from an ~.xo ..·'Vn.c pOl1l1J of v:Leu"

Hobbes demolishes courage as a virtu~, 1'lh-ereas PJ.ato demotes it

to the bottom of the Ii st of. vi.rt1J.f3s. As yre not ed above, Hobbes

goes' so far as to undercut the mor'al gronndfor national defense 0

Th~ parallel antithes:i.s in Hobbes 1 teaching is descJ:~ibe(i by

Strauss as. f ollo\'ls:
~ , .

I h · .'." 1.. 'If 1 1-, • ") I 1 h .,.11 J..S l~..rIoDues '1 mora.. pul,~080P.ny a._so, t e ant:LtncsJ..s
bet-vieen pseudo~,vi.rttfe, \1hich aim,s B.t, repu.t8.t ion and honolu;"
and the true virtlJ.e is a C0l1f3titu.ent part. He also
te8.ches that true virtue on the one h.lnd, 2,nd pS8ti.do--virtl1,8
and vi ce on the otnl?-r, d iifer only in their reason t • • •

He also recognizes only political vj.rt,tJ.I':;s. For him also
·the antithesi.s bet,veen the fitting a.nd the great is of
supreme impoy'tance, .and as a resulthiQ. alsodistru.sts.
rhetoric, in a way irlhich recalls Plato,. 55

------_.- -----_•..._.__.._----------
54 Ibjj.;.., pp e Ih$~lli-7. The last s~nt8nce suggest.s

another reason for Hobbes preferring PJ.atO'OlY2r Aristot,le ..
Aristotle champions supra-political virtu.e, raherea.s for Plato
the philosopher must cone ern himself'irith ·t@~?-: political ·VIell­
being of others. According to Hobbes, this is ·the main function
of the philosopher. See pp. llr7 -111-8 ..



197

Strauss al$o discerns ~his affinity of vie1'ls:

, History 0 0 • finally has for Hobbes the same
significance as sophistry had for Plato. According
to Plato 1S' vieVl also, there vrasa connex1011 between
sophistry ~:gd 1i:1'hat modern usage vlould. call thistorical
interest' .)

This trconnexionl1 is that sophistry and history are primarily

concerned Hitl-i the great rather than the true and the fitting,

the prime concern of philosophy. This accounts too for the

similarity in literary tast-eo Socrates prefers Euripides.

Nietzsche tells us, this is because Euripides reduced the'

statl.lJ:'8 of the hero from demigod to the "bourgeois mediocrityll

of the COLTilllOn man d.nd alv-iB.ys concluded with the cl.eiJ...x~ex-machina
. " ..- .-....- ......._------- ...---

triumph of justic80 Though incomparably inferior to Aeschylus

and Sophocles, Euripides was preferred. because he VIas less

. ,··concerned \'lith greatness and evinced a rational concern for

the fit,ting, fox' the' trimnph of justice 057 'The combi.lied impact

of the new political thought and new theology also results in

the common man as hero and the d uly (:olebl~ated triu.mph of

justice Q This is espe cia.lly true in the popular nel'! art form

of the novel.

Of course, the diffel"'ence betvreen Plato and Hobbes
..

overshadovls all affinity. Strauss states this key difference:

Hobbes' political philosophy is••• different from
Platots, that in the latter exactness mean.8 the undistorted
reliability of the standards, while in the former, exact~·
ness means unconditional applicability, applicability
l.mder all circwnstances, 'app.1.icability in the extreme case /J 58

-,------_.---~---, .._-----,-_._-_.._-"----,----_.~----~---------

58 PEI:L P .151. Se::: Strauss f discu:,:,sion of othor
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Hobbes t o::cientation is negative: he dO'3S not reflect on

Platonic questions, li.ke UUhat is the good and the fitting?tt

One of the salient features of Reformation theology is a.

similar negative orientation ~ One kno"l,rs l'1ho."l;; sin is;! Ivhat"

not to ·do, 1/lhat to avoid in order not to be damned,butthere

is nothing one can do to assure salvation since \'lorks do not

save. In both the ne'd theology and in the neVi political

philosophy, the aim is to mitigate man's corrupt nature or the

natural inclin~tion to corruption.

The parallel also extends to a similar !1dilemrna f1 in

both the neVi theology and ne'rJ" philosophy. Both are exhortative;

both assert em.phaticallY that \\That o.no does matters; both

". . t t h" t . t t . t J ,7' .... th .... , 1 . 1 '- • •l.m:)].s , .8.. In en lons rna -cer. .I.e v ..e \.IDeo ogy lS prec~eSl-,lD.arJ..an}

and 'Hobbes t metaphysics deterministic. Hobbes, opposed to the

llsubstantialist 1i conception of m:ind and emphnt:.ic: in his denial

of natural hierarchy 1 develops a monistic materialist ..·determinh::tic

metaphysic,59 It is presupposed by his politi.cal teaching in

its denials of teleology, hierarchy and soul, but. in 'Hhat it

asserts, it dest,rays the central and basic antithesis of his

1 t h · d 'l~ t' . 1 l' 1 co "h 60mora eae lng an. po.~ lea pnl_ooOp_y~

---.,.._---"----
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Basil Willey observes:

It had perhaps been fheld'" but it had hardly before
been so deeply felt, that 'Nature could move only along
one road to a pre:::-destined ,end T, and t.hat t in brief,
the act of creation had created not only the universe
but its "Hhole future history. • • • The final e f.,tablishment
of this 10.1'7 as the primary guiding principle in Nature
vJaS the trimnph of the seventeenth century..... t. It
is not surprising, if this was so, that the seventeenth
century should have 'Witnessed an a tte:mpt to subdue the
stubborn human vJill to the same great, lai'l. '1'here 't'ws
also a clear analogy bet'i'leen this scientific determinism
and the current predestinarian theology; God's ffore­
knm'71edge absolute' included, and his r immutable decrees Y

controlled, both the Course of each atom and the destiny,
of each soul••••Hobbes' Leviathan is an admirable
illustl~ation of this point; for in-that 'Hark the deter­
minist philosopher n.ses a.l1 h:i. s pOviex's to urge that man
can and must so affect the CO\Jxse of events. That he can
do so is shOi'l11 in the Social Contract ~ which converted
the life of man at orIe blov! from. a ir[elt.er of muttJ.aJ. rapine
into c;m ordered COnl.t11OD\-malth. l'hat.:ID.8 must at all co,;:;ts
continue to do so) by support.ing j.n ev,-ery vray the autho~C':Lty
of the Levia.than; is the purport of the \\Th01e argument,
and j.s illus'jG'i~a~Fed by many a despairing reference to the
contem'po:ca~cy chaos. But the Contract.::.;; the 8.utho:city of
the L'3vie.than and the GiviI War are a::11 alike products
of deter·[iL-fYi.:Csm? True, but the point ::1".8 that Hobbes 'ilrites
throughout as i-f these issues were f'Oili" men to decide c

In strict dete-r1nird.sm thore should, I suppose, be no
po.ssion for valu3s Hhich may be lost OK' preserved by
taking thought, for nothing is contingent upon hmnan
volitions. But Hobbes T book, as ive :have seen, is nothing
if not suasive; he cares supremely ~r' strong govermnent,
and blames his opponents quite as la'w:tshly as if they
vlere completely ansi;i8rable for theirmvn actionsc Hobbes
sees the need for determinism as a seientific hypothesis,
and also finds it most useful as a solvent for viev!s he
di.slikes, but vThere his ovm interes.ts' are deeply engaged
he leave"s i.t out of account. It is !<l>c!"teworthy that
throughout t,he I,evJat1'§n,although it :is of course j.mpJ.j-cit,
he hardly makes mO;'e than one direct referenc e to it i> b -

-_._--- ._-_._-------_._---------

'1l'1
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Finally, 11m regl.st.erthis biographical connection

between l-Iobbes, and Locke, and Puritanism. {It is left to

last because its' significD.nee is dubious.} Hobbes VIas

educated tlin the Puritan spirit Tl at Purl tan M:agdalen Hallo>62

Barker tells us Locke !thad been bred :i.n Pu:d.tanism il and dv.ring

his sojourn in Holland his Hcircle If ';'las composed mainly of

Dutch Calvinists and Huguen~tso63 '

We have attempt.ed by f()cus:Lng on Hobbes and biblical

f'aj. th to ilJ.ustrate the difficulty of dra\'iing c1ecisive con-

elusions. on the issv.e of contention bcti;,;reen Hegelianism and.
Strav.ss as to ,·[hether moderni"vy is to be understood as seculari%ed

Christianity or as ess0ntj.al1y a rejection of the biblical faitb.

tradition and a most radical modification of classical political

philosopr.ty •
--.--_.----------_._---------_..__._._-,-_..

63 BaY"Kp.-~ oX? c~+ D y-.T·i~~ p,.., .....l~c.}'" i·rr~~-'·es· Ii n- Cl

~
'J -. '1....;,1, . _ _<_...~'" .... (. .I_V..-... ..1. ..J.. .......1Cl..l..r-.,"-". " ..LLJ .... k.. • .. It _c~

Locko i had in him the g:ceat Purit;an SE:nse of the supreme import-·
nee ·bf tl.le individ.ual soul; the Puritan i'eeling for the soul t s

right to determine its OViD relat.ions to Ged J and to enjoy, at
the least, toleration from the State and from all authori.ty in
so doj_ng; the PlJ.ritcm instinct for setting bounds to the
State -- ItblJ.s far} and no farther 1; the P1.u:-itan echo of the
plea of Antigone "'ihen she cites the higher lav.J, vrhich is the
len'l' of N2..ture and God, 2..gainst the edicts of Creon. Trl.J.8,
these nobler elements 1-'Jere mixed in Locke} as they \'rere mixed
in the nonconformity of the English middle class, ,"Tith
ignobler things" The sacred right of property 'w'as somehol'J
included among the sanctities; a.nd an individualism based on
religion was made to trail clouds of ingloriousness. That is
t,he penalty of making the solitary ind:i.vit1-tlStl the pivat of all
yo'Ur thought, It
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We have indicated the congruence of the "revolutions l1

and adduced affinities ih the respective doctrines of the

nevJ" theology and the neH political thought. We have pointed

to the impact their c~mbination made on modernity. We have

:attempted to indicate vThy Strauss questions the lieber thesis

'which assert.s that the ne-,'l t.heology is the primary inspiration

of modernity. Here is a good statement of that thesis (though

perhaps somevrha.t modified) by Troeltsch:

Calvinism, with its abolition of the absolute
goodness and rationality of the Divine activity into
mere separate will-acts, connected by no inner·necessity
and no metaphysical unity of substance, essentially
tends to the emphasizing of the individual and empirical,
t·he renunciation of the conceptions of absolute causality
and unity, the practically free and ut:i..litarian inc1i v-·
idual judgement of aJ.1 things c ~?he influence of this
sp:lrit is quite unm:tstakably the most important cause
of the empj.rical and posit.ivist tendencies of the Anglo-
S "t' . h t' f . , t' I .. taxon SplX'l·., l:':flJ.C.. ,ooay lrJa nemse yes ll1 J.. as com-
patible ,'i5-th ?trong religiov.s feelings, ethical disci91ine
and ke861 intellectuality as they formerly d.id in Calvinism
itself ~ -:- ._._-_.._---------

64 Quoted by Grant, op_~l.!.., p. 21. Compare this
diamet:cically opposed vievT of A. C.• IvlcGiffert., a historian of
Christian theolog·y (and a distinguished student of P... Harnack Ts) :
11The Protestant Reforma.tion lIvB.S medieval, not modern, in its .
spiri t and int. erest.. • • • Bondage to an ext.ernal la~'J of faith
and practice '''las for a long time as complete in Protesta.ntism
as in Catholicism, and the One1;I8.S as conse"rvative in t he field
of r eligiolJ.s thought as the other. The immediate effec:t of the
modern sp irit, \'Then it began to make its influence felt in
Christia.nity, Ivas as destrnctive of the nei.'T Protestantism as
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We have indicated again in thj~;q chapter as 1"!811 as in many

other places throughout the paper {notably Chapter II} why

Strauss challenges the assertion that Calvinism ntends It tov!ard

that spirit 'dhich is I1quite umnistakably the most, important

cause of thc'empirical and positivist tendencies of the. ,

Anglo-Saxon spirit. Ii \ve may note that Strauss 1 charge that

the 1'7eberian underestimates the ne\1 social understanding

fostered by the new political philosophy may not appear very

cogent to one ~rho understands mode:cn:i.ty as essent,ially secularized

Christianity.65 The issues remain and will no doubt long be

debated.

of the old Catholicism. • • • Against model~ views of every
k ", d P .... ""J_ t"~· t.; t -1 .:c.... '" "1 fl' ,- ;;1-1 "" • Y'I v-l - C .... ' ]. i onJ.n, rOc.e.:>van l.Shl se _.. 58_. .1. au vonco..Jpro..__ ..::>1..l_b y as allnO_.1C .. SI.. _

That rationalism ultimately made its home in Protestantism
rather than' j.n the older communion, Has not because the foy'mer VT8.S

in principle more tolerant of divergent vie';rs, but because
the divisions within the Protestant rank made greater tolerance
a necessity b The break \"lith the old ecclesiasti.cal inst.i.tu~"
tion and the rise of new ch~rches independent of it and of each
other facilitated the gradual grmrt.h of a f::ceedom in r e1ig:i.ous
thought "\'lhich could not have Cort1e had all Ghristendora rema:i.. ned
under a single e cclesj.astical contr"ol; but the break itself,
ar:d, n?t §lD~~?~js:~la~~,.~_~J:,~~~J?l~~ 1~~d~.n~..~~ L~, m~,de t~.: ;8H
IJ.bc:rcy posCllble. (J:ilY unC,E;r.llrnn.; i A.ll .J:.lcGJ.Ll. ert., f£.ote?l~c.~J.. '
Th.ought_B~f2.£.§:.....Eant , (Hevl York: Harper Torch Books, 19b2l, '
pp. 180-187. -

650ne wo~ders: VIere the \1ebe;i.an t~ carefully study
the \-r.ci tings of Hobbes and Locke, ,'t,-.rould he not be likely to
assert that he discerns therein much evidence of secularized
Calvini~:rn?

_ ·At the oral defense of this Th'3sis, Professor G.P.Grant
suggested that the identification of Troeltsch as a Weberian
is misleading in that Strauss appears to esteem Troeltsch as
distinguishe-d from V-reberians.
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Basil Willey sums ~up the issue of HHobbes and Biblical

Faith" \'lith proverbial English common sense. He says forthoM

rightly: Tilt can hardly fail to st:r-ike a modern reader that there

is a radical incompatibility bet'i<reen the principles of Hobbes IS

philosophy and those of any sort of Christianity, if not of any'

sort of religion'. 1I66 But he l,s evidently 'wrong: it, does fail

to strike many modern readers that way.

Can it be said that Hobbes' egal:a,arianism derives

from the biblical faith tradition? Hardly, in Hobbes T ovm vis"l

('i'lhich vTe noted at the outset is not taken as decisiva) • The

suggestion that egalitarianism derives from prophetic utterances

is paradoxical, for Hobbes, on the cOlErary, says that the

claim to revelation and prophecy is an assertion of superiority

(gl'o:ci3.ti'?); religion breeds ins'quaiity • Implicitly opposing

Hegel's vie"1 he susgests Je"d~) B,nd Christians assert a Time-ster

m~rality~r; (vainly) convinced of th~ir superiority they bred

political rebelliousness. The Hmastershipll asserted by adherents

of biblical faith was more reprehensible than the master morality

of the pagans \I!hich reflected (in a cultured '\f.,ray) the social

struct"Lu'e and political hiera.rehy of the e stablished order~ He

also implicitly challenges Hegel 1 s assertion .that Christianj.,ty

was the major milestone in the pol,itical progress of ~rorld

history; Hobbes sees it as haviD,:j had an uncivilizing effect..

-----------------
66

~J~i11ey, 2P~~~::.~., p. 115.
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Is, Hobbes T emphasis on shunning death and the modern

concern ,\·rith the preservation of the individual rooted in

Christianity? Vle quote.d Arendt 1S vie\'{ which asserts that 5.tis.

This does not seem in harmony with Hobbes t own view. He appears

to regard Christianity, and especially traditional Christianity:

as excessively other-worldly, as mitigating the proper concern

,,;ith shl.L"'1ning death and as eliverting man t s attent ion away from

it to. fancied entities and realms. Hobbes? is perhaps the

more pious view: he sees traditional Christianity as the religion

of martyrs.

As \'le have been emphasizing 1 none too sl.1.btly,

throughout the paper, by th~ repetitive use of the al:!kward

phrase lZavoidance of crosses;. 1T it is at least paradoxical that

the avoidance of crosses should be said to be inspired by the

religion of the Cross.



CHAPTZR V

cm·JCLUSION: GOl·ITjENTS, CRITICISMS AND COlifTET,lPORARY Cm~CEHNS

Classical political philosophy deliberately rejected

technologizing science,. opposed the conquest of nature and

overcoming of chance, and fro,:med on universal enlightenment

because in its vievr such projects vlere unnatural and dehuman­

izing. Vfnat is central is not the fa,£t that Greek science,

vlhile precocious in Hpure heavenly science, tr ';'las c ol1spicuously

arrested i~ the development of technology; the moot question

is vih::t:.. i'Ve have seen tilat Strauss' denies any progressivist

vie1'1 '\-;hich might suggest that Greek science i'las so arrested

because it was the infancy stage of later technologic~l

science the vie",'; I1that earlier thinkers could not possibly

have tholJ.ght of fundamental possibilities 'l"lhich came to the

center of attention in later ages."l Marxists agree with

Strauss that t he Greeks turned their backs 011 technology,

and Strauss agrees \'rith Ee.rxists that olig£~rchs certainly

had selfish political economic interests in preserving

slavery and in opposing technology. But Strauss, as 1,',e

1 liE, p.23.
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have seen, denies this reveals the ~,[hy of the classic philo-

sophie attitude tOi'12.rd technology.2

s. Sambursky, an historian of classica.l science, in

. large measure, corroborates Strauss T position. He ....Jrites:

• « .. the Ancient Greeks throughout a period of
eight hundred years made no~attempt at s:,;:stematic
experimentation. . . • It lGreek science) does not
aim at t he conquest and control of nature, but is
motivated by purely intellectual curiosity. For
this reason technology finds no place in it ..• .3

He differentiates modern from classical science along Strauss'

J.ine of demarcation. In the middle ages he finds no novelty

excepting !lisolated spcTks scattered through the darl-;:ness of

centuries. H The Hreal revolution Tr he attributes to the

Renaissance ffavmkening of man 1s desire for conquest, the

2 Grant discusses the respective views of }~rxists
and Strauss. Of Strauss t position he vlrites: l!Strauss t

position asse:cts an eternal and unch9.ngeable order in vrhic:h
history take s its place and 'I<'1hich is in no manner affe cted.
by the events of history. The realm of freedom is no more
than a dependency of the realm of necessity .. For Strauss
the attempt to dominate the realm of necessity, far from
being hhe condition of universal hu..man satisfaction, j_mplies
the inipossibili ty of true hunan excellence« He argues as
follo\;'is: philosophy is the excellence of the soul. There
cannot be philosophy in this sense unless there is an eternal
and unchangeable order. But t.he bel.ief that. one can d orninate
the realm of necessity is to Q,eny any eternal order VJhich
transcends history and in 'which history takes its place.
Therefore the desire to dominate necessitv leads to the
denial of the possibility of hUIiian excellence. Grant ,.9.P~.ci_t. ,p. 98.

3 S. Sambu:csky, 'fhe Phy"sicfl.1· V2rld ..9..f th~ Greeks,
(London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1903~p. 2-3.
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conquest and control of na.tu.re throu~:h science; 11 llstriving

for polt/er t.hrough :movdedge n Hturned science into the

handmaid of technical progres~.114 He shOltIS again a nd again

that the Greeks had the knovl-h01.'1 for technology, but did
/

. not apply it. For exarJple, HEven t.hough all the necessary

preconditions existed, s't;eam-pO"'.'ter I'las never exploited on a

technical scale nor VJ'8re the elements put to any economic

use such as constrv.ction of vdndmills. •. Tf 'Whatever

umachines Tl 'Nere developed ",'iere regarded as t7toys, 11 Brather

·-than means of harnessing the forces of nature for technical

exploitation. If As he says: 1l1'he ancient Greek believed

.fundament.ally that the lwrld s houlo. be }?-nd~1:"'s~oo,9.) but that

there Vias no need to c}l~~ge it. n5

He opposes the Harxist vievi vlith the example of

Egypt \\'here great technological progresi3 \'ient hand-in-ha.nd

with slavery. He claims the Egyptian overshadowed not only

the Greeks but even late Roman civiliz~tion in building

technology, and indeed engineers today still gaze agape at

Egyptian technology. He argues slavery encour2.ges technology:

Uho\'[ best to u.se great masses of me·n in large technical under-

-,-_._-------------
t 1 • ., f' t' ....... 1aKlngs ralSeQ Lrr ner v8cnnlca

~. Ibid.:.~, pp. 230-231.

5 Ibiel., p.230.

and O "''''''''~nl·· t7a..... l· 0l"1~ 1.J. oc:... _ :/)- lJ, _... CI. ...;... problems.
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I,ike Stra."Llss, he believes t he Greek attitude is due to their

conviction that the mechanical is dehumanizing. He cites

Plato (Republ.ic:.; 590C), wh? speaks of that 11 tbase mechanic 1

handicraf~, ft and Ari~totIe (I',TetaJ2luTsi£~ 980a), vIho reasons

that inventors of things usefu.l to :]..ife f s necessities are

less estimable than inventors v,rhose "branches of knovrledge

did not aim at utility-.n? Aristotle (in contrast to us

moderns) admires not the ingenious Egyptian engineers but

their priests \'!ho devoted themselves to theoretical mathe-

matics. Sambursky comments:

Host instructiv'3 is ·the comparison that Aristotle"
dra'ds betvJeen the various kinds of science and a rrlC.n' s
social status: 'But· as the man is free, v.;e say, vIDO .
exists for his own sake and not for another's, so we
pursue this (science of first principles) as the only
free science ,. for ~t alone exists for its Oi:ln sake. t

(Net..€:P.AL?_L~1."? 98ab)

Sambursky (again, in corroboration of Strauss) sees

this attitude connected "·li th the moral'er,}phasis on moderation.

He points out (as doe's Strauss) that this: is not peculiar

to the Socratic tradition. Democritus, among others, also

stressed the necessity of restricting man~s inclination
to devote too much of his limited st,rength to improving
his m.aterial conditions. 'One shou~d realize that

. hUJuan life is weak and brief and mixed wi th many cares
and difficulties, in order that one ,may care only for
moderate possessions, and that hp9"rd:s11iP may be measured
by the standard of one's needs.T~

---------'-- '---,-_._--
7 Ibid Dp 226-2?rl-.--=--" ... . - ----

9 19l-_sl., PP. 22e-229.
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Sambursky suggests th&1.t Plodern science by contra;::t

to Greek science appears artificial and unnatural. He

\,Ti tes : flThe essential thing in an experiment is the iso­

lation of a certain phenomenon in its pure form •• •• "

Mechanics, for example, vlhich had a lIdecisive influence on

the basic methods and notions of physics, 1f ViaS based on

Tfthe notion that friction 01"' the resistance of environment

are to be considered as incidental interferences with the

study of the phenomenon that illustrates a natural law or

principle in its pure form. filO For Aristotle, flthe environment

\vas actt1B_lJ~y an inte'gral part of the phenomenon itself, and

he regarded the very id.ea of isolation as untenable. H11

Another flul1nat1J~~alll kind of tldissection of nature11 \'J'hic1~is

'tithe theoretical counterpart of the experiment, H is the

modern mathe.matizat:ion of science. Sambursky \'lri tes:

llHovcment and rest are natural phenomena; but velocity, as

mathe~atically defined is the relation between two such

essentially different quantities as distance and time. nl2

10 Ibid., pp. 233-234",

11 Ibid., p.233.

12 Ibid._, p. 2 l1-1.
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This unnatural Hdissection of nature,t1 Sambursky

tells tlS, 111i'laS •• ~ the result of man's changed attitude to

the ~osmostl {and, ,'He may add, to the soul}. He \'1rites:

The Greek had a profound ai;[a.reness of the unity o.f
man and the cosmos, an 8.1IJareness 'Which was characterized
by his biological approach tc? the. vlorld of matter.
The teleological principle is essentially biological
and anthropomorphic, so that t he first basis f or the
conception of order in the cosmos i'laS found in the
system of tIle \"lOrld of living things. Whereas live
are reducing biology to physics and chemistry, the
Greek applied the concepts and thol~ht processes of
biology to physical phenomena. 13

This independent corroboration of Strauss' position

lends strong credence to Strauss' assertion that the Greeks'

attitude to~technology is deliberate, deriving .from their

political philosophy and.philosophic conce~tion of science,

-~--.--._-----.----------------_._---------_._-~--~

Ii-' ,IbiS.. , PP. 2L}-1-24.2. In his Pr"8face, Sambursky
vrrites: Ti. • •. \··[hi18 "ide attempt to transform the vwr1d into
an abstract mathematic entity "'Thich transgresses the boun­
daries of the inorganic universe and infiltrates into biology
and the ree.lm of man, the Greeks sm'! the cosmos as a living
organism; .•• Thus.the Greeks ... were prevented for a
period of a thousand years, from making the rapid progress
that C8,me a bont in a fev1 decades of t he seventeenth c entul~Y.
From this time on, a picture of the cosmos evolved that
must be set against the background of a civilization based
on an interplay of science and technology, "l'Thile the cosmos
of the Greeks emerged from a 'World ~10se scientific curiosity
remained untouched b~- any desire to conquer nature. n

n
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ir,ihich leads them to condemn. t.echnology as unnatural and

dehumanizing. It also implicitly echoes Strauss' call to

strive fora genuine understanding of this attitude. If one

is going to explain it avray or reduce it to more basic

~eschictl:i.che..2factors, material or geistliche, let it be

first understood vrha t is being so reduced or explained. As

Strauss puts it:

Even if it were true that we could understand
the classics better than they underst·ood theruselves,
we vlOulcl become certain of our superiority only after
understandi.ng them exactly as they understood themselves.
Othervlise Vie might .Glistake 01..1Y' superiority to our notion
of the classics for: superj.ority to the classics. J.Lr

Strauss r call for Ureturn: l presupposes 'lilhat Ko.icive

calls the fitheistic ll notion of truth. At f'irst glance it

appears destined to fallon deaf ears. 1,'U1Y should the pro-

gressivist bother' to under'stand t he classics as they understood

th 1 ? 0 ~ t +t '.l.. "... • t l'.L... emse ves. ne Cloes nO av -emp"Clto res;:;rlc-c illS men a llty

to infant bOlJ.nds, even if it Vlere possible, in order to

better understand infancy. If one believes with Nietzsche

that all thought is flinte:r.'pretation, tf then on8 is primarily

interested in why and ho'l! a particular Hi11.terpretationH is

expressive of· '!{,rillto pm-rer. Or alterna'cslyput, a therapist

need only knoN enough about a patient's delusions to see how

and ,"-Thy he is using them. Stx'auss r eXhoI'tation then appears

14 OT, p.195.
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to the .proGressivist and the I'aClical historicist as an

invitation to retrogression, d~lusion, or, at best, enter-

taining half-truths. Strauss is -aV.,rare of this.. H~ .appeals

precisely to the moderns' concern to avoid delusions and

half-truths by asking that the' presupposit-ions' of modernity

becom.e the theme of contemporary philosophic scrutiny. This

entails a non-modern, (i.e. non-historicist, non-progressivist)

attempt to understand the classics, against 'VIIlom the fathers

of modernity raised the ()2..nner of t hej.r ne"l-V" philosophy and

science. It is evidently Strauss' conviction that if one

he 1';ill of his' Oi;ln p}'.ilosopi:lic momentum be draun j.nto the

attempt of a genuine unclerstanci.ing of the' classics, because

he ....rill come to see that modern presuppositions are moclifi-

cations of classical thou.:;ht. VIe raay say there are t·,-w steps

IIba.ck lr :. firs·t, transcending the~ limita,tions of modern thought

so as to make it the object of investigation and/second --

a thoroughgoing atternptat understanding classical political

philosophy. The first step, hoYrever, apparently reqtdres the

preliminary tentative acceptance of the classical point of

viet\[ as a crutch 'or pole-·vc:.ult to help one free oneself

from modern biases. vr.~at is accepted at first tentatively,

Strauss promises, 1JTil1' come to engage the investigator fully.

The result 1·lill be greater clarity in vie'i,·ring modernity and

in understanding the contem}Jorary predicaJ!.]'~mt resulting from it;
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hopefully, the insights inspired by the study of the classics

l'1i11 prove helpful in formulating the .political recipes

for coming to grips with todayTs p:r:-oblems. Strauss feels

that the fcl.te of our times makes this an urgent task because

the modern project and its optiruism appear to have soure'd

into nihilism and despair. The Sclme fate makes thj.s, kind

of study more feasible now than it was earlier. Strauss

says "ihy:

The genuj"ne unde:t'standing of the political philo­
sophi.es iiihich j.s then necessary may be said to have
been rendered possible by the shaking of all traditions;
the crisis of our time me,y have the accidental advantage
of enabling us to unclerstcmd in unt,raditi.onal or fr(~sh
manner \1ho.t was hitherto understood only in. a tradit:i.onal
or derivative manner. This may apply especially to
classical political ,philosophy which has been seen for
a c?n.~idera?~~ ~i~l: onl¥ ~hrougl:.the ]:en~~~ ,~f' rrl£gern
polJ.tJ.cal p nl.,.0.:>0pi.1Y ano. ].ts val J_OU8 £,ucc,,;:,sors.

Of all modern lenses thr01.1.gh 'Vlhich the classics

are seen, the most radically modern are Nietzschets and that
. . .

of radical historicism (.HeideggeJ:'). And yet Strauss \'lOuJ.c1

agree their's is the most profound lJ..n.d,~rst.anding of the

classics and of the fundamental questions with which they

are concerned.. Hm-; \'JOuld Strauss account f or this paradox?

Furthermore, if, as Strauss admii-is) radical historicism

results in the questionir.g of the most ,elementary premises

presupposed by philosophy, it ....lould then. appear to transcend

.......--....~----.-~
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the classical-modern opposition or justify its modern pre-

suppositions as conducive to raising the most profound

questions$ What does Strauss say? As \'[e noted, Strauss

, does not underestimate radical historicism nor is he lacking

I in appreciation of Nietzsche. The formidable strength of

his opponent is precisely its radicalism; Nietzsche and

radical historicism have Tfseen through t1 modernity because

they have rejected most of the lenses of modernity and

attempted to transcend it~ It is precisely their success

in proclaiming God and all traditions of transcendence

ffdeac1. lf that Strauss vigorously combats~ Stranss writes:

Modern polltical philosophypres~lpposesNature as
understood by modern natural· science and History as
understood by the Dlodern historical avrar.·eness. Even­
tually these presuppositions prove to be incompatible
\'lith modern pol:l.tic:al philosophy. Thus one seems to
be confronted vrith the choice betvreen abandoning
political Pl1ilosophy.altogetherlBnd returning to
classical political philosophy.

Radical- historicism tran~;cends or opposes the modern lenses

of Science and History in these vmys:

(1) It aband.ons the distinction betvleen facts and
values, because every understanding, hOi'rever theoretical,
implies specific evaluations. (2) It denieE) the authori­
tative character of modern science, i'Jhich appears as
onlv one form 8.mong many of man's thinking orientation
in the 1'1Orld. (3) It refuses' to regal~d the historical
process as fundamentally progressive, or, more generally
stated, as reasonable. Ud It denies the relevance of
the evolutionist thesis by C ont.e:lding that; the evolution
of man out of non~man cannot make intelligible man's
humanity~17

------.-._-----------
16 Ibid., p.l.---_..~

17 HPD "6~'.. ..:....t., p~& ..---"
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Nietzsche, unlike Heidegger, is concerned \'Jith the ffperma.nen-c
~

characteristics of hurl1anity such as the distinction between

the noble and base fi ;18 to this extent he even fltranscends n

his o~m historicisffiQ

'I'hough Nietzsche and his epigones are the f1enernyr1

there are striking resemblances in the respective positions

of Strauss and Nietz.sche ~ Both experience deeply the revela-

tion of fate. For both this revelation points to the crisis

of modernity ~- its nihilism 1;lhich both feel bou.nd to

overcome. rrhis turns both back to the classics, Nietzsche

with a vengeance and St.rauss vdth reverence. Both take theb.-.

bearings from the upermr:ment characteristics H ~- nobility

and baseness. Both are disposed tiegatively towardegali-

tarianism. Both oppose vehemently the universal homogeneous

state and both a ckno;illedge K1.th apprehEm~;iveness that it may

well be on its way. Bo.thsee constitution.al demo?racy as

a ftrock dam'! against such inundation. 19 Both recommend

political control or mastership of technology~ Both concur

in the diagnosis that modernity has att.empt,ed to Hkill God H --

to vitiate transcendence ~ Nietzsche believes t.he attem.pt~ms

--~..-_._-,- ....".,,-_._--------~-_. ----~--

18 Ib' ~_2.£.

19 ttRock damH is Nietzsche!s ter-HI. Nietzsche d08s
not appear equivocal i.n vievring democracy a.s a urock damH
against despotic 17socialism, ff though l.Taspers discerns in .his
writings at least three very different estimates of democracy.
See Karl ~TasDers f !it~tz_~.c~~, (Tucson: Unj,versity of Ariz;ona
Press, 1965f, pp. 262-26lr.- This is not to say Nietzsche t.hinks
the Ttdam ll will or can hold. Is Strauss certain it can hold?

'~I
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successful vnd is irreverSible (his hist6ricist conviction).

Str~U$S bGl5.eve.s the attempt I"las s\.J.ccessful only in laying

fiOod IT low" Strauss urges resuscitat:Lol1 and rediscovery

thro1"J,gh "re.turn. 7f St·rauss says that Niet.zsche restores the

Pl.~tonic notion of the noble delusion, while holding to a

st;r-ictly esoteric the.oretical analysis of' life20 (metaphysics).

J)oes Strauss in effect do this? Strauss says that the

Nietzsche f8 --is the one Hthat

b{;$.;es, ~s today. 1121 Hevr does he propose to effectively oppose

Nietzsche. and his epigones Heidegger and '¥Jeber? H01ri can he?

fIe 'writes tho, t Ni8~o zsche 1s teaching and its inherent o.iff1-

eulties Hied to thee:xpl:Lcit renunc:i.ation of the very notion

of eternity." He goes on:

_ .NQdernthQught re(;:l.ches :Lts culmination, its highest
self-consciousness, in the most radical historicism,
i. e., in exp1:i.citJ.y condemning to obli.vion the notion
of eter:ni.ti. For obl:Lvion of eternity, or, in at her
'VlO:r.ds, eSt.rangement from man's deepest. desir'e and
there'.dth from the primary iSStleS, is the price \'rhich
moder'n man had to pay, from the very beginning for
~t,tempt:Lng t.o be ?bsolntely sovereign, to become the
master and ovmer of nature J to conquer chcmce ~ 22

Strauss asserts that political philosophy :1.s lithe rightful

queen of social sciences) the sciences of man and of hlUnan

afrair.s Tf; 23 but he ackno'"l1edges Khen confronted with t he
------------_._----_...,----

20 NR, p. 26 ~ For Stratms' discu.ss.:i.on of Nietzsche
~md radical nistoricif;wl¥ see there .pp 0 25-33.

21 l,.m._P··, p. 5l,.~~ ... .,...
~

22 Ib'd 5-·::L·,P.5.--
2; CI'!, p.l.
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critique of radical historicism f~he need for unbiased

reconsi.o.eration of the most elementary premis.es whose

va.lidity is presupposed by philosophy .. n2l:- Strauss does not

engage in such metaphysical Hreconsideration. u Why then

sho'uld the modern Hreturn ti ? . Should Strauss not· offer some·

assurance that llretu:rn H ....dll not be an exercise in futility':'

Should he not offer metaphysical assurance of at least the

possibility of philosophy? Is not "reconsideration" prior

to ftreturn H ? Is Strauss, like Nietzsche, relegating ~.:1J.e_or:i-;,.~

to t he esoteric and promoting 1!noble delusiol1s H ? This is

suggested by the implication that though t he modern project

\'las a grandiose delusion the West Vias t he better f or it.

But against this he. "lrites : HEven by proving that a cer'tain

viei'l is indispensable f or living '1fT ell, one proves mereJ.y

. that the vievr in question is a ~;ctlutary myth: one does not

prove it to be true ~ H25 And against Nietzsche he ,;rrites:

trpru.dence and 'this 10'l[er world t cannot be seen properly

vr:i.thout some knovdedge of t the higher i'lOrld f -- \'rithout

genuine :theol:::.iCl:...1126 And in praise of Kojeve he says:

His understanding does not. permit, him to rest
satisfied v-lith t he vulgar separation of theory from. .
practice. He kno'ds too i'tel1 that there never was and

",--",-~.,_._-"--"-",,,-----,---,,,--.------------. .

21~ Nil) p.31.

25 Ibid., pc 6.

26 lbid., p.32l.
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th~~"~ 118ve:c will be r$!J.SOn9.o:L8 s(~cur:tty for sOl.md
Pr'9.ct ~.ce except after' t. hearty h'.3.s overcome the pOW81"ful
"{>bstacJ.cs to sound p;pact~ce'wh;i.ch origiriat!~ in theo­
ret~cal misconceptions ot ? certain kindo 27

perhaps a quick little lfreturn" 1;,Iill be helpful in

d t ~ ° h O

• t·\In. ers ~ano.J.ng . J.S pOSJ. "l.on .. Aga~n$t the objection that

elass~.caJ. political philosophy is <;1atedbecause it is tied

tQ 9-Il out-dated cosmology, Strauss sa}~s:,

• • • Socrates was $0 far from being co~nitted to
p. 9pecific cosmology that his knoi"iledge "laS knowledge
~;f ;ignorance ~ Knol'iledge of igno;rance is not ignorance.
~t is knoi'dedge of t.he -~lusive character of the truth,

HP;f' the "dhole. Socrates) then) viev;ed man in the light
pI the mysterious character pf the whole. He held
therefore that vve are mo:ce familiar 1ciith the situation
Qf. man.. as man than vdth the ultimaJGe causes of that
§:,i,.tv,ation. 1,ve may also say he vie':'lec. man in t he light
of the unchangeable ideas)· j..e., of the ·fundament.al
~md permanent problems c For "to· articulate the situation
of Jnan meanE; to articulate man 1 S opeDness to the v.Jhole"
rhis understanding of the situatioi1 of man i"Jhich i.n~

- ----eludes) then, the quest·· for cosmology rather than a
solution to the cosmological problen, 11[8.S the foundat:i..on
Of classical polj.ti.cal philosophy c

Philosophy strive s for knowledge. of the VI hole.. 'r'he
"'Ihole is the totality of the parts. The 1\Thole eludes
v.s but vIe knm'i parts: .....Ie possess partoial knovrledge of
parts. The knovrledge "l"l11ic11 V18 possess is characterized
by ct fundfJ.mental dualism \"lhich has U!f:ver been overcome.
At one pole VIe find knoviledge of homogeneit.y: above all
in arit}l..rlletic, but also in the· other branc:hesof mathe­
m.at.ics, and de:civatively in all productiye arts or
crafts. At the opposite pole ',Ie' find kno'Vlledge of
heterogeneity, and in particular of heterogeneous ends;
the highest form of th~s ~ind of kn,.I)"Tl l.:;dge is the art
<:If the' statesman and of the educator~ The latter kind
9f knO\'rledge is super;ior' to thef-orrmll?:.r for this reason"
As kno\11edge of the ?nd$ 9t hvman life, it is kno~liedge
OJ: l{hat makes human life' 90mplete or whole; it is
tner'$;fore knmrledge o;f ~ "ihole" KnGlFledge of the ends

~_._--.----_._-~--.-------~--,----~---~-.. . -
~'7

~I OT. p.199.
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of man implies knoviledge of the human s OU~; and the
human soul is the only part of the 1'lhole vvhich is open
to the .....,rhole and therefore more akin to ·the lIhole than
anything else is ~ But this knoviledge _.~ the political
art' in the highest sense --. is not kri01'lledge of ~p.e
whole. It seems that ·knoTrJledge of the whole \'lOuld
have to combine somchov1 political kn01dedge in the
highest sense with knO'r,'ileclge of hom.ogeneity. And this
combination is not; at our 0. isposal" Men are therefore
constantly tempted to force the issue by imposing
unity on the phenomena" by absolutizing either
knoviledge of' homogeneity or knov'iledge of ends 0 Men
are constantly attract(;;d and d eluded by 'tvlO opposite
charms: the charm of competence \·.,rhich is e ngenclered by
matihematics and eve:cything akin to mathematics, and
the charm of hUJuble o.\,..re) l'Jhich is engendered by medit.a­
tion on the hUJilan soul and its experiences" Philosophy
is character~zed by tho ~Bntle, if firm, refusal to
succumb to elt·her charm.. .

Strauss here appear-s to intimate that his metaphysical.

position is that: metaphysics. is.problematic. Reca.ll his

.saying: 11. • • the philosopher ceases to be a ph:i.losopher

at the moment at 1'[hi.ch the tsubjective certainty' of a

soluJcion becomes stronger than his .8. \\Tareness of the prob1e~

matic 'character of that .solution. n29 Kno',rledge of the ,·,hole

is beyond us. This may partially explain ~rllY he does not

counter Hegel or Heidegger with an oppos~d metaphysicse He

does assume the classical conception of philosophy is true

and' t~bat philosophy so conceived is possible. On the basis

of his .assuEptions he lays claim to knowledge of the htrnan

"'hole and asserts the truth of classical po1itical principles ..

28. Wpp , pp~ 38-4.0.

29 9T, p .. 210.
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His D.sswnptions, he 8.,drnit.s, require 1freconsider<3,tione If Indee.d

he is quite emphatic: trnothing ought to be said or done v,Thich

";QuId create the impression thi.?!.t ul1biased reconsideration of

the most elementary premises of philosophy is a merely academic

h · .., f"" or30 '('0' , d 1,.. , , , • ',.or ~stor~ca.L a Ia~r e. ne ";lOn ers '\'lHetner tIns emp~laSls

is essentially moral; that is; such HreconsiderationH is good

for the soul because it directs men to look ,up tm'lard the nSun:r;

it prescribes intellectu8.l engagement on the highest and most

profou.nd level ; it means questing for the eternal, aspiring to

the, vision of the Gooel 0 The Socratic position .,- Strauss t

position -- hardly indicates that "reconsiderationU can in

principle le.ad to, the tJ:l.eoretical demonstration of :th§. \'Thole

or eternity.) St.rauss attempt.s to shoi'i thctt classical polit-

:teal philosophy, and the moder-on politi.cal philosophy 1'ihich re~

tains s6me ties with ..
J. \~ , is superior to' those modern develop-

ments v[hich radically dismiss and violate classical principles.

He attempts to shm'! that clB.ssical political philosophy is the

Ukno1'lledge of ....lhat makes human life 'ilhole, tl kno'irledge of iirhat

man is by nature inclined, tm12~rd and i,·;hat his limitations are;

he claims it is the supreme and p:cimary articulation of the

nature of political things. Strau.ss 1,JOuld emulate Soer'ates'

example. Socrates does not . .. h . .,engage ~n me~ap YSlca~ combat. 80c-

rates attempts to indicate the -vulnerability of the opponent's

position, its inadequacy and unsalutariness; and if he can~ to

----::::-~---)0
NR, p~ .31.

-_.-..__._-_._------
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unfold it dialectically to a point of self-contre.diction~

Strauss VIe may say, attempts this in a historical vein (per-

haps seeing the h:i.story of philosophy as a dialogue).. He

shows that Science and History, though they claim pure meta-
-

physical status, or pure non-metaphysical status, grOil'l out of

a new departure in political philosophy or theoretical science.

He indicates that the lineage of these descendants is a chain

of at least questiol1EJ.blepresuppositions. He ~ellingly points

to links in that chain ,,;hich are contradicted by the descendants.

For example s he shoitlS that Marxism is a descendant of trthe

historical school li iilh5_ch 'lllaS the reactionary. anti-J:;'evol1.1tione.r)r
~

reaction of trfat t1 capitalist conservatives ~ He shOivs that

radical historicism derives from an a:r·ticulation of lithe ex~

-
-parience of historyl! vihich evinces both liberal and progres~

sivist biases; both liberals and progressivists are anathema

t6 radical histori6ism. He has, in the tradition of Socrates j

.at,tempted to trunpack17 through a kind of rd.storical dialectic

the presuppositions of Science and History, revealing their

vulnerability or their dogmcttism; he ha.'s at.tempted t·o indicate

inadequacies and inconsistencies, especially of Science (in

his discussions of social science positivism \ir.ich 't1e have

only alluded to); and he has elocluently underscored t he glar­

ing unse.lutariness of History (Hegel and Heidegger). If he

appears to devote himself more to damning the political 1.1n-

salutariness of his opponents 1 position than to offering meta ~

physical.

II

.. th" b .. f . ....... 1.'OPPOSltlOD, lS 15 ecauS8 conSls~en~ Wl~n illS kno\dedge
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of the human "rh018, he is duty-bound to mit:iga.t.e ,as far 2..3

he is able, the harm vlhicD. thre2..tens ld.s fellovr citizens.

Considerations of salutariness have a priority based on urgency,

especially vihen an enemy threatens. Strauss advis8s his fE~l·~

101,:[ citizens to ,
oe on guard in practice, i.e.; in formulating

foreign policy and in maintaining a keen edge of preparedness

and on guard, in TI'l:,heoryli lest they underestimate tho unscru~')on

v~ousness of the enemy. But he realizes this is insufficient

if thG citizen does not have a clear sen.se of his state's o"m

purp0E38, if the theory su~)porting its practice is under attack

and vulnerable. noble

myths are 1...mli.kel"Jr to be effe ct i ve in the long run. In any

case myth is 0~11y to be ~lS8cl 5.n Sl.J.pport. of philosophy, to

bolster the rule of reason. Therefol'8 J St.rauss urges flretu:r:'n IT 0

llRet.urn lf is neC8SSEtry for re··8stablishing on secure rational

grounds the theoretical suppo;:··t of sound practj.ce and for over-·

cOEling lithe pO\'T2r.:'uJ. obstacles vlhj.ch oj"isinate in t heor8tic[l.l
31

mi.sconceptions of a cert-ain k5.ncL 11

"lh01e is elusive, hm'! docs this positiop· differ from Hobbes I?

(The contrast viill serve to illmiline 3traxtss f position.)

Strauss says with refe~ence to Hobbes:

• •• j.f the hlJJnan good becom8s: th8 highest. prine ipJ.o J
'·t' l' . 1 . ~ ,pO.J..J.. lea SClence o:c SOCJ.Ct SC].cnee 08CO;;les tne Gl:>st im-

port.c3.nt kj.nd of kno::!ledgo, as Arist:'·r?"tJ.e had predicted. • •
One cannot leave i,t, trIen j at sayin~, tha.t Hobbes ag:cees
;.rith thB iclocd.istic trad it ion in reg;i":rcl to the fW1Ct ion

_.__..- -·-~-··'''---~'--'''''-· ·'''''·_ror__~ '''''' '_'_''''''''~'''''-'4''-''_' '__. .~ .... ' - ~

31
.9J~, p .199.
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and scope of political philosophy~ His ex.pectation
from. political ph:U.osophy is incomparably greater
than the ex.pectation of the classics. No Scipionic
dream illl1illined by a ti'\lG vision of the 1,'lh01e rem.inds
his reaQ~rs of the ultimate futility of all that men
can do.)

{Is the ntrue vision of the "'Thole 1Y the vision of its 5.n­

scrv~abiiity and elusiveness?)33 The difference then between

the t"".o positions is that Hobbes and moderns generally, in

effect, deny the "'rb.o10; all there is as far as we need be

concerned is the human good e Socrates, h01:18ver, suggests

that openness to the vIhole, intimations of it: though not

knovliedge of it, is necessary to hlvaan vn10leness. The

..
the hVJ.11ctl1 Hhole and especially its limits" . Openness to the

,,"'rhole, to the eternal C~~ the conc·ern 1-lith completeness and

permanency ~~ is the ultimate source of virtue and is "That

differentiates the classics from the nlodGrn.. It is questing

for the vision of the Good Hhich enables us to see more

clearly and to- re8.J.i?~e more fully the hu..lt18.n goode> This

indicates vThy modern political philosophy, in attenuating

or denying this more ..!d.?£:.£ and. hig_her than, becomes immoderate;

it loses that "Thich indicates limits and conduces to moderation ~ 3h

32 NR, p~177.

)3" It hardly seems so" Yet accord.ing to h5.s articu­
lation of the Socrat~c position quoted above.~ in the vision
of the 1([holo one glimpses its elusive cmd mysterious character.

34 See Strauss 1 HOn Plato :·s ReDubJ5c Tl: There he ~iJ:'ites:
._.~---......,-

"The doctrine of ideas ·;"lhich Socrates exp01.U1ds to his inter-
locutors is very har.d to understanel; to bE~gin 1"rith, it is
utterly incredible, not to say that it appears to be fant.astic.
No one has ever succeeded in giving a satisfactory or clear
account of this doctrine of ideas.!1 (eM. n.119) He concludes:
"l'he situation at the end of the RGPli'bli.c ~ corresponds_.--.....__."........ , -

. .
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These intimations of Strauss' position, though seen.

through a glass darkly, do make clear that Strcl.Uss t opposition

precisely to the situation at the endo.f the first book,
vlhere Socrates makes c·lear that he has proved that justice
is salutary Hithout kno1,'ltng the ~'Jha.t or nature of justice. • • •
The teaching of the EeE...12J~J:L9. regarding justice can be true
although it is not complete, insofar ap the nature of
justice. depends decisively on the natur'e of the cit,y -~ for
even the trans-political cannot be understood as such except
if the city is understood -~ and the city is completely
intel15.gible because its limits can be me.de perfectly mani­
fest: to see these limits, one need not have answered the
question regarding the "'rhole; j:.!-_2s sufJ.'.:icie~-g__ fo].'"' t.h~~_E.:0r~~§..,.E?.
t<2.J:~.§:'Y_~J~~,isw~d ~he_...:g2.:.§.§jJ:.9J.l.:...}."ega!:g.ing the .::lho]~£.9 As Cicero
has observed, the B:§J2.Y.:.QJis;. does not bring to light the best
possible reg:Lme but rather the n~J.tyx:.~_.?}7" E..9~h~li9a..:L~h.:.~.§'~ ~.~
the nat"t.J.re of the city ~ Socrates makes· (;lear in the Henu.blie
"",.. -.--""-_.........---.=-0....,

01 ~lhat character the city 'dould have tiD; be in order to .
satIsfy the highest need of man., By let,t-:i.ng us see that the
city constru.cted in accordan.ce \'lith this requirement 5.s not.
possible, he lets us see the essential lindts ~ the nature,

. of the city.H (my underliningj CIvI, p.13~ .. There is eV:i.dentlY
adist.inction betHeen Strauss t v:ndersti'llJlding of tIle Socratic
position and Aristotle t s position. AC'C:0fcding to Aristotle,
knm-rledge of the hwnan vrhole:Ls not risu\PJer.iox' H; Aristotle
claJ.ms less trignorance tl or, he finds. th:e: l'Ihole more 5_ntel-·
ligible. Stranss intimates that for Aristotle the ...·[hole is
trlOitler Tf than it is for PIC:l"l:io: tlPlato ami Aristotle agree
that in the highest, the perfect knm'ier cLDd the perfect.
knovrn must be unit-eel.; but. \,olhereas acco:m1;:i.ng to Aristotle
the highest is kn0 1trledge or thought thii.m.k5.ng itself,
according to Plato the highest is beyonii: the difference
between knOi'ler and knOI·m or is not a thlinking being. It
also becomes questionable vib.ether the },rl1gb.est a.s .P1e-to under­
stands it is still properly called an icill'.:'a; Soc:rates uses
1theidea of the good f and fthe good 1 sFnonymously (505a2-b3). it

(Cr1,p.119.) The validity and cogency ·of the objection to
classical political scienc£ on the grammds of its integral
cormection to outdect.ed cosmology :i.S acl~.}1.0vrledged by Strauss
(in one place) in reference to AristotIl~~ He vITites: TlFrom
t.he point of vie"!:l of: P...ristotle -- and ~viiIT)o could. dare to
claim to be a better judge in this matt>rm:" than P..ristotle? -~ .
the issue bet\'Ieen the mechanical and tbz. teleological. con~ .
ception of the universe is decided' by tEne manner in ....lhich
the problem of the heavens, the heaverli~ bodies, and their
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to Nietzsche overshado:'[s the'r·esemblances.~ Str.auss is

the passionate partisan of the rule of rea.son; the p01itical

philosophy he champions is rooted in t he conception of me.n

as essentially .rat ional " rOl.... whom HGod II is very much fYalive, If

if mysterious) for 1,vhom the transcendent· eternal ord'er is

aC.cessi.ble at least insofar as it reflects tElllingly on

hU..rnan excellence and h1JJllan limit.ation and reveals the human

""hole. Strauss probably cannot reach and does not· address
- ._..._------- --_..~.,--

motion is solved. N01'! in this respe ct, lihich from Aristotle Ts
own point of vie",r \'ras a dscisive one, the .:issue seems to
have been decided in favor of the non~eleological conception
of the universe. • ... This means that people viere forced to
accept a fundamental, typi.cally modern, dualism of a non~
tel"eological natural science and a· teleolo,g:i. cal sc:Lence of
man. This is the position 1;[111ch the modern follOl·lE:.:rs of
Thomas Aquinas, among ot,hel~s, are forced to t.ak.e, a position
\'ihich presupposes a_ break ,;'[it,ll the cOlYlpre.'h.'.;Ilsive vie\'i' of
Aristotle as ....rell as that of Thom.as lwuinas himself. The
fundamentC:'.l dilemma, in "rhose grip ,ve -are:; is caused by the
victory of modern nat1..1xal sc:1.ence. An adequate solut.ion to
the problem. of natural right cannot be foued before this
basic problem has been solved. 11 £.JB.~ p" 8. J3ut contrast:
ULet us then turn to the mocI8~(,n. c :citicism: of Aristotle: 5
principle. It does not· suffice to say that the ne~il, anti­
Aristotelian science of the seventeenth-c.entury rejected
final causes, for the· c-lassical material:Ls.t,s had d one the
same and yet not denied, as the modern ant·i-Aristotelians
did, that the good 1:1.fe is the life accord5.ng to nature and'
that. tNatul'e 1<':-1.5 made the necessary thing.s easy to supply. 711

Qt1,' p;1:-2. He appears to be saying here tbat the validity of_
the objection is not the basic grQund of the moderns t rejection
of Aristotle; rather it is flt,he resolve: "(:,,0 l..iber'ate man•• ~
by his Oi'm sustatned effoI't, or in other 1lc.iDrds the modern
denial of eternity and of the mysterious 'itJliole. 11 Ci;1, p. 42 ~
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himself to the .epigones of Nietzsche; they are~ to use

HeideggerTs term Hverfa11enc 1t Men like \1eb8r ·Hho assume, _............. ---

"reality is an infinite and meaningless ••• chaos,,,35

and men like Heidegger ';lho condemn Uto ob1ivion the notion

of etern:Lt:{, 1136 Sty'auss does not sp~ak to but against)

i.n order to mitigate their inf1uence, that their tribe

may not increase. He speaks to moderns 1'1ho care about

the political things and to moderns \'rho are committed to

rational truth; he spee.ks especially to North lLrnerican

social scientists i'rho combine in themselves both a cO;llinit~·

ment to tr.uth and the enring a bout polit,ical things, :i.n

particular about the li~eral democratic heritage. Unfortu-

nately many of them do not seem to consciously combine

these in their rational thinking; oll.the contrary, they

conscientiously d.eny the rati.onal ,-;arrant of the values

they cherish ana. live by ~ . It is primarily to them that

Strauss recommends Hret.rlrn H -- making the suppositions of

their science" the t.heme of their rational considerations¢

He urges them to Ri'rake to the realization that "history

of political philosophy and not logic, prqves to be the
. .' ~

pursuit concerned with the presuppositions of social

science. H3? Strauss argues that classical political

_.'--------~~~--~--,._--_._~-------

35 -rb· d 7'7d::.-.Lc, p.,!.

36 WPP,p.55.
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science is the Hnatvral tl starting point of contemporary

political science both because it i.8 the nprimary form of

political science bece.use the cornman sense understanding

of pol;i.tical things is primary1i38 and because the tlgenealogy
,

of (their) morals H reaches back to classical foundations~

But let us return from l1return ft t.o the difficulties ..

Strauss has '\'T.ritten studies of medieval t,!lought but has

said little about medieval political li.fe, against Yrhich

modernity arose. (This may be due to his general disin­

clination to discuss Christianity.)39 Here is a little
u ~ .

38- Ibid~, p.12. Strauss hTites: 'l'I1'he scientific
understandi.ng implies. . • a break vd th the pre -scient ific
understanding, yet at the sa.m.e time it rE:mains dependent on

. the pre-scientific understanding. Regardless of "'Jhether
the superiority of the scientific understanding to the

'pre:-scientificunderstanding can be demon.strated or not,
the sciontific understanding is secondary or derivative.
Hence, social science canDot reach clarity about its doings
if it does not possess a coherent and comprehensive l.mder­
ste.ndine; of i,That is frequ..ently called the:. common sense vie.,.;
of political things, i.~..!.., if it does not primarily understand
the political things as they are experienced by the citizen
-or statesfl19..n; only if it possesses such a coherent and com­
prehensive understanding of its basis or matri.x can it possibly
sho'i'i the legitimacy, and make intelligible the character , of
that peculiar modification of the primar}r understanding of
political things which is their scientific understanding. H (pp .11~·l2 ,

39 Grant, 2P_._c~.:r:." p.109. Grant conjecturally account.s
for Strauss: reticence on tile role of biblical faitJ:1 in the
modern 1'lOrld. Grant l'IT'ites: HIt is .. . .. the case that in the
\-lestern 1;JOrld vlhat. remnants of sacred rest,raints s till linger
in the minds of men are most often connected with the practice
of the tltTO religions j Judaism and Christ:ianity, 't'Jhich a lone
are indigenous to the "'lestern "iorId" The:l"efore, even if
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that he does say:

By Nachia"'lelli's time the classical tradition
had undergone profo1.mcl changes. ~ •• M:oral virtue
had been transfigured into Christian charity.
Through this man 1 s responsibility -to his fe11m'!
men and for his felloT-'J men, his fe1101.-.[ creatures,
had been infinite1y increased. Concern '\'lit1'1 the

i" salvation of men's·imrnortal souls seemed to permit,
nay, to require courses of action \'lhich 1-'muld
have appeared to the classics, and '.'lhich did appear
to Machiavelli, to be inhlJInan and cruel. • . .1,,0 .

Did the sense of Christian mission incline to~mrd the

resolve to Hliberate Ti man by forceful Inman ·efforts?

(This question is not rhetorical.) The more basic question

,is perhaps this one: If the Church engaged in courses of

actj_on, in· good conscience) vThich vlOuld- have appeared to.

. the classics as flinhuman 8,nd~rl.J_el, tr does this not indicate

a significant modification of classical political teaching

by the Church? .Evidently Strauss is comrinced this modifi-

cation \'laS not ·t1r a.dical, II that it \las fElr J.ess significant

than the IJ1.odifications of· the -classical tradition ~1Trought

by modern political thoug."r"lt. \'/e acknc>1.·;J.eclge the absence

Strauss should :tn fact think: that the Biblic8.l categories
have been in part responsible for a false and therefore
dangerou.s conception of nature among modern philosophers,
he 1,'iOuld not necessarily think it v!ise to s peak openly or
forcibly about tb.e roa tter.

~l-
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of an examination of the modifications wrought by the

medieval Church in classical political philosophy and

confess it may constitute a lack in our discussion of

modei'ni ty"

There is an apparent inconsistency in Strauss ~

demand for non-historicist historical understanding. Is

his discussion of modernity and his consideration of modern

thinkers 'not blatantly historj_cj.st?l:-l That is, his method

of inquiry asks the question, What are they after? rather

than, Is their teachill.g true? Strauss vfOuld justify this

because modern political'thinkers themselves, according to

Strauss, fuse the two • StratlSS asserts that modern t.hought

is essentially po15.ticized philosophy and therefore an

his"'c,oricist understanding of it is apposite ~ "l,'ihereas clas~>

sical thought re'presents a pure aspiTation for truth"

Strauss vlrites i'iith reference to classical thought:

" " " the discovery of nature is identical ''lith
the actualization of a. human possi.bilj.ty vThich, at
least according to its OWD interpretation,' is
trans-historical 1 trans-social, trans-moral, and
trans-religious"l.l-2

--- -----_._--,
41 HHistoricistn here does not mean one who subscribes

to nthe dogma that the mind of the individual is incapable
of liberating itself from the opinions \"'fhich rule his society o l:
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Be quotes vlliitohead:

After Aristotle, ethical and religious interests
began to ini'luence metaphysical cODclusions~ .••
It may be doubted \"lhet.her any properly general meta­
physics can ever, without the illicit introduction
of other considerations, get much further than
Aristotle ,,43

From this point of viel'!, 1;iThich sees the cle.ssics as the

only ITpure H quest for truth, modern thi.'!ikers appear as

sophists. Strauss ~Tites:

Originally, phj.losophy had been the hUIl1anizing
quest for the eternal order, and hence it had been
a pure source of h'Lunane inspiration and aspire.tion.

, Since the seventeenth century, philosophy has be·~
come a I'leapon, and hell(~e an inst:r:·ument. . • • the
politicization of philosophy consists precisely in
this, that the difference between intellectuals and
philosophers -= a difference formerly knO'\\m as the
difference betvieen gentleman and p!"!Lllosophel"'s, on
the one hand, and. the difference bet1<!een sophists
or rhetoricians and philosophers, on the other
becomes blurred and finally disappee.rs .l!-4

For the understanding of sopldnts, hi"stor-icism is most appro-

priate; at least as primary to a genuine u~derstanding of

moderns is the quest.ion -- v~"1at are they a.fter? a question

\'lhich in Strauss t Viei'l is illegitimate in reference to the

classics vlho are not Hafter H anyth5.ng but 't T'lJ.th. Dqes this

help to explain at all "llhy Strauss does not sufficiently

register' righteous indignation at the spectacle of rapine

run rampant during the reign of the l18.tural lay]" tradition?

Hardly. Strauss does not highlight the bestiaJ.ities of

this period. He devotes himself to unde~scoring the urgency

,---. --'---

'44 1'0'J".o.. _ p ')}. .;) -!-.-......-.--,_..., ..

111'1



231

of the modern political situation.. -He 5.ndico.tes that

the massive atrocities of Natioi1al Socialism and Staltnism

are the products of the criti.cal failure or insufficiency

of the tradition of liberal democracy.. This is made clear

with respect to National Socialism in these comments:

It has been said, not ~;ithout reason, that .~HegE::ll t s
rule rp~ilosopl~Y-_~f-Ri~htbrand oI liberalismj over
Germany came to an end only on the day that Hitler
came to pm'ler. • .. .. All German dissat isfactions
\'I-ith modernity pointed toward a Th::i.rd Reich .4·5

This sentence, ftThe action most characteristic of the

Middle Ages j.s the Crusades; it may be said to have cul-

minated not accident.ally :i.n the murder of 't'lhole Jei'lish

comrnu..rlities, H is quickly folloued by this poi.nted reminder:

The German Je1!fS o~"led their emancipation to the
French Revo11xtion or its effects. '1'hey 1'Jere given

.. -'--"flill politico.1 rights for the first time by t.he
Weimar Republic. The Wei-me.!' Republic 'das succeeded
by the only Gerrnan reg:L:ne that ever ·"Tas any~\'here ...~
\'lhich had no other clear principle except murderous
hatred of,t-ile Je1:iS, for TAryan 1 he.d. no cle9.r meaning
other than tnon~Jei'Tj.sh. tlr6 -

Strauss, it seems, does not \'lant the re1l1der to linger over

the inference that the natural 10.11 tradition does not
,--_._-~~_._----_.~---_.

45 SCR, p.2.

46 lEJ£,., p.3.

,~-_..~--------~ ...._----........._-----~-
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preclude vlholesale massa.eYes. 47 'l'his may also be due in

par.t to the sense of urgency he feels aQout t he predicament

of the West today. He i~ites:

The crlSlS of liberal democracy ha.s become con­
cealed by a ritual vlhich calls itself methodology
or logic 0 Thj.s almost viillful bl,indness to the
crisis of liberal democracy is part of that crisis.
No wonder then t hat the new political science has
nothing to say against. those ,.,110 unhesitatingly p.refer.
surrender, t~hat j.s, the abandonment of liberal demo­
cracy, to vIaI'.

Only a great fool would call the new political
science diabolic: it has no attributes peculiar to
fallen angels. It is not even Machiavellian for
Machiavelli t s teaching vIaS graceful, subtle and
colourful. ·Nor" is it Neronian. Neyertheless one
may say of it that it fiddles vhile Rome burnso
It is" excused by t1'lO fact.s: it does not kno'vl that
it fiddles, and it does not knOl'1 thatRome burns)r8

Strauss then, if vlG take his analogy seriously, is crying

fJFire 1H In a. fire, expocU.ence and saluta::ciness have un-

usual importance. Strauss is saying that. the urgency of

the crisis demands the highest priority I01' political

philosophy, even if its metaphysical foundations .:nay require

t~reconsideratiol1.ff The crisis demands a salutary f1resolutj.onH
--.......... ..c ..~..,...b',. _

47 Strauss cert.ainly does not \'Jant to speak ill of
Catholic ChristiCl.nity 11hich in the middle ages, he says,
Tfwas the bond of society. H (SIT,:-, p. 3) He' clearly does not
want to do this because he admires Catholic adherence to the
natural 10.\'1" tradition. (See NE., pp * 7-8)

48 ~AI.1, p. 223 •
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even if its metaphysical defense cannot be secured'theore-

tically, quj.ckly or easily ~ ('l'his is illustrated bio-

graphically: Strauss and many other refugees who studied

philosophy in Ert'rope, upon arrival in Nort.h Arner1ea,

became social scientists out of the sense of urgericy which

convinced them that the poJ.j~tical q uGstion~ must 1?egiven

priority over the Heideggerean type of ontologic8.1 investi-

gation, hO~'l8ver important and perhaps centJ:~al that:. may be

ultimately" )

Strauss tells us not to expect f%hat a fresh under-

standing of classical political philosophy ~'rill supply us

"lith recipes for toda.y' s use e n1+9 \'Fl1at t hen may Vie expect

to glean? He does stress the classical demand for political

control of technology. Grant expresses t.Jl.e difficulty in

transforming this into a urecipe u :

My difficll~ty in comprehending St.rauss t position
lies not then in giving some meaning to the idea
that the dominant leaders of 01.1..1::' society are committed
to unlimited technological progress:; 'but rather in
understanding what it m.eant to the classical political
philosophers not to be so committed, and even more in
understanding 'dhat it i'lOuldOmean not~ to be so committed
in the contemporary world~'

Grant asks by irlhat criteria detenninations Of, political

control are to be made" He concludes: !~Strauss i positj.on

would be easier. to understand if he \,[00.1d explicate the

classical teaching on this D!atter. n51 {Should the telephone

.51I~.}2.·
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have been banned or aviat·:!.on discouraged? Grant is right;

it is extrernely difficult to think this~) Grant also S'L1.g-

gests Strauss might have more fully discussed what limiting

of technology would mean to Hthe poor~ the diseased, the

hungry and the tired. ft He quotes Feuerbachts dictum,

.ffcompassion is before thought H and insists Strauss "must

come to terms with the implications of this phase in full

explicitness. n52

Another difficulty is Machiavellits cogent criti-

cism that the limitation of technology is impossible even

for a utop5;an R~l:.~ when confronted vlith an enemy; and

Strauss has to agree. He v·Trites:

They (the classics! had. to admit that t he moral··
political'supervision Of inventions by the good and
"rise city is necessarily limited by the need of
adaptation to the practices of morally inferior cities
"1hieh scorn such supervision. . • .. They had to admit.
in other \'mrcls that in an important respect the good
city has to take its bearings by the practice of bad
cities or that the bad imposet.heir lai'l on. the good. 53

Strauss reconu~ends to the West against Corr~unism the posture

of the ~ep'ubli£l~ guardians toward strangers, that of

watchful savage dogs~51:- This means in e fieet no limitations
---------~-~.

52 J.bJ.d:.., p.lO). Grant.notes: HStrauss is clearly
aware of this fact. One couldvllSh, hm'18ver, that he had
drm-rD out the implicat.ions of it in t he pX'esent controversy. tl

53 Tm'I, p.298.

54 .9!!, p.5.
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on technology~ This looking to classical political science

from the context of today and the foresGeable future would

not only not discourage, but would encourage, rapid tech-

o noJ.ogical advances~55 Strauss "'lOuld suggest that at least

such technological advances "'muld be purposive, rather than

technology for technology's sakee 56 But this would be

naive: it matters little how purposive "'fas t he origin of

the technological endeavour once it gains momentUlu.. Strauss

seems to recognize this in calling attention to the classical

... "-uopinion that there OCC17.T' periodic cataclysms. • '. (''1hichj
, .
took care qf. any apprehension regardi.ng an ex~essiva

--_.-_._--_.----------_._------

55 Strauss does ~ay: "• •• that it is not inventions
as such but the use of science for such inventions .."thich ren­
ders impossible the good city inthe classicCl.1 sense. From
the point of vie",! of t he classics, such use of science is
excluded by t he nature of science as a theoretical plLt'suit. 11

('l'OliT, p.299) SambuY.'sky confirms this by noting that the
techniques developed for use in ".'lar, !tthe child of urgent
necessity j could have become the nuclE:1J.s of ccim:dderable and
many~sided technological developments ..•. but in fact
t ' . . .r> d ] t f·" k . , ,., .... t-.nere 1.S no sJ.gn OJ. a eve .opmen - otn::tS ,.:LIla ·WT1l.Cn nagllv
WGll have changed ancient .society. f1 (1-]18 PhysiS':...8.:;tJ[2~f.
the Greeks, UP. 229..,230,,) It is exceedingly difficult to
conee-I"ve' of how'i're 'Vwuld Hun-·technologize ti science evei1 Viere
it possible in principle.. It ,,(iOv.Id certainly :not be possible
in.practice especially when an enemy t.hreatens •

. 56 Grant, su.ci.t ., p~lOl.Grant '11'ilrites; IfIt '!tTould
appear to me that technological progress is nOvT being pursued
not first and foremost to free all men from Ttfork a nd disease,
bu.t for the investigation and conquest of the infinite spaces
around us. The vastness of such a task .suggests that modern
society is comraitted to u.nlimited technolQgical progress for
i.ts m'm sake. 1t
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development of technology or rega:cding the danger that man f s

invent.ions might become his mast.e1~s and his destroyers 0 tz57
...

This opj.nion Strauss notes 11has been rendered incredible by

the experience of the last centuries.!!' . The classics not

only cannot instruct us as hOVi to limit technology ; it.

appears they scorn the biblically inspired.hope for universal

peace and encourage part.icularist 1'l8.spishnesso (On the other

hand the classical emphasis on striving for moral excellence

is indeed in tune with the biblical vision of the conditions

of universal peace.) It seems even Hobbes encourages a more

pacific attitude than the cla.ssics. Stra:u.,ss indicates

Hobbes t vie"\'!:

Peace.
attitude,
security.
trust and

.. sit'uat:i.on

•• requires, in addition to the peaceable
the coercive pOi·re.r of the state "<Thich insures

But the pec2.ceable attituU!8, the attito.de of
faith of itself t(;;nds bv i.tself to·H8.:cd a
in ~Jhich :it can-become fu.1.1y active.,58

Is this' trpeaceable attit.ude H recoillmended by the classics?

Strauss v,Trites of the confrontation t odaybet'fieen East and

\:'fest: tlThe only restraint i.n ~'lhich the West can put some

confidence is the tyrant ~ s fear of the l1est t s imc':"::i.'1Se

milita:cy pOVIer q ,,59 Perhaps this needs more ec.lphB.sis than

the pacific inclination, but even HobbesJ(\ .for 0.11 his

:Machiavellian realism J nevertheless undersco:ces the
-------"""'._--.;._...-_....-------._--_._----_.._~--"--

57 TOV_..-12.,

1If1
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importance of the pacific attj.tude along ,-dth power. As

Strauss puts it: 11The pacif5.c att,i tude and the pOvler of

the state support' each 0 thet' in t.urnc ::60 Hobbes recommends

this attitude even tOl'lard Hrobbers. n61 This perhaps sug-

gests it might be well to question '<Thether t he principles

of classical socia1 science are an unmixed blessing.

It should be noted that Strauss is not p:cescribing

a radical flne..-" cure. fi Neither is Strauss venting anti·~

social ire. Grant notes that Strauss im.plies ~lthat the

I
I
I
I
I
I,
!
i
j

"philosopher li'iho recognizes that, society is comil1itted to.

an um-nse ~pursuit must not fall into the temptation of

escaping into anti-s?cial dreams;n62 Strauss appears to

• •

find Western democracy more 11r undol<;nllthan basically sick.

It suffers a malaise of spirit, G.. kind OI theor-eticaJ.

neurasthenia, rendering it listless and depressed in the

absence of a sense of purpose [u1d conduc::l.D.g to va.rious

.forms of degradat.ion~ A crisis of t he spirit enda.ngers the

\'ihole organism; loss of purpose makes one SuscGptible to

pathological purpose ~ As Nietzsche says: lfman li'Tould sooner

have the void £01' his pur-pose -than be YO.id of purpose c t1 63
~-----_. .. .~_._---,---_._-----,-----,

60 (Straussf paraphrase of Hobbes) 3GB., p.235.

61 Ibid.", PP. 23L}--236 • Hobbes advises that one keep
one 'I s promises even to criminals) .even "i'ihen 0J."')8 can break
them with impunity.

62 Grant, ~~~j~~., p.102.
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Strauss 'VTould strive to lend rear:lonable security to the

sound practice of constitutional democracy by restoring

its spiritual political heritage, the be.se of its soundness

and the source of its strength. Strauss does not pretend

to 1ttranscendH or to innovate. He lays no claim to origin-

ality. He is not presenting his O"\"D Hbrand ll of philosophy
~ ~

(in contrast to, say, Heidegger or Whitehead). He seeks

to reinforce an already v'lell-entrenched modern trad.ition of

natural right. He v']"ould do t his not by adding something

but by returning to its roots for reinVigoration.

The lTlessonH it seems Str8.uss would have us relearn

from classical politicHl thought. is moderation, moderation

of our polit,ical ambitions and moderat·ion of ou.r selfishness:

the tvw-fold moderation of love of one ts ovm. In Strauss 1

Vie1'1 modern political thou,ght is excessively ambitious and.

grossly immoderate. 'J.'he collapse of the modern project,

1r18 noted, ''las due to such excessive universal political

ambi tions; this resulted in traumatic disenchantment" (See

the Intr'oduction above ~) 1'he modern teni.i)ency to understand

happiness in terms of affluence also has come under question

as ct result of the failure of the moder::ITi project" 6Lj-

---_._~-~--,.

64 (It ,,,rill be recalled) StrD.us'S~'rrites: H. .. .. for
the foreseeable future, political society remains. "rhat it
has alHays been; a partial or particulal"" society w'hose most
urgent and primary task is its ,self-·presBTvation and whose
highest task is its self-improvement. !/;;s for the meardng
of self·~improvement, vf8 may observe thaz,;. the same experience
which has made the West doubtful of the Yiab:i.l.tty of a world.
society has made it doubtful of the 'belii1':\f 'that a ff1.uence
i.8 the sufficient and even ne cessary C01i'!tILlt; ion of happiness
and justice: affluence does not cure. the, de.epest evils. 11 (GI"l,p. 6)
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Affluence does not satisfy~ Comfortable self-preservation

is found 'l,·ranting. Strauss appears to suggest that the

't.'lell-entrenched rights of 111ife, liberty a nd the pursuit

of happiness tI be supplemented by d ut ies, that i18 learn to

moderate our claim to the unrestrained pursuit of affluence

in a manner -'-lhich 'l,'wuld not seriously impinge on our basic

rights. As a result of a Hreturn 11 to classical thought

the direction of our f1self-improvementH may become clearer

and the meaning of Hhappi.ness u more !Tfilled-in. H

For a cro\·ming example of the growing conviction

. of the need to moderate political expectations, 1\'"e offer

these excerpts frora a recent article by the liberal pundit..,

Richard Rovere. nie are not here concerned '<'lith the pr'os

and cons of the policies discussed; the point bej.ng made

is that there is a gro1,'ring rec"liz.ation that excess:tve

political expectations often lead not to panaceas but in

the direction of Pandora!s box.) Rovere v~ites of the late

Senat.or Robert Taft:

•• a his conservatism in domostic matters seemed
to rest on the conviction that the United States could
hardly police the United States, rather than on any
devotion to laissez-faire or rugged individualism.
Today, his rightist vie"". of federal pm'ier is heard
not only on the right but on the left _.. especially
the Nel,<T Left --- and frequently in ihecenter. He wanted
to restrain fec1.eral pm·Jer not because he thought it evil.
in principle but because of vlhat h'J regarded a sits
limitations -~ its inability to be effective in a
country as large and diverse as the United States .... '"
All he objected to '"ias the as·suID.ptionthat the federal
bureaucracy 1 ope!'ating out of a higbly provincial city
on the Atlantic coast, Has competent to f~sta'blish and

..... - _.~ t·· 1 t- ,carry OUlI S ouno. pOJ.J.CY lor 8. con .J.D€TIr,8..!. na. lon approacn·-
ing a populat.ion of t"TO h1..mdred million sov.ls"
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Of his isolatj.onisrn, Rovere says:

~ • • his vie",TS on forei.gn policy 'Here notd issimilar
to those of many of tocta.y' s radicals and liberals. He
simply did not believe, he said, that the United States
,could polj.ce the \'lorld or had any business trying to
do so.

Rovere com.ments:

If Taft's conservatism could be described as intel­
lectually sterile and socially callous a. quarter century
ago, some of its fundamental assumpt,ions have in t he
years since his death gained \1ide acceptB.nce ~ • " • The
central governrnm':; can pass lm';rs and amass funds for
good ~\Torks of many kindE; -- echJ.C;ation, t he a batement of
poverty, l~ban renewal -~ but it seldom any longer comes
'close to achieving the goa'ls it seeks, and a s often as
not deepens the problems it hopes to solve •••••••
o .. '" c ~ • .. f • 'II • .., <i " , • e .. • ~ .. • . • • Go .. • ..

there is today not only a lac:k of confidence in the
---central government but a feeling t.hat it menaces the
~lOrld and increa ses human suffering "'.,rl thin the p..merj_ce.n
socIety itself. • . . Something like the highvw.y progra.m
is oppressive in its consequences 1 and it had r:ichly

.. __ .._re1'larded ..a num.ber .. .of ..Ye.sted _interests, but the intent
of its inj.tiators v.;as berdgn, being a response to i;'inat
;,las held to be a social neeeL Muc:h ·:\.~he same can be
said of most of the other progrc'.ms t:t;.at are 'tlOrking
against the ends of their designers.oS

As Rovere indicates, benign intentions "dhich are translated

into technological solutions to ma.jor' hU..man problems invaria"b}.'y

go a 'l,-rry. This may be said to reflect Strau.ss t ul1derstanding

of modernity that vIe have attempted to essay here: the roa.d

to hell is paved v·d.th good intentions~

---,------_._-------------_._..-----,-----------_._..~-

65 H.B.overe, T!Letter froL'1 Vlashington, fl T~e Ji£?l Yo!.'.l~£.
(July 18, 1970), PP. 72-79.

~I
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