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INTRODUCTION

Professor Leo Strauss? homoiand vas Germany. He is
a refugee from his native homec He found refuge briefly in

England, and since 1938, in the United States.

In Govmcn universities, he studied philosophy,

mathenatics end natural science. In American universities,

he has taught political science sxclusively and continuously,l

Professor Strauss wants 10 53/, qua Professor of
Political Science; that tyrenuy is bad, and that regimes based

tle theory are gqualitatively better than

Netional Socialism or Communism, than {yrannies past or

could rest, Profcssor Strauss has dedicated himself to & pro-

digiously diff ulblgoalz the restoraticn to academic
respectability and to a central pesition in political science,

tion o th classical natura

. e

{N.Y: Basic Books, 1964),




onfcqgor Strauss is haunted by what he sees as ’
the gﬁ:@b of the kind of German thinking which has insidiocusly
infected}contemporary thought, not least, his own discipline.
He cites Troeltsch, a distinguished disciple of Max Weber,

as proudly claiming &s the distinction of German thoughi,

its total rejection of the natural right tradition:

e o o in Germany the very terms 'naturel right? and
thumanity ' *have now become almost incomprehensible., . .
“and have lost altogether their original 1life and color.!?
While abandoning the idea of natural righb and through
abandoning it, he !'Troelisch] conolnunc, German thought
has Ycreated the historicel senset. . 2

Strauss observes:

Whatever MLguu be true of the thought of the American

people, certa nly American social scilence has adopted the

very attitude towarad ka'vral right which, a generation
ago, could still be described, with some plausibility,

as charecteristic of Cﬂrmdn hou”uoo ¢« « JPresent-day

American social science. . . is dedicated to the prono-

sition that all men are endowed by the evolvtionary

process or Fy & mysterious fate with many kinds of

urges and aspirations, but certainly with no natural

right. S '

Strauss remarks:
It wou 10D she first time that 1wtior lefeated
It would not be the first time that a nation, defeate
on the battlefield and, as it were, annihilated as &
olitical being, has deprived its conquerers of ths most
I (I grN 'Y

sublime fruit of victory by imposing con them the yoke of
its own thought .~

as

i

e,

2 Loo Stra auss,; Natural R;gku snd Hist

Sy L3 q
Books, Tho University of Chicago Press, L1945
this work will be referred to as ﬂzc)

Chicago: Fhoenix

ory, (Chicag i
5), pP.d. (Hersafter

nrtee!

Ibid., D.2.
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ALl of Strausst! work is in a sense a wrestling with this
g@Lub,a mighty striving to bresk dts Fformidable hold.
Professor Strausst opposition and position is expressed in

the following: referring to Heldegger's welcoming "as a

e

dispensaticn of fate the verdict of the least wise and
moderate part of his nation,” Strauss asserts, "man cannot

-

abandon the question of the good society, and, . . he cannot
free himself from the responsibility for answer

deferring to History or to any other power different fron

Stramss ﬂiagnoses the contemporary Yerisis of the
in terms of the "quustjon of the gooé sociely.”

He demarcetes modern from pre-modern by the new line
of political philosophy, initiated as a conscious, even

conscientious, break with the tradition of classical poli«

tical thought. The crisis of modernity, then, is the
crigis of modern politicel philosophy. Tt is Strauss!t

account of the emergence of this crisis and his tracing
of it to its historical roots that is the subject of this

paper,

,;

(G

5 Lco LraUno ¥hat Ts Politic : el

59) (Hereafter th:
will be referred to as WY prav oes not menti
Heidegger by name. He speaks of "ithe mest radical
cist? and mentions the year, 19

i




The West, until recently, had a clear vision of its

aims and a certain coanPLLon of its purpose. This clarity

i

and certainty of purpose was the answer of modern politvica
philosophy to the “gquesticn of the good society.' This

Tanswer® is expressed in the declarastions of stabesmen made

during the World Wers. Strauss writes:
These u@ :lerations merely restate the purpose stated
originally by the most successful form of modern poliii-
cal phliOSOuu' ~= a kind of that powib#c"_ philesophy

O
which aspired to build on the Lﬂunﬁa ion laid by class

o
political philos oply, a society superior in trubh
Justice Lo the sccliely toward which the classics &
hecording to the modern project, philos

Opnv or SCie
ia do¥ek

1
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h
was no lenger to be understood as e
tive and proud but as dcu4ve and ch

. b2 in the servi LC of uh@ £
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to be CUleL ted for the sake of hux -pOWLﬁ'

enable man to become the master and er of nalure
through the intellactual conguest of mature. Philosophy
or s¢ience should make pocsible prograss toward ever
greater p”ﬁSpOL:Ty; it thue should enable everyone Lo
share in all the advantages of sociebty or 1life and there-
with »:v» full effect to LVCVyOW“’O natural right o
comfortabile self-preservation and -all *%?t *nJL rnWT
entails or to ever & na ; his
faculties fully in

J")

the sam=. The }iugsc ", ever grad ;v ¥
vould thus boconme, 2,
toward ever greater

«

-
Y
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-
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would necessarily be the progr d o \1V
enmvazjng equally 211l human be Y versal. league
-of free and equal nations, each nation consisting of
free and equal men and women, For it had come to be
believed that the prosperous, free, and just socliety
in a single country or in only a few eountries is not
possible in the long run: to meke the irorld safe for
the Western dCﬂOCT&CLDo, one nu 2 thoe whole globe
democratic, each country in itself as well a&s the



soclety of notions Good order in one country presupposes
good order in all 00uqbrm,o and emong all countyies. The

mnovement toward the universal quNeLy or the uaniversal
state was thought to be guaran teed not only by the ration-
ality, the universal velidity, of the goal but also bew
cause the movenent tOhmrQu the goal seemed to be the
movement of the large majority of men on behalf of th
large nmajority of uen. only small groups of men who,
however, hold in thrall many millions of their A&]]O?
huvman b@lwvg and who defend thelr own antiquated interests
resist that movement., ‘

In this depiction of the modern project, Strauss intimates it

was riding for a fall, The reader,as it is intended he should
O p]

senses the overarching, if naive and jdealistic, ambition of

the modern project, its immoderation. Immoderation is, in
Strauss? viéws the Alpha (Machiavelli) and Omega (Marx and

The political reality which punctured the plausibility
of the Oﬂorn project and brought its immoderation clearly to
the fere was the revelation that it had spawned a terrible

.

tyranny Communigmag which tur satens vorld domination and
¥ 3

At s et Bt S

, (Chicago: Rand Mowauty 195L)
K will be referred to as Qu,)

6 Leo Strauvs 1S, The Citv an
PpP- 3"'[“ (HGPC&LL@P this w

aware of this. He puts it: Yleasure

{letzsch efully a leasure
is alien to v . Iike a rider on a steed that fliecs for-
vard, we reins before the infinite, we modern men,
like semi«be ans ~- and reach 0ur bliss only where wve are
MOST e " Probably intended, this evokes a pointed
contrast to the ‘rider' of the Phaedrus. Ses F.Nietzsche's
Beyond Good and Tvil, uchl n 225

8 Strauss notes that in the fﬁce of Fascish -~ Mnot in spite
ef it but because of it¥ - the oject and its view
of the humsn situation reteined its plasz313 ity. ©See CM, pois
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Justifies its

1.

tyranay and 1ts imperial ambitions precisely
in terms of the modern projectt!s vision of a universal society.
The West was struck dumb in word and decd. Strauss commnents:
Jt was impossible for the Western movement to
understand Co‘ﬂunlsn as merely & new version of that
eternal reactionism against XW“CH it had been fighting
for centuries. I had to adamit that the Vestern project
vhich had provided in its way against all earlier forms
of evil could not provide against the new form in speech
or in decd.?
Where previcusly the West could c¢laim for its purpose
the political realization of the brotherhood of man, it now
could spezk, and none too clearly, and hardly with one voice,

0D A

enly of conteainment of the Communist menace abroad, and even

less clearly aboul improving things at home, ~Strauss notes:
« » o the same experience which has made it doubtful of the

viability of a world-soclety has made it doubtful of the

belief that affluence is the sufficient and even necessary

condition of happiness and Justice: affluence does not cure
the deepest evils.®C This lack of certainty of purpose
nakes for malaise. Strauss observes: "Some among us even

ture, and this despair explains meny forms

¥

of contemporary degradation.®- is aggravated

il i a 5 e . o OO X T = Y ey PR RS

9cm p.5.

10 Ibid., p.6. Strauss writes
there cennot be a universal ¥

See his discussion which concludes ”ono nxst r est satisfi@d, .
with a practxca¢ particularisn.” See pp. 5-5, .

o

11 Ibid., p.3.



7
by¥those two great powers of the modern world," Science
(social science positivisem) end History (historicism) which

stridently decree that the quest for purpose, the "question

of the good society," is imvalid. (Note: Weber, llkc Ni.etzsche

.end Heidegger, has a penchant four §gg§£o)13 Strauss re-

peatedly chastises his fellow soclal scientists for their

assumed professional "Yobjectivit y, He writes:

The habit of laoking at social or humon phenocmena
without making value judgemeﬁc has a c¢c rrodxrg in-
fluence on any preferences. The more serious we are eﬁ
social scientiuts the nore covw]cue]y we cevelop withi

ourselves a ate of indlfference to any goal, or of
3
aimlessness anu Q£1¢cvng, a state which may be called
© nihilism. The social scientist is not Lmmune to pres
ferences; his activity is & constant fz oht against the
preferences he has ag & human bn'po and & citizen and

O
which threaten to overcome his scientific deltac yc1tolh

12 ypp,

Sy

p.18.

aid.of Max Weber: "™, . . his soul craved a

1 feilure, that bastard of forceful sinning,
111 more forceful faith, instead of I eli oi'}

5 Lo be the mark of buwon nﬂhnuﬂby " LbLoc, P.23

e

.
A3 Strazss has s
universe in whic
accompani s
and serenit

1k

i

"\‘
L6
rr.r—-

Fhid., pp. 18-19.
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The social scientist, qua sclentist, aspires to nihilisn

L8

but does not rise above conformism and philistinism,t5
Strauss writes:

I have never met any scientific social scientist
who apart from being dedicated to truth and integrity
was not alsoc ho]euvartedly devoted to democracy.
When he says unat demccracy is a value wn¢ch is not
evidently superior to the opposite value, he does not
mean that he is improssmd by the alternative vhich

“he rejects, or that his heart or his mind is torn
between alternatives which in themselves are equally
attractive. His 'ethicel neutrality! is so far from
being nihilism or-a road to nihilism -that it is not

more than an alibi for thoughtlesqneas and volgarity:

by saying that democracy and truth are values, he says
in effect that one does not have to o"nk about the
reasons why these Lnapow are good, and Lbab he may bow
as well as anyone else to the values © at are doptod
and respected by his svcieuyo Social cience positivism

. 7z
fosters not so much nihilism as conform&%ﬂ and phl”.o"lﬂlsmolo

15 From this perspective, what was said about American social
sciences! Gefmﬁﬂwihub7“0d rejection of natural right, must be
gualified. Qua 1 ralue-free scientist, the Americen ba svﬂ“.ubod
to “ucrmar bhOupﬂLh and fecls obi.vea to regard thosc Yself-

evident! truths of which the Declaration of inaepenaence speaks,

as myth. Qua C¢tlzen, he does indeed hold those Yiruths Lo
be GleeVLdC; " in the sense of not waniing to have to think

about them, Strauss perhaps alternates betieen the charge of
]

nihilism and philistinism es dictated by kis audience and

purpose r }ernapu Strauwss wants to say both things, Taken
l]t4fo]JV the social scientist's Yassertion that thCGVtLy
and gues foz truth are values which one can with equal right
choose or reject,” is condemned by Strauss as ”nLﬂlllsblco”
But Strauss knows.this_assertion is & ”mere movcneﬁt of his
[the 500¢.1 scientis lips @ h: songue o which nothing
COT[@QPU ids in his h ; I ', .20.) In lig}t
this, the assertd for LhouphL sSness

4.

and UWUﬂiltya” 0
cinledly: e iso
and sober when enga
madmen when confron
and wholesale madnes

¥
|
Moo n o

DS D -0

ilg who are sane
nd Wuo Lamblo Jikm

0ne o

16 fhid., p.20.
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Still, its affected scicntific "value-free¥ vantagel7
aggravates the Yeris s”; or as Strauss puté it with pointed
sarcasm: ”fhrougu this Olylp N frecdom, it overcomes the

crisis of our time. That crisis may destroy the condition

of social science: it cannot affect the validity of its

rauss regards the major challenge

ct

As we shall see, S
to the possibility of political philosophy as issuing not
from social science positivism, bub from Yschools" of History.

One school, Hegelianism, offers the Final Soln ion to the
philosophical quest —w and the "Final Tyranuy," the universal
homogencous state. The secondi‘appreciated by.Strauss as
the most formidably profound and the most profoundly per-

what he calls "radical his uOPLCJomg" The first

e
0]

nicious,
the Yschool® of the Final Solution; the second suggests

the problem is bogus. Both are philosophies of history; both

it = s s s

distinet 1on"
ausst argu-

17 A critical examination of the Ylact-v
e LT
he Yifact -"V'll e

is not within the nCODC of *hws pnp

ments against the elical

djsbjnntion,” seg | ppe Oﬂn/, r 2, and "An
Epiloguse®™ in ILiberalism Ancient For our purposes,
let it be noted That not the les argunents 1s th
telling one inac'posit’v1wm "necessarily transforms itself
into hwgu oricisn," thalt positivism is no less subject to the
historicist critique than is the natural right tradition.

Ui r"
b

™}

-

®

See WPP, pp. 2

18 CI"I p.7.



10

'
/

have {aith in history, the first in its rational progression
or progress toward rationality, and the second in the mys-
terious dispensations of fate. Both aspire to Ytranscend"
‘history. Both are Wille- Dhilosophies0 Both aré philosopﬁies

- ° .

of freedom. The first is an extreme radicalizs

1

tion of the
modern liberal natural right tradition; the second.is an
extrene reaction against this tradition and against its

radicalisation. The first is & pO]lu"Cdl.phl- osophy which
offers the political evil of tyranny; the second regards
political philosophy as delusion, and thus invites the worst
political evils,

In the face of the Yerisis of the West" and because

of it, and in oppositicn to'the powerful Gﬂfmaq sche geist
of Science and History, Strauvuss has striven to bring to ﬁﬁ@

fore and to make foremost the ”q1 stion of the good society,V

and to combat those who would abardon it. In his ongoing
battle with Science and listory, he has focused on their

b A

presuppositions and found them to be descendants of the

radically new in modern thought, products of the rejection

of classical political principles, In taking the view that

*

the modern project has failed and addressing himself to the
question of why it has failed, he finds what was wrong with

it was typically modern, opposed to the classical view. In

.

his debate with XKojeve on the tyraummy of the universal and

homogeneous stats, he mekes clear how thoro aonly dependent
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its justificaﬁion is on modern thought, and how dependent his
opposition is on classical political thought. This has led
him to'champion a "return® to the thought of classicel poli-
tical philosophy. ﬂStrausé is not indulging in romanticized

nostalgia as is evident in his exhortation to Yreturn®:

The retwn to classical political phLlQooplj is both
necessary and tentative or experimental., Not in spite
cay

but because of its tentative character, it must be carried
out seriously, i.e. without squinting at our present pre-

dicameat. There is no danger that we can ever become oOb-
livious of this predicement since it is the ﬁncentwve to
our whole concern with the classics. We cannot reasonably
expect that & fresh understaniing o? classical po7Lp1 cal
philosqphy wil] supply us with recipes for today's use,
For the relative success of modern poli?ic«l Dhi]osoph

has brought “nto being a kind of sociely hho-"y unknown

to the ClaSD¢Cu, a king of soclety to which the classical
p?jncipleo as stated and elaboruben by the classics are
not immediately applicable. Only we living today can
possibly find a solution to the problems of today. But

an adegquate understanding of the principles as elaborated
by the classics may be the ¢nu"opousab1> starting point
for an adequate aﬂ“l;uwﬁ, to be achieved by us, of present-
day society in its peculiar character, and for the wise
a}pAicaticn 'o be achleved by us, of the ingc S
to our tasks.- 9

L

This paper is primarily an attempt to expositorily

4

sketch Strauss! understanding of rodeﬂn‘ tv. Though his inter-

pretation of the thinkers discussed may be subject to debatle,

such debate is not the subject of this paper. It does take

of modernity and the strorg objections to the poss1111ity and

L

relevance of "return® which issue especially from the pecu-

:

liarly modern Ywaves® of History. Modernity as Wsecularizaticn®
of biblical faith emerges as a mxjor issve in uanerstand ng

modernity and is treated at length in this paper,

e 17



CHAPTER T

HODERNITY AS Wi ACFIAqullziTZVilONT

Moderation and Techunology

Modernity begins when th

e que
live together well, becomes the quest:

ex

people live together well, when t

a

society becomes primsrily

lad

S

)

tion, how may pcoole
cir of how to maLv

the question of the

concern with hoyw

e

goou

to make'society

good. Modernity is initiated by a momentons turning in poli-
tical philosophy, primerily e turning awey from the tradi.-
tional teaching of moral virtue with its emphasis on moderation

and restraint. The pre-modern traditions, classical political
philosophy,- classicsl hedonism, and biblical faith appear Lo
concur in stressing restraint and in teaching moderation.?

1 Strauss Tiews &ll of vhat is gelc“allv called the "natural
law" tradition uvp to modern times as basi cuitv cvduol ant with
the.political philosophy of qocraLbO/PWQuo and Aristotle.
Sometimes by Yelassical pOlIu!C 21 philosophy™ hc intends the
entire t:°c7tzon and sometimes it is clear he is refe rring just
to the (Greek thinkers or one of them. Tris should nobt prove
confusing

2 The Socratic tra radition concur in |
viewing man as essent end Limited, in the Greek
view by nature, and 1 1 visgw, by virtue of his
creatureliness, Acco th, man is subject to & higher
eternal order ob Being which or Who is bsmeficent and lovable,
Though Eplcureanism stoutly maintains that nothing lovable is
eternal and the eternal is not lovach, it does ‘teach moderation
beczuse it seeks the purest, i
Strauss does note a kinship betwe

scientific view of nature,

of Fpicureanism as identical with the
science prior %o the subjectjoz

of pure reason.” Leo Strauss, I

{Wewr York: Basic Books, 1968},

will be referred to as LAML)

12

not the maxis
2en Eplcew
He refers to ®X

mvnl of pleasures.
anism and the modern
antts pr esentation

spirit of modern natural

of thiat segience to Lhc criflau

cmCl 1 l(‘)ﬂ

~ L

W O

o
3.5
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This is not to suggest that modern political pnlJovopnc;s
disapprove of virtuc. On the contrary, they esteem virtue

as Ygublime and lofty.¥ Strauss describes Lne attitude

toward virtue Iin modern tines:

in fcrfea in modern times that since
.cally conceived] cannot be brought
the promo tiow of virtue cannot be
<
»

, U
the pwrpose of the st not because virtue is unims

e e 5
portant b:r because 1t is lorby and sublime, the state
must be indifferent to virtue and vice as such, as dise-
tinguished from tranngOs;LOﬂo of the state's laws which
have no other function than the protection of the life,
liberty, and property of each citizen, We note in passing.
that this reasond )

ning does not pay sufficient attzntion to
the importance of hablituation or education for the acqulisi-
tion of virtue. This r easoning leads to the consequence
that victue, and religion, mus ¥ become private, or else
that society, dS dluLWﬂMUl;ﬂ“’ from the stete, is the
sphere less of the private than ol the voluabarye Sociely
embraces then n0u onlw the sub=political but the supra-
political (morality, art, c-cnce) as well.3

D g

®

Meoderns, therefore, reject virtue as Eﬁi pelitical obje ;’zvej
as the determining ground of all principles of legltimation
on thé ﬁreallsﬂié” grounds that pooalp ere not virtuous and
aFe not svsceptible of being paae virtuous. The classics
fully agree with the modern ”rpal stict diagnosis: a virtuous
nan is indeed rare; ihe best rcg. e, tﬁe good soclety,
depends on an jmprobable chance of the fres inh occurrence of
the coincidence of philosophy and political power; man is &

plaything of the gods; man's nature is enslaved in many ways.

2

TRy e

3 Cl, pe42.
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"What is peculiar to modern thought is.1 . . the resolve %o
iibcratc man from that enslavement by his own sustaincd
Frort.nh This resolve strains a

moderation. To achieve this liberation, traditionsal moral

.gainst restraints of

and religious restraints must be loosened. Political virtue
comes to be undérstood as the socilally vseful, as that vhich
conduces to glory, power, wealth or recognition, as that
powerful passion or selfish interest which can be counted

on to make man ‘behave.!

Ve spoke of the immocderate goal of the modern project

1,32

It is dmmoderate because in its concern for making, and

™

its eagernese to make sure the realization of its aim, it

discounted moderation {or relegated it to the private supra-

aith from an eternal

RN
w0

order or Being to Vinvielible™ socictal mechanisms or hisbto-

S

rical procgsoe , or both. A sketch of the modern project

S

focusing on the means rather than the goal wilill suggest, in
|

a2 pgross wayv, what is meant and also serve to introduce many
> b

of the features of modernity taken up in subse

-

Modern peolitical philosophy discounts moral virtus and counts

ont the emancipation of socially useful passions; notably
acquisitiveness. It puts its faith in the "invisible hand.”

°

wuent discussions

L Ibid. This is a central assertion OJ‘QLrauss’. Much of

what rollows is an elaboration of this assertion.
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'
#
n

1t has great failth in the malleability of man and corollary

faith in institutions to mold him inte the Yrationally"h

-

desirable idea of man. There is the faith in the compulsion

of nature which compels man to become c¢ivilized. This leads

to faith in history as the progress of man's becoming ever

a -

more civilized or rational, or, ironically, free. There is

faith in the "cunning of reason.” Modern political thought

can, therefore, with conviction, sebt itself a goal of uni-~

versal grandevr, secure in the faith that it is only a matter

)

of molding technique, Scilence, and the molding process, History.

Sad i

(It may perhaps be said that in the confrontation with Communism

i
<

roject in radical-

the VWest Taced the immoderati

U 0
o
o]
O
F
e
)
9
"d

ized form.)
The immoderation of the modern projJect is sensed by
us today as evidenced by the widespread concernn over the

m

‘dehwnanizing impact of technology. The attitude toward techs

nology, Strauss asserts repeatedly, decisively distingulshes

classical politiceal thought from the modern. Obher differences

commonly pointed to, are derivative from this ba difference,

UJ

Strauss discusses the commonly alleged difference in respect

to democracy and concludes:

On the whole the view has preveiled that democracy
must become rule by the educated, and this goal will be
achieved by universal education. But universal educatl

presupposes that the econonmy of scarcity has given way io

on
v
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an ecenomy of plenty. And the economy of plenty pre-
supposes the emancipation of tocnuo¢ogv from moral and
political control. The essential difference between our
view and the classical view COﬁuleS then, not in a dif
ference rega TQLP& moral principle, not in a different
understanding of justice: we, too, even our communist
coexisvents, think that it is just to give equal things
to equal pcopln and unequal things to people of unequal
merit., The dJFLerenﬁe between the classics and vs with
regard to democ acy consists exclusively in a different
estimate of 1 hé virtues of technology. But we are not

entitled to say that the classical view has been refuted,
Their implicit prophecy that the emancipatio n of technology,
of the arts, from moral and political control would lead
to disaster or to the dehumanization of man has not yet
been refuted.b

(This introduces a central precept of modern political thought:
un1§e“sal enl;ghtenmenbo) This suggests why Strauss feels a

‘return® would be Sulvbc-} modern Lhought cannot teach us
moderation; the progressive loosening of restreints has even-
tuateo in uhe unov l'n of technolegy and vice Versa,

Machiavellld

to overcome chance and to conguer nature. The credo
of this technolcgical bent of modernity is expressed with style

una is a woman, and if one wishes to keep

-
AL 1Zhs im0

Loyl

by Machiavelli: "For

!

sary to beat her and %o pound her. 16

Compare this with the updated version: liberation is to be

]

'/

her down, it is nece

T

wrought by the domination of nature through technoleg

lachiavelli,

S .
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Strauss deoms Machiavellili to be the "Columbus® of
that new continent of political "realism' on hm]Ch modorn

Litical philosophy tekes root. This new Yrealism" rejects

s

po

classical political philcsophy on the grounq that 1t is not
down to earth, culminating as it does in kingdoms of heaven --

aquwa&ﬂ This new politiceal philosophy is ¥realistic! in that

P

its guuT are so devised as to minimize chance and maximize

s

what has been said

-~

the probability of their realization. From

it is clear that this requires either rejection or revision
S '

of traditional moral teaching. Here is Strauss! paraphrase

of Machiavellits critigue of merality

Mora 1va is possible only within a context which

cannot be crﬁated by wmorality, for mo“a1¢uy cannot
create itseli. The context within which morality is

43

Teva

~3

See Chapter 15 of The P.f ¢ where. Machiavelll writes:

%, . . my intention Deing to write something of use to those
who understand, i1t appears to me more proper to go to the real
truth of the matter than to its 1magjn311 iy and many have
imagined republics and principalities which have never been
seen or knovn to exist in reality:; for how we live is so far
removed Ffrom how we ought to live, that he who abandons what
is done for what ought to be done, will rather learn to bring
about his own ruin than his preservation. A man who vusles
to make a profession of ﬁooduepo in eJerytbinw must neces
come te griel zmong 50 ma ny who are nolt good. Therefore
is pocessary for a }IthG, who wishes to maintein hirse]f, to
learn how no® Lo be good, and to use this knowledge and not
use it, according to the necessity of the case.®

-

iy

e \.’)
r!‘ (‘)
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possible is created by immorality. lorality rests on
immorality fe.g., the founder of Rome was a fratricide],
Justice rests on injustice, just as all legitimacy ul-

timately rests on revolquon:ry foundetions. . . . one
canﬂot define the good of socie eby, the common good, in
terms of virtue, but one nust define virtue in terms of
the common good. . o By the common gomfJ we must under-
stana the objectives CLUﬁlly pursued by all societies.
These objectives are: freedom from foreign domination,
stability or rule of law, pros perluy, g?ory or emolree
Vi tue in the eflfectusl sense of the word is the sum of
habits which are required for or conducive to this end,
Tt is this end, and this end alone, which makes our actions
virtuous. Everything done effectively for the sake of
this end is good. This end justifies every means, Virtue
is nothing but c¢lvic viptue, patriotism or devotion to
collective selfishness.®

. v

But man is not naturelly patriotic. What can make him patriotic

2

and in this sense good is the desire for glory of the founders
and rulers of states. As Strauss puts it: "The desire for

glory is the link betiween badness and
or statesman, in his selfish ambition for °7OTy;vhaS a selfdish

o
X

incentive for serving his state well; he has a selfish interest
in seeing to it that the citizenry Yget along' and "behave.V
Machiavelli succeeds, Strauss seys, "in building on this basis

a politicel teaching which does full Jjustice to all pessible

requirements of any policy of bleced and iron, and which is at

the same time most faverable to political liberty and ithe

rule of law." 0 Byt Strauss also points out that Machiavelli:

.....
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guite intentionally abolishes the essential difference
between civil societies and bands of robbers. "l nThe great
public tasks which he [The Machiavellian sta te magj under-
takes are for him only opportunities 101 coloring his design.

He is distinguished from great criminals merely by the fact

that the criminals lack a defensible opportunity; the moral

}..

This is not to say hﬁc1*a"ell; underestimates the
delicacy and demanding difficulties of the princely or
founders? art. It 1s certainly much easier to be a robber
{but theﬁ wheve's the glory in that?). Aristotle, genervelly
regarded s moré of a ”fealist“ thaﬁ‘Plato, requires for the
actualization of the bésﬁ regiﬁe the proper "matter," a
morelly decent citizenry well-placed geographically; and this

4

depends on chance., Machiavelli does not discount chance

-

Ccompletely; certeinly it is an imporitent factor, bubt not pri-

2tes how very difficult it is to whip a

L.- .
u

BRI o He appre

corrupt people into shape, but with "know-how" one can over-

-

come chance, "Fortuma is a woman' and can be conguered by

. 1

Judicicous JOpllC(b“Ul of the appropriate techniyuc of Ybeat:

and pounding.® What for Aristotle is impossible, beyond the

.4

Ng

12 VPP, p.k3.

¢.



ken of the princely art, is for Machiavelli a very difficult

o]
)
,»J
[
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challenge demanding very clever ap of the princely
art. This difference points up the “Shift from formation of

- 5
character i(impossible to Aristotle's vav of thinking when a

[rye—

' = L o 10 -
people is corrupt ' to the trust in institutionsti3 P Mith

S ot : - C s ]
teeth in uhem” characteristic of modern political thlnklngel+
This in turn, ‘Strauss notes, is "the chearacteristic corollary

. o
1

of the belief in the almost infinite malleability oflmano”l5
The notion of the malleability of man in later poli-

- O‘

tical thought will give rise 1o a profoundly troubling antinomy:

free because he is alwmost infinitely

(D

man is almost infinitely

malleable; man is almost totally subject to manipulation be-

cause he is almost infinitely malleable. The uvltimate in

frecdom philosophy promices the Final Tyranny. Both the faith

the flesh

: 2 Kant IIO'f witnstanding .Y .
3 >
USe 0% nis faith in

; tis
and its pessions as devilish, and bec
malleability, is gquite op*vmiS‘ c. . Opposing the Machiavellian
position to iristotle? s, he states: YiHard as it may sound,
the problem of eshtablishing the state (i.e., the Just soclal
order) : soluble even Tor a nation of devils ' prov*dcﬂ Lhey
provided that they are guided by C?nghb”n“ﬂ
u,xj)) Devise devilish means of dealing with
devils and the City of God emerges.

d
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t

of the modern project and the cause of its loss of that faith

(@]
jo

are based on this Yaxiom."™ Rousseau brought his sensitiv
profound “wgreness'of thié antinomy to the fore of modern
political thought. German Idealism laid claim to its solubion.
So did the West and so does Communism. {Mention might alsc be
made of those whb, inspired by Rousseau, embrace their version
of a Rousseauesque "out,!' some kind of reburn to naturalnesso)
Machiavellils apéroach to the actuvalization of poli-

tical good through ihe emancipation of the passions or en-

Py

Q,
3

lightened selfishmess, is fundamentel to modern pollb cal

thought. Emancipation of the passions is, of coursé, the aim

of Machlavellifs critique of morality. The passion in parti-

cular that he counts on is desire for glory., This is precisely

the passion against which Hobbes! and Locke's teaching is
directed. One may say the moraliily of their teaching consists

heir refusal to emancipate
or inJ?estr¢cting‘it to the marketplace within the sphere of
economic competition, a perhaps pedestrian but safe sphere,
They imply that if one 1ifts the restraints on glory, the

consequence is that Yenything goes® and life will be nasty,
short and brutish, One might read confirmation of their view
in the consequences of Hegells attempt to Ybring back® glory

(as recognition) as the primé political mo%er, as‘thaé passion

which can be counted on to bring political salvation. As we
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shall see, Eojeve, in Hegel's name, Jjustifies anyone aspiring

to tyrenny who feels he could do a good job as tyrant and
Tencourages all statesmento try to extend their authority

<

over all men in order to achieve universal reﬁogni+ion.”16

cal

H-:

These references to later developments in polit

philosophy are meant to point up the decisiveness of th

&

[0

urning effected by Machiave 1l¢q (They serve, too, to in-

Q—l
e

cate themss and issues to be discussed below.) We attempted
to indicate that especially thozse notions which conduce to the
conviction that chance can be overcome and nature conquered,

-
A

Joonn large in later thought.

3

Almost contemporaneous with each other, there occurred

rational thought, that

Q
Hy

three revolutions, two on the plane

of the new political philosophy and the new science, 17 ang

»e S, 23

Leo Strauss, On Tyranuy, (Ithaca, NGW'lek: Cornell University
Press, 1968) pp. 204-205. (Hereafter this work will be referred
to as QQ‘) It is remarkeble how Machiavellian Kojeve's position
is. HMaking allowance for Machiavelli's lack of un¢verual
v1hno¢, conpare Kojovefs position with St
of the purpose of Machia JlL?S books:
pose is to show the nocd r reckoning
of ths rulers and the ru]oq as the only na
and thercfore for trusting, not in men's good will, nor imn
narcenaries, fortresses, money, or chance but in one's own
virtue. . . &s the ability to aﬂqvire for caeself the highest
glory and hence to acgquire for che'ts state whatever makes 1t
strong, prosperous, and respected.  The wisc rulers who act with
a view to their owa benefit will enlist the cooperation of the
ruled, who likewise act with a view to their own benefit, in
such activities as cannot but be detrimeritsl to others. Since~
the many can never acquire the eternal glory which the great

individuals ca chieve, they must be indmcced to bring the
greatest caCﬂlflcea by the judiciously fostered belief in

4

ebernity of another kind." (ggﬁ, p.282.)

L7 Arendt tells us: %The term iﬁiﬁ@ﬁt“%L o seems to occur
for the first time in the work of the sj nth-century ltalian
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the other on the plane of theology, the Frotestant Reformation.
In point of chronology, Machiavelli predates Galileo.-8 As
a Mediterranean man,; HMachiavelli's priority to the Reformation
is substantial, notwithstanding éhronmlogical contemporansity.

This is symbolically indicative of Strauss® position that the

Revolution which decigively initiates modernity is that wrought
by the new political philosophy. The new natural science is

itself seen by Strauss as a phenomenon of the new political
dispensation. The new political philosophy inplicitly points

. ’

out the direction and prophesies the destiny of the new science.

1

Q

-

the new sclience

mathematvician Ni d designed

of ballistics w 20 Lo have discovered because he
was the fizsﬁ to apply 'COM“i'ical rea&apflb to the motion of
projectiles. « o« . Galileo. . . insists on the lahsolute
novelty! of his discoveries, but this cerboinly is a far cry
from Hobbes! claim that polm ical philosoghy was 'no older
then my own book De Civetl. . . or Descartes? conviction that
no philosopher before him had ubCCi-QGd in philosophy.e « « o
From the seventeenth century on, sistence on absolute

became

novelty and the rejecticn of the wm
Garden Civy,

COommo? nT 2ce. V¥ Hanneah Arendt, T‘
New York: Doubleday Anchor Boo

rom 1469-1527, Galileo from 15611642,
: that chronological p”lOIlb demonstrates
Bogec 1 priorx I 1
£ HMachiavelli as the father of moder cnity de suggestive of
lution ;n political Lhcp it was primary.
Likewise the fact that th Galileo and Machiavelli are Medi-
terranean men and, there &, wtouched by the Reformation,
is Jnd cative of his view of the independance and priorjty of
evo g

the Yr 1.tlon” on the plane of philoscphic and scientific
thoughu, ‘

v¢ew that the revo

! s 4. g . . S 1
19 The Cdou for this assertion is skeltchad beJOJ in the

following pages.

U EeS
Ity Ratﬂer lu indicates that Streuss? discernment
foo \ 4l '
L.
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The new science is, of couﬁse, an e ssential ingredient of
modernity. It complements the new political phLlOquhy
firming end confirming the resolve to overcome chance,
taking to the task of the conquest of nature with undauntablc
enthusisasm and prodigious industry. The new science en-

courages and enebles the new political philosophy to cone

‘I

sumeate its break with the theological heritage and classical

.

tradition and never look back; it stamps that break with its
approval and affixes its seal to it which reads «-~ WSCIENTIFILIC.®
It serves up the utmost in refined technigue; it suﬁplies GXe “
quisitely sophisticated ﬁhips and polnts out wlth microscopilc
accuracy whe}e to %beat end pound" for greatest effect. And

ebove all Hodernity is ‘enchanted by the charm of

competence and enféptured by the allure of power,

The new scilence complemented aﬁd reinforced the re-
jecticn both of the substance and node or methodology of
classical pnilosophy. Machiavelli denied teleological natursl
science but it was the new sScience vhich successfully (and

scientifically) vitiated this classical position, I

o
g
C
fnad
¢
.
¥ i)
[
}_= -
g
jn
;,_l

thought we have ncoted two consequences of this denial o

~

natural ends: the noticn of malleability and the new melthod-

clogy of taking bearings primarily from the Jowex, from be-
ginnings, rather than from the higher, or from ends, This is
the approach of Machiavelli's polltical iaaCQng dispensing

with ends we nust look at the beginnings of soclety; we mush



understand the rational animal primarily in his animality,

-

the rational in terms of the sub-rationzl, the human in
terms of the sub-human. As applied to non-~human nature,
the notion of malleability is indeed a conv tien of the

Anfinite malleability of nature: natire is & dumb, worthless

Q
=
L
(o]
4
O
<
P
H
Y
'
[G)
$~ta
,.)

nst which stands man the master, man the
reator, man the lawgiver; nature is made something of by
man, by his activity and by mis labor., As'to why the natural
sciences adapted the methodology of understanding the higher
the lower, and looking back to beginnings, we
submit not the least of the reasons was the Mach]
one: it is in the interest of contrcel, of overcoming chance;
The emphasis on meking and efficliency -~ the constructionist
bent of modernity -~- requires a reductionist view.?0 Related
to his met wdoleogical stance is lMachiavellil's penchant for
gly adducing examples of moral outre ée, of torture and

cruelty. (Neither the Bible nor the classics were unavare of

There is a hidden kinship botween Machiavellits
political science and the new naturel science. The
classics had taken their bearings by the normal case

- as distun@aiwue‘ from the exception; MHachiavelli effects
- his radical change in the understanding of political
things by taking “his bearings by *he exception, by the
extreme case. ALs ¢ appears from Bacon, there is a close
connection between Machiavellits orhc“Lﬁtion and of
led experiment.?t

tOWuUerﬁ n%Lu%eg Le€e, of the -.control

- o

20 This will be seen more clearly in our discussion of
Hobbes belgw.

2L yrp, p.47.
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RN A

Philosophy is, as it were, knocked off its exalted
pedestal of proud contemplation, knocked down to earth and
put to useful work. OStrauss says of Machiavelli:

He achieves the decisive turn toward tnaL notion
of philosophy according to which its purpose is o
relieve man's estate or to increase menls pouer or Lo

k!

guide man 00nofd the rational soclety, the bond and the
eﬂd of hﬂLCh is enl;ghtorcd )olfml LCTGSt or th con»

This new kind of “po?n cicized® phllosophy impli pronlses
the ascendancy of science. Tt permits ano indeed, demands
technologized science. Knowledge is no longer conceived of
as receptive of the ”shiLingAfo:ﬁh” of the eterpnal cosmic
order. IMan mokes knéwledgea Han ﬁputs nature to the question';

- ]

man constructs end prescribes laws for dumb nature. Truth anc

o

meaning originate in man, in man's active constructive under-

4

Order is what man bestows. Truth and order are not

da

independent of man's cognitive activity. 4&As an artist, man

The end of knowledge is power, bubt in the end it
comes to be seen that power knows no end. The new techno-
logized science develops a 'Hachiavellian® momentum seeking

S

ey
hadd

C':

to ever increase ibs power limitlessly. is pious in i

faith in infinite progress.

R2 TOM, p.296.

Lt
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Both the new philosophers and the new scientists

maniflest a sense of mission in their dedication to assure

propagation of their respective science Tney are clearly
conscious of their importance to posterity and consciously

adopt Judicious slrategie to av01d crucifixion by the

as-yet unenlightensd.

=

'his reflects their divergence from both the theo-
logical tradition and the Socratic tradition. Neithér Jesus
nor Socrates strove Lo avold "crosses." Jesus is believed
to be the Incarnation of-Diviﬁe Tove. N"V zsche writes o
Socrates:

When finally death. . . was pronounced agsi
it seems to have been Socrates himself who, wi

lucidity of mind and in the absence of every na
of death, insisted on it. He went to his death with th
same calm Plato describes when he has him leave the

!

1

veler, to bezin a
O

0

'} B oer .“J c
e
M

symposium inthe early dawn, the las e £i

new day; while behind him on the benches and on the floor,

his sleepy omﬁoaL ns go on dreaning of Socrates, the

+ [=] [ 2

true lover. 23
The pre-modern traditions accepted Yerosses™ becauvse of theix
respective convictions of a lovable Hternal ¥Who or order
which was beneficent; or, to put it alternately, they believed
there was a Yhigher® love than love of onels own -- Jove of
the Good, or of God. With the modern denial of these traditions

s

23 (My underlining) Sez F.lNie nschels The Birth of
ragody, Section XILX ' -

(AN
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of trust and faith ina lovable Eternal, avoidance of crosses

and anxielty over avoidance of crosses became the dominating

3

aim of life and thought: thus the anxious striving for power,

the determination to make sure, thus the taking of bearings

for political good from a negative telos, thus the “good” as

vyl

avoidence of crosses, and £inally the deLernvnaulon to pu h
Providence, and indeed to take over, man incarnating himself
as a god who aveids crosses, and brings down the Heavenly City
of God to eart ch, by fabricat ting it with his own hands, with

his own power and supreme technology. The strategythen is

ES

not incidental to the nGW'teachingsa It is a case of the

"new prophets” piact;CWNcQ’

preach above all, is avoldance of crosses.

what they preach and what they

5

~The-new "gospel” demends Yenlightenment'; the new

~Uprophets™ optimis stically foresee their impact on posterity

and are confident of success in bringing abcut the new order

Strauvss wirites:
The new phj]osophy liv“) from the outset in the hope
which approaches or couol, ertainty, of future conquest
or cf conguast of ! future - in *he anticipation of
an epoch in which phe truth rjll reign, if not in the

minds of all men, at.any rate in *hc institutions which
mold them. Propaganda i% to guarantee the colncidence

of philosophy and political power PhilOSppny s to 5
fulfill the function of both philosophy and rcllglony~5

2L Machiavelli did nob permit his important UOlLtTCal
works to be published during his lifetime. In the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries it was commonplace for political
philosophe?s to take '"holidays" abroad for expediency'!s sake,

25 TOM, p.297.

i}



Hannah Arendt makes clear that this consticusness of signii
cant future infliuence was common to the wew 5c1rntj S as
“well:

The human mind changed in a matter of years or
decades as radically as the human world in a matter of
centuries; and while this change naturslly remained
rCotFJCL‘J to the few who belopq >d to that strangest
of all modern SOC“bthu, the society of °nicu ists
and the republic of letters. . . this s OCLeL3 antici-
pated in many respects, b} sheer foree of trained and
controlled imagination, the radical mﬁﬂnue off mind of
all. modern men. . . (<0

- . -

26 Arendt , 0D ,ige, p 27, ITn a note on this passzage
Arendt WW1ies: "The foundetion and early history of the Royal
Society ds quite su gOSblVec Vhen it was founded, menbers had
tside the terms of
=¥

to agree to take no part in matters outs
to take no part in

&hm

reference given it by the king, e spvv.gl

'v

. L

political or religious SLUJCCe Cne is tasmpted to conclude
that the modern Cluﬁbl ...... ideal of Tobde Livity 't wes born
here, which would sugg JL that its origim is political and

not scientific. iSee Nietzschetls third assaJ in The Genealogy

rals where ho does suggest precisely this in considering

modern science and the nodern ascetic idsall Furthermorey

it seems notevc(un\ that the scientists found it necessary

from the b““lnnlnb to orgen17e them society,

O ¢t ,C‘u”““
o
Al

and the fact that the work done inside the Royal Soclety turned
out to be vastly more important than work done outside it
demonstrated how right they were. An orgenizaticn, vhether of
scientists who have abjured oollt ics or ¢f politicians, is
always a politicsl institution; where mes organine thcy intend
to act and to acquire power. No scientific teamwork is pure
science, whether its aim is to act upon soclety and secure its

.—4

menbers a certeain position within it or -- as was and still is
to a large extent the case of organized rvuvgfcn in the natural
sciences «- to act together and in cencern in order to conguer
nature. It is ind;el, as Whitehead once remarked, 'no accident
that an age of scien e has developed inte Rn ge of organization.
Organized thought is the basis of organize
is towpted toe acd, because thoug ﬂu is and“
rather because modern science as 'the orgs
introduced an e*em@ub of action into think

O

ie‘\

tion', not, one
s of actiow but
tion of thought!

gl TDLQ.,DD.307 -368,n.726
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Strauss asserts this

30

Ey

one's work on posterity is news! with Machiavelli:

e o o Machiavelll is the first philosopher who
attempted to force chance to control the future by
embarking on a campalgn, a campaign of propage andaz8,
He was the first of a long series of modern thinkers
who hopcd to bring about tha establishment of newr
modes and orders by neans of enlightemment. The
enlightenment., . . begins with Machiavelli,<¥

Machiavelli saw himself as a latter-day "unarmed

4

prophet™ promising future rewards if his Ynew testament!

is

vhen his new noral code 1s disseminated., HMachiavelli rca
he was up ageihst the pouwriul sway of tradition which he

the minds of men in hide~bound tutelage. In his "unarmed

walr

fai

thiully accepted, and predicting & whole new rd@r

'3

2 gainst the old order, Machiavelll souwght to recrult

caring passionately aboult the impact of

" - [+

it

those who had become disaflfected with tradition, those who

uas
U

118
el
v

4L.
s the pelitical teaching of

e

27 Strauss says: "The earlier phil

ions were resigned to the fact that th
teaching, would never supersede Vh T

e Leachings, bub would cosgxist with them.
» teachings to their contemporaeries and a
without even dreaming of POanulllng the ©
an thought in general. . g not for on
ieve that the tvvc polji

c:*
&)
3]
@]
hiit
vy

o
Cca
i

O it

% . . » >
28 Stveuss notes: 'fhis prowa@@ﬁda is at the
n i

site qug ¢f what 1s now. cwilno nzopagaNﬂ" h pres
smanship and hold-up of captivated auql hia
res to convince, nob mcroTy to persunde "

29 Ibig.
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¢

preferred thelr esrthly fatherland to any heavenly fatherlands.

He assumed Christianity to be waning, and he addressed himself

primarily to those who had already begun to throw off the

yoke of religious restraints. Modern political philos phers3o
generally eppear to assumne the waning of faith and insinuvate

that the new order they propose demands its subjugation or its

replacenent by a Yeivice religion.®

Though modern thinkers, as we noted, in this regerd

return to the classical assertion of moral or political prine-

¢iples as indﬂhozﬁ?nb of theology, they are distinguished by

] 2
N

-an Manti-theological ire'; their teaching demends the overe
coming of traditionzl piety. This "anti-theological ire? at
least partielly explains the modern reJccvvon of kingdoms o3

" S

heavens and the determination to make sure of & new political

e

Strauss Ycredits? Hobbes in perticular: %Y. . . the
whole scheme suggested by Hobbes reguires for its operation
the weakening or, rather, the elimination of the fear of in-
visible powecrs. It reguires such a radical change of orienta.
tion as can be brought = bout only by the disenchantment of the
world, by the diffusion of sclentific knowledge or by popular
enlighbermeant, Hebbes' is the firet doctrine that necessarily
and wuwilstakably points o & thoroughly Tenlighteied v di.e,,

a religicus or athelstic soclety. as the solution of the social
or poJi*i’al plolltmeﬁ See NE, p,lQU, Camus says: "Rousseau
is; in fact, the Tirst waq 1v modern times to institute the

profession cf civil faith,' See A.Camus' The Rebel {New York:
Vintage Bocks, 1956}, p.l1l16. -



Machiavelli and

order. other modern
many of the evils of their day to the

the Kinpgdom of Heaven,

from man's being encouraged by tr

in effect:

;.-.

" They said Stop trying

enormities of religious per

Kal

the incidence of

Stop shooting for Heaven. Devise

assure meunts gets

Devise a goal which man can live with instead of one thatv they
have to be Filled for, Accept men as they are; start {rom
where they are and establish a political order on this basis.
(But we are still left with unenswered questions such as these:
Why did this "anti-theological ire" express itself in this
way at this pérticulav time? What-made certain thinkers in
‘particular resolve o ritigét; evils by a new political order
of their meking when these had been "accepted® for centuries?)
We readily eppreciate the neéativc roie of the heouf’

aditions

~sgcution will be

war less frequent

nd afford the

32
thinkers attributed

ardent concern with

Ls they saw it, these evils resulted

to aim too high.

to save men's souls and
eliminated and
marn.

t. Lower the aim of

a reali

individual liberty

o

logicel tredition in modernity as that \L?cljwas opposed and
denied. What is its positive role? This question is itsell
a theme of modern political ohuh”ﬂ; especially in nineteenth
entury thought. Strauss would have us be wary of confusing
elements of traditional faith with their translations into

medern terms or their

accommodation to modern times,

which

the

stic goal which will
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presuppose denial of the faith traditicn; in which case the

translations or dccommoda ions are essentially expressions

not of the influentisl presence of faith elements but of their
rejection. I g this caveat makes it possible Lo regard

leftier achievements of History is that it "transcends! the

law of non~contradiction. As Strauss cracks: “"Syntheses

-

effect miracles. . . Hegel's synthesis of classical and

Biblicael morality effects bho miracle of producing an anmazingly

v
A
>y

lax morality oub of two moralities, both of which made very

strict demands on self-restraint w31 (We will devote an

£

4 4
'

entire chapter to Hegel's Ymiracle.") Iax Weber, in spite of

and because of his insistence on scientific validity and

o e e

rigorous positivisenm
that which he acknowledges was abominated by John Calvin's

32 e .
theolegy., 3% (Strauss says that ¥

and-- what is more important -- that the crucial link in the

31 0T, p.205.

32 Fut simply, Strauss! objsctlon toiposit ¢onn like
Hegel's and Weber's is that the modern resolve to force and
forge -the destiny -of Providence to make certain 9§£3}LUQQ
salutis is not inspired or informed by Christian tradition but
by its rejection.
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chain of causation (a peculiar interpretation of the dogma
predestination) was rcjected by Calvin. . . .Y Strauss
comments: ¥ DBy avbiding an indispensable value JUuonan,
@Qeo, that Calvin's own teaching rejected the later corrup-
tion of it by epigéneé} he Lﬁebeq'was forced into giving a

factually incorrect picture of what had happened i.e., linking

Calvin’s teaching to mode

i capitalism} For his fear of
ralue~ JHH nts prompted him to identify the essence of Cal-
vinism with its historically most influentizl aspect. He

instinctively avoided identifying the essence of Calvinism

with what Calvin himself considered essential., . ., %)
Accordingly, may we not conclu de that HMachiavellits Manti-

theological ire" and the resolve issuing from it are rooted in

'..S

(6]

s raditvional ihco’o“w and even claim L“hu to be its

3

ulfillment?

Hh

To assgert this is to deny the tradition's explicit understanding
of itself which indeed abominates Macq¢ave171fs ceaching., It
gest that traditional Christianity da is its ow

B L s fer S I W S LWl e lldov L AlC S LTS C,-.‘l'l
overthrow, that its theology calls for M"anti-theological irel

end implicitly recommends its own negation. History makes such

B

conclusions not only palatable but eminently respectable,33

33 ks we shall seg, the crucial issue i1s progressivism.
Once it is asserted that later thought understands older trae
ditions in theilr "true light," that i1s, better than they under

tru
stood LQG&S&WJ@ one

is no longer constrained by the oldor
position's ex o]101L definition of itself; one can Yexplain away!
its explicit LIT“UQJQTLBQNQJQ one canregard what eventuates
later as more truly Qefinjblvb, even it be the corruption or
denial of what the tradition ex oTﬁcﬁ*ly says it stood for. The

nineteenth conbury especlally cxudes the confident conviction

of final revelation of the truth of history, of true under-
standing of all epochs and all cultures,
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HMex Weber, in his famous work The Pio .e"bant Ithic

(@]

and the Spirit of Capitalism, claims that tlo asceticlsm per-

vasively charactex HSuiC of modern Uty derives from the Protestant

y

Reformation (Calvinism in particular). Strauss contends:

ET

", . . Weber overestimated the *umor“anc of the revolution
ﬁhat had taken place on the plane of theology, and he under-
estimated the importance of the revolution that had teken
place on the plane of rational thought.®2% Certainly
revolution on the plane of rational thought” as it comes o

sight with Machiavelli and Galileo, is totally independent

of Ythe revolution on the plane of theology.¥ If they re-

prescnt the dnnovative spirits and formative influences of

U)
o

mnodernity, as Strauss asserts, then the major features of

modernity such as asceticism must derive necessarily from the
nQW'directions which they blazed. As we hinted, Strauss

vi ews the asceticism of modernity as expressive of its anxiety

to ¥avoid crosses' {as I put it), which is due not to elements
of a religious tradition but to a rejection, especlally of the
faith in the benceficence of nature or God. Fuller discussion

.

must be reserved until we consider the teachings of Hobbes and

Locke; but we may now state the guestion at issue: granted

3% mR, pp. 60-61, n.22.



that Weber "undercstimated the importance of the revolubion
that had teken place on the plane of rational thnuuh‘” hat

.

is its relation to Puritanism; in perticular, what is the

.
]

’relation between the teachings of Hobbes and Locke and
PurjtaDLSﬁo
Above we spoke of modern man fashioning himself as

jaatin

a god-man, incarnating himself, as it were, constructing end

ordaining order and proclaiming himself lord of Providence,
resolute in his determination to bring about the eschaton.
This is the language of Ysecuwlarization.' In order to better

waderstand Strauss! position (and this prepares the ground of

.‘

Secularization' is the 'temporalizati on? of the
4spirlbua“ or of the.eternal. . It is the atiempt to int
grate the eternal int~ a tewporal contexi, It TnuLﬁJo*c
presupposes that the ete:x 91 is no longer understocd as

. - o

ebernal., !'Secularizati n,' in other words, PICZUUDO“'
e radical change of thought, a transition of tmouU‘ fro
one plane o an entirely different plcno This radica
change appears in its un“?sng°ﬂQ form in the emecgeﬂce
of modern Dn17030pny or science; it is not pvjmarlly a
change within theolog: What DTGS nts itself as the

ts will have to be
an adaptation of

4]
J“U

e
O
[P B ]

(e IO e

gecularizafﬂo,? of ihooloc ca
understood, in the last aralys
tTcdlLLOf’l theology to the inte ual climate Pro-
duced by modern pthﬂ“”phy or sci atural and
political. The tsecularization?! of Lnﬁ Uuds¢stan ing of
Providence cu]minahes in the view that the ways of God
are scrutable to sufficiently enlightened men. The
theological t"&dlbl@ﬂ revOéﬂLZCd the mysterious characte
of Providence especially by the fact that God uses or

'_J. !,._J’
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 Weber) we present his understanding
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permits evil for his good ends. It asserted, therefore,
that man cannot take his bearings by God's plOVJucno

but only by Godts law, which n‘wu7) forbids man to do
evil. TIn proportion as the providential order came to be
regarded as intellﬁthlc to man, and thercfore evil came

to be regarded as evidently necessary or useful, the pro-

hibition against doting evil lost its evidence. Hence

various ways of action which were previously condemned

as evil could now be regarded as good. The goals of

human action were lowered. But it is precisely a lowering

of these goals which modern political philosophy con00L0u°l
intended from its very beginning.,

Or as Strauss has put 1t alternstely, the waning of faith is
& necessa 3 condition of modernity, but not the sufficlent

condition. He asserts:

m

The sufficient condition is the atbempt at a new
understanding of sccial realily -= an UmCCAU*anding
which is 'realistict? in the sense that it conceives
of the social or sed not on p:ety and virtue

3] -~
der -as ba
u

but on soc¢u7]y useful passions or vices ,30

In this chapter we have attempted to indicate why
Qlmnaryea Mmoot vos o] 4 At [tale standi it o MNiln
Strauvss concelves of this "new understanding’ as Yihe
: o .37

Machiavellienization of Western thought. !

uss, HComment', Church History,XXX:l

st work exclusively dovo ed to a

]
37 Stravss? large
i s book on LSwaavemJ:.

le philosopher is i



CHAPTER IT

THE THREE WAVES OF MCDERNITY: HOBBES, ROUSSEAU AND NIETZSCHE

As traditional thought comes to be questioned more and
more, the old order begins to appear at worst as a grand hoax
and ac best as built on very shaky foundations. The new
philc sophOL% are resolute in their deﬁermination that the new
vorld of their making will be built on the surest of found
How can thef~make them sure? How can they assure theix
world will not be subject té a similar fate? HMethodology.
Method will make certain the Wﬁ11ﬂ%J1‘by, dﬁrabi“ity and
wniversal applicability of the new thinking. (lethod is the

analogue of technigue in the new political philosophy. )l

5

Skepticisn -- M“"hOdlcaL skepticlesm -- willl lead to certain

o

nlightens

bedrock foundetions. (Skepticism is the analogue of

- @ 2 3 » L Ead -
ment in the new politicel philosophy.)% The spirit of the

P, s,

L HMethod, i W epi
achievenent of wisdom as technigug
of the just order.

Logy, guarantees the
antees actualization

2 Skepticism is meant to inspirve distrust; distrust
leads to knowledge; lilkewise enlightenment is meant to induce
a distrust of traditional beliefs in the Hheyond® which give
one a sense of false security; distrust. reve 310 to man t he
wretchedness of his life and this leads : to meke the just
socil litical philosovhy and the new epis-

ety. Both the new po
tenol@bf employ skepticier

clem to drive one bask on one'!s self on
what is within one's po

rer bo wmake or to constbruct, -

38

) it e
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sciences, political and natural, is manifest in Hobbes!

"philosophy of power.“3 This new spirit and vantage Strauss

characterizes as follows:

Science is For the sake of power, i.e. for putting
at our dispcsal the means for ahhlevxﬁﬂ owr natural ends.
Those ends can no lounger include kn rlcdge for its own
sake; they are reduced to comfortable self-preservation.
Man as the potential congueror of nature stands oubside
of nature. ‘This presupposes that there is no natwral
harmony bebtween the human mind and the whole. The belief

in such harmony appears now as a wishful or good-natured
assumpticn, We must reckon with the possibility that the
world is the work of an evil demon bent on deceiving us
about himself; the world, and ourselves by means of the
faculties with wiich he has supplied us or, which amounta

5

the same thing, that the world is the work of a blind
necessity which Lu vtterly indifferent as to ﬂ“bﬂﬁ” it
and its product ever becomes known. Surely we have no
right to trust in our natural faculiies; extreme skeptie
cism is required. I can trust only in what is entirely
within wy control: the concepts which I conscious]
and of which I do not claim more than that th@y are my
Py o o

conogruvuu, and the naked data as ay impress themselves
upon me and of which 1 do not cl loyalc) than that T an
conscious of them without having > them., The knowledge
which we neefq for the conguest wbure must indeed be
dogmatic, but its dogmatism must be based on cxlreme skepw
ticigm; the synthesis of dogmatism end skepticism even
tually takes the form of an infinitely progressive science
as a system or agglomeration of confixrmed hypotheses which
remain exposed to rovision in infinitua.

3 NR, p.1l9%L. Generally our presentation of the
1 2 (2l - e

e waves of modernity follows Strauss! treatient of the
ogophers and schools in NE.




Hobbes, in contrast to Machiavelli, appreciates and
even admires Greek classical ught. Vherceas Machiavelli
would reject it entire, Hebbes would meke it work in con

formity with Machiavellits demand for Yrealism.!" He would
guarantee the success of the class cal aso'ra é;’ for wisdom
and Jjustice. ‘He would transplant the classical project on
Machiavellits new continent. This results in the radical
~modification and scaling down of those aspirations, necessary
to assure their reelization and a applicability. It means
putting them t o the torture test of skepticism The apparen

vulnerability of the classical tradil

twilight 1s due to its not having su

skepticism.

tlon, dits fading into
bmitted itself to rigoerou

in

To be sure is to mgke sure and one can only nake
what is in onels power 10 make. Skepticism drives ons baock
. on oneself. Certeinty is commensurabe with one's power t0
make, to generate, to cauge, Lo construct. What is in one's
power (pgpcnbv?) is authoritative (potestas).” What one can
5 i SO | -
’See NR, p.19k, n036, where Strauss adduces evidence
that Hobbes uses Upower' as synonymous with Ygeneration' and
Ypotentia as synonymous with causa and algso pohestas; Hobbes
uses the ambiguity of the term 'power” to indicate The nee
for the coincidence of potentia, physical power, and Egmﬁxkﬁb
legal authority. See note 6.
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do onc nay do. This is attested to by mathematics; and
“mathematics is Ythe mother of all natural 801enco.“7 (Hobbes

5

applavds Plato for this insight.) Mathematics is supremsly

authoritative. Of all traditional disciplines, it survived

TP

6 Strauss writes: “lhere are two kinds of exactness:
mathematical and legal. TFrom the point of view of matn matical
exactness, the study of us and bﬁu?emlbh of the ends
is replaced by the study E&aw . « oFrom the point of
view of legal exactness, by -cf the ends is replaced by
the study of potestas. ™ bﬁ[t‘ghfﬂ is both the greatest human
force and the Thighest human auﬁhotlty.“ Strauss notes: YThe
necossav: coincidence of the greatest hunan force and the
highest humen authority corresponds utvlcu7y to the necessary
coincidence of the most powerful passion (fear of vLolenu

death) and the most sacred right (the right of elf~preservation).

Hobbes'! is an exact and universally qule?hW political science
prcclselv because it igndres the actus, the purposes of poten

oot E s

e

The rights of the sor0f~~gn and the rights of the citizen ar
his bheme, As regards dubies (piboC“3b8@ actiOﬂq), in civil
society the rule is the rule of power; ithe sovereign may do
what “he' can do end the citizen may do what he can do. The
view which 1s accepted by modern political philosophy generally
ig that man will Ygelt away with" what he can Yget away with.¥
That must be the assumption of a political science which

sould guarantee actualizatio Strauss puts it: YPower, as
distinguished from the end for which power is used or orﬂ“*

to be used, becomes the central theae of political reflections
by v;r%UA OI that limitation of horizon which is needed if

guaranty of th actualization of the right

social ordoz This may be an &s an inversion of Aristotle's

approach. Straugs : in the langnage of Aristotle, one.
12t the relation.of virtue to human nature is come

could say ti

parable to that of act and p@uency, and the act cannot be
determined by SLZILA-Q from the potency, but, on the contrary,
the potency beco es kn own by looking back to it from the act.”

E&’poll.}}.{-o (L):'?-C __L 9 5 )

-~
1=
15

p.170."
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best, 1T
of the
down to

-

definiti

because:

e

3

'o make 1t completely invulnerable Trom "the cavils

skeptics,™ Hobbes Vdemythologizes" it and brings it

earth. He says: "i thought 1t necessary in my

ons to express those notions by which lines super-

tics survived better than other classical disciplines

It consists ¢n cozpa ing figures and motions only“;9

it is the least teleoclogicel and if understood properly, it

will be

following

certain.

seen to be pure making independent of matter. By
the model of mathematics, wisdom can be made

T

1

So““ 188 paraphreses Hobbest view:
it

Generally stated, we have absolutely certain or

scientific knowle edge only of those subjects of which
we are the causes, or whogse construction is in our oun

power O der Cﬂub on our arbitrary will. The construction

yrout

step of the constru

d not bc fully in our power if there were a single

ucticn thet is not fully exposed to
supervision. The constru

-

our ction ztu« be conscious

construction; it is impossible to know a scientific

truth without knowlng at the same time thal we have nmade
b

it.
if

is not itsell our construct.

3
<

The construction would not be fully in our power
it made use of any matter, il.e., of anyuh~nb that
The world of our coustruct

is wholly unenigmatic because we are its sole cause azﬂ
hence we have Derfect knoviedge of its cause. The caus

of 1l

he world of our constructe does not have a further

8 Inid., pe173.

O

Ibid., p.271.
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cause, a cause that is not; or not fully, within our
power; the world of our constructs has an absolute be-

o
.
ginning or is a creation in the strict sense.-t

et

(‘;\

To wax metephoric: mathematics is as close as man approxi.-

mates to creatio-~ex~nihilo. Traditionally, Creation and

Providence are inter-related. Analogically, once man is

esteblished as Yereator' he can with the "Logos™ of mathe-

matics prov1aentwa]ly care for himself, congquer nature and

exploit it for his own benefit, and bring about deliverance

10 Ihid., p.173. In &a long note Strauss appends to
this passage, there is reflected the basic difficulty in
understanding Hobbes, his Ydualism." Ve can only here briefly
register it but cannot cope with it. Hobbes, 'on the one hand,
views man as ”makcr”, as a rational and willing agent who

ainst.nature, while on the oth@r_Lana he nsust.
tter,” a ptc:LCU of nature. Strauss writes:

is of nature and human will is hidden by an
ialist~deterministic) meta ohys¢c, vhich Hobbes
Leach he found himself forced adopt simply be-
‘cause he saw no other possibllity of es quJng the 's hubaubLm1

ist?! conception of mind, and therefore 'the kingdom 0¢ o '“n@ss’c

This dilemna, which was not swept aside until Kant and h

3
successors, 1s the decisive reason for Hobbes! aaterialistw
deterministic theory, which is not only not pceded for his
political ph L-OQOPF" but actually imperils the very root of
that philoscphy."” trauss concludes his baoh on Hobbes with

the following: "if, un"n, only inconsistent natu1a1is
compatible with Hobbes! political philosophy, the co

naturalism which Hobbes ;LSW]“yS in his scientific LLlG
cannot be the foundation of his pelitical philosephy. Th
foundation must be c'othar conception of nature, The e]abn'an
tion of this conception of nature, which is related to naturali
but by no means identical with it; is the most urgenp task for
an exact analysis of IOOUes? pOLJLlCa] philosophy. (See PPH,

Paliadieio®

U‘
l..'.
T 1 }—'-
C‘n
7

3D
0]
ot

pp. 168-170.) Let it then be noted that Strauss thus qualilles
his undevsudn01ng of Hobbes. (See also Nu, p.272 and p. 281.)
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by making & just soclety. In the beginning of the new

i 3

pheLombnal world, the spirit of geometry hovered over the
chaos of nature. And it was saild let there be enlightenuent

to separate away the darkness of the tutelage of tradition
that a new day may dawa,
This is a "critique of reason" which restricts what

we know to what we can construct. It dictates that we nob

4

claim knowledge of natural ends but may construct ideals,
artificialll tendst necessary Ior our constructive under-

standing. Ve must acknowl ledge there is no basis for the

faith that this constructive understanding is in harmony with

the real nature of things. It suffices that our constructlons

work, that they are reliesble, Lhat we can apply laws t o nature

which enzble us to utilize 1t for our benefit.
Strauss writes:

Lce has ng
osmol Qg rods

i stlec cose

int Glllf ibility.,

thout which no

¢ » « his motion of pbwlouoghw or sc
root in the conviction that teleologic
impossible and in the feeling that a rmec
mology fails to satisfy the v@o&1vﬁm3nt
His solution is that the end or the ends wil

iler
al
han
of

L Hobbes was a nominalist but Yparts company with
pre-mocdern nominalism.™ Stravss draws the contrast: rer

nominalism had faith in the natural working of kitshoRel
It showed this feith especially by teaching that pstura occulie
operatur in unwvewqfw ous, or that the 'anticipations! by -
fo ]

G A
Yirtue of .wWhich we take our bearings in -ordinary life and in
science are products“of nature. For Hobbes, the natural
origin of the universals or of the anticipetions was & COm-
peliL 1 reason for abandoning them in favor of artificieal
lintellectual tools,! There is no natural hax rony between ’

the humean mind and the universe.' NR, p.174.
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phenomenon can be understood need not be inherent in
the phenomena; the end inherent in the concern with
knowledge suffices. Knowledge as the end supplies the
indispensable teleological principle. Not the new
mechanistic cosmology but what later on came to be
called 'epistemology' becomes the substitute for teleo-
logical cosmology. But knowledge cannot remain the end
if the whole is simply unintelligible: Scientla propter
potentiam. All intelligibility or &3l meaning has its.
ultimate root in human needs. The end, or the most
compelling end posited by human desire, is the highest
principle, the organizing principle. But if the human
good becomes the highest principle, political science

or social science becomes the most important kind of
knowledge, as Aristotle hed predicted, . . . One cannot
leave it, then, at saying that Hobbes agrees with the
idealistic tradition in regard to the function and scope
of political philcsophy. His expectation from political
philosophy is ingomparably greater than the expectation
of the classics.t<

Compared to the philesophers of history {or fresdom) Kant,

Hegel end IMarx, Hobbes' Yexpectation' is moderate. He is

.

cosmaelogical intelligibility is impossible. Kant gua philo-

sophar of history, seems to suggest that for the sake of

universal human good the positivism of the priﬁigie of Pure
Reason nmust be overcome; that moral polivical consuﬂe%éﬁﬁéﬁs
suggest the conviction or postulation of & harmonization of
nature and rationality; they incline one to believe that

-, —— 2 - [r—
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nature progresses irretiocnally toward actualization of ratlon-
ality, or that the real is pushing toward the ideal. Hegel

-

¢ final jdeal is realized, that

fay
[0

goes. all the way and claims i
the real is the rational. There is then a progression in
.ambition Tor political philosophy.

This progression is related to the ascendancy of will
and decline of natural transcendance in political thought,

eventuating in the final ideal of a society in which each

4

individual will is satisfied and conducing to rationality

itself being understood as what everyone freely wills. This
development is related fo Hobbes? philosoéhy of power. Ve
get a hint of this relaticnship in Strauss!? paraphrase of
Hobbes?! view that mathematics concelved as.construction is

paradigmatic for certain knowledge. We may infer these

implications. The more sccondary and less obvious one is the

suggestion that one respects or values, assents and consents
to the product of one's own making. Wistﬂ in conformity

with the mathematical model, is guaranteed because we generated

W

it, bul we also guarantee respect for that knowledge and
compel assent because we generated it. This is perhaps one

reason why Hobbes is more of

]

timistic than Platollthat philo~

(&

sophers and scientists can mold public opinion, Hobbes has

13 strauss writ

es: YPlato had said that evils will not
ccaso from the cities if the philosophers do not become kings
r if pmlouopnw and political power do not coincide. He had
expe ted such salvation for mortal nature as can reasonably be
expected, from a coincidence over which philesophy has no con-
trol but for which one can only wish or bz ~ay. Hobbes, on the
other hand, was certain that philosophy U~TE can br“ﬂo about
the COLLciCOﬁc“ cf philoceophy and politlcal power by becoming ‘
popularized philosophy and thus public opinlon. (WR, pPp.192-200.



only to demonstrate thot philosophy and science arc made by
man for manl!s sakea Scientists today are looked up to and
are often loolcq to for political ieadershin; this does seem
related to respect for their nakings. The sentiment is

expressed,; "Look whai man canachieve,™ and some great feat

of scientific technology or enginesering

-
<
(8]

ingenuity is pointed

“

to. The more basic 1mllﬁc ation to bpe inferred from takiag

-l

- .
o
’o‘“" ()

Lndicate Lhc relation betveen

I_J.

e

“mathenatics as paradi ¢

knowloﬂge and consent or rationality and will or desir
tics is manifestly rational and an ideal model for
certain knowledge because we readily willlh or consent to

every step of mathematical construction. This in turn sug-

Es

gests that will is more basic, more potent, more authorita-

..v 'I

o

jab)
¢t
(')

tive than r eason, In mathematics we have nothing
(selfisﬁ, passionate interests) and therefore we cooperabte

with reason or permit ourselves to be rational., Man is pure
meker; man qua matter does not interfere. This may be seen

as pointing to Kant'ls moral ideal -- man as pure maker or

cs 1s not

i~

self.legislator, ¥or hnll, however, even mathemat:

1L gtranss notes that according to Hobbes fthe most
important peculiarities of man -~ spesch, reason, sociality --
are. . . but the work of his will."™ Leo 5T ss, The Po'auvc“]

Philosophy of Hobbes, (Chicago: Phoenix Books -- The University

£.

of Chicago Press, 1963), p.168. (Hereafter tnis work is referred
bO 2.9 I'}'LI )

o r—c et
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1

pure enough; his pure maker's "maling' is limited to pure
intention. Both Kant and Hébbés seem.to agree that man can

be only as rationél as his passions permit, and for Keant this
does not suffice. This does not meet the demands oi"hlc

notion of morality. Though according to Hobbes, there is no
will or intention not rocted in desire, Hoboe°' moral teaching
perallels Kantt!s. Kant's pure will or intention is powerless
precisely Becaﬁse it is.not rooted in desire. For Hobbes,

while not pow rless (because it is so reoted) noral intention
nay well have insufficilent pouwer to "make® of execute moral
actions. This is the norm in the stéte of nature. For Hebbes
too, moral intention is the primary consideration of moralitr;¢5
1t 1s unconditicnal; its power to "make" or act is conditicnal.
In the state of nature vhere the iﬁdiviéual suffers under the
threat of death £ rom others, moral intention tends to be res=

strained to "pure" intention only. Only by joining togethor

—— i # isanere: - . == - T )

1

15 Strauss notes: YiIn believing that the moral atti-
ude, conscience, intention is of more importance than the
action, Hobbes is at one with Kant as with the Christian
traedition. . . . The unequilvocal distinction betwecen just and
unjust intentions holds even forr the state of nature and is,
therefore, absolute.! gfn, pp. 23-2L. Let it be noted that
Strauss speaks little of Kant. Generally,- the remarks on
Kant, unless in a quote, are not to be held against Strauss.

oK
C
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the moral wills of enough individuals and by adding together

r\-

the individually insuff ent power of each, can the Ymaking"

the right conditions be accomp 1 shed. Perhaps it can be

said that Kant looks upon the entire phenomenal world as a

1

istate of nature,¥ or at the human passions as a microcosmic

state of nature -~ nasty and brutish. What we may note is a
progression in the demand for more I{reedom, for freeing the

will from naturel conditions. I this is to be more than an

ideal, if it 1s to become & reality, this requires more power,

v

and Hebbes indicates the road to powver sufficlent to over-

come the state of nature lies in collective wills., The grcater

the expectation from political philoscphy, the more universal

Fa)
T

the ambition for actualization of political good, the greater

the demand for human freedom and power. This ambition is ex~
pressed in philosophy of history, the faith that nature pushes

man to free himself of naturc; this progress, it is believed,
will eventually achieve human freedom on & uni sal scale
and the more frge men become the less friction between them;
they become homogenized. Therefors, in the universel homo-
geneous soclety, either there is ideally no need for power

r there is automatic consent to rationality as in mathematics.

o

on of Kantl!s moral ideal as a political rezli

[5)]
o
()

It is the vi
the phenomenal world is overcome or made transcendent., It is

the ultimate overcoming of Hobbes! state of nature; it is the
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o°

sociebty of "pure makers.® (Strauss relates this development
to the Ego cogitens. He writes:
The rights of man are the moral equivalent of the
Ego cogitans. The Ego cogitans has emancipated itself
entirely from 'the tutelage of nature! and evpnthelly
refuses to obey any law which it has not Orlglﬁd ted
in its entirety or to dedicate itself to any 'value!?
of which 1t does not know that it is its own creatione)lé

If political science is to emulate mathematical

-

exactitude and reliability, it must come to grips with its
matter' which is-clearly what makes political science so much
ﬁore difficult than mathematics. This handicap can be turned
to advanta ge bocauso unlike the Dauural sciences, the "matter"

of political science is jéanJC8nb1f intelligd inle. 7 e

is

,Q_;
«

know that neture ¥ ociates” nmen. The Greek thinkers are

wrong. Man is rational but not social and his unsocial
nature tends to overshadow his rationality. Man strives to

lord it over his fellows., He is vain and vanity is what

t is consciousns

}_Jn

tionality because
of superior power or wisdom. The person who Lhinks himself

-

superior will not be rational. He nus 3t be made to see that

I. !-*’

auss puts it: 'ilhereas the philosophy or scilence
of nature remm ns funaaﬂeptully hypothetical, political philo~
sophy rests on a non-hypothetical knon"eugc of the nature of
man." DBecause he says Win the case of human beings we under-
stand not meraly *dat re make but also what makes our making
‘and owr mekings." {(NR, p.201.)
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mhether or not in natural fact he is superior, it is politi-~

K3

cally insigni f.caﬂt any other man can kill him. All men
must be regarded as equals becausc each is equally a threat,
What then can be counted on to permit and indeed encourag

‘man to be rational is the most powerful of all passions,

the fear of death {and the fear of the fear of death). There~
foru, if the natural law tradition is to be made to ﬁork, it
must accord with man's most powerful passion; Ydeath insofax

as it can be avoided.or avenged, supplies the ﬁltimate

18

guidance." It is not in mants power to make laws which do

not enlist the suppoert of the most powerful passion, especialls;

as these laws or dutles must combat the false doctrines so
rmly entrenched and reinforced by vanity. Fron which it

follows (in Strauss! words):

then, no absolute or unconditional duties;

There are,
duties are binding only to the extent to which their per-
formance does not endanger our self-preservation. Only

)

ng
the right of self-pre servation is uhccudlflopﬂW or 2bgow
lute. By nature, there exists only & perfect right and
nc perfect duty. The law of nature, which Tormulotes
man's natural duties, is not a leaw, p'ouerlv speaking.
Since the fundamental and absolute moral fact is a right

@, oy J .

18 ym, p.1&l.
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and not a duty, the funcition as well as the limits of

civil society must be delined 1n terms of man's natural
right and not in terms of hlq natural Qutf,l

The sovereign's function is not, in Hobbes! words Yto make

the citizens good and doers of noble things! but to ”O*ij,

L]

as much as by laws can be effected, to furnish the citismens

abundanLTy with all good t ngs. « . which are conducive to

delectation."0 Political science, if it is to work, to be
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al, must limit

itself to what it can meke and given the nature of man it is

able only to bring about Lowmeihmq and not the YCity of God.!

Leviathan is not the rule of a philosopher-king. It does not

@

pretend te the rule of reason {(as classically conceivad) be-

cause reason dees not rule most men most of the time, It is

-

hoped that enough men will be reasonable enough long enough

(&

to consent mutuvally and create a soversign power. Onc
established, this power can mold the '"matter." As Strauss
comments

Man as the maker of ¢ivil society can sol
and for all the problem inherent in man as the matt

-, ; pees ——

.L

i ouibtaf)

p.181l. See note 15. Strauss, in his dis-
here is uncon-

cussion of Hobbcs gpnc:ally in HR, "forgets'" there

ditional duty in foro interno. But Hovbes likewise Tforgets®,
writing in Cnupoej X1V of Leviathan that in the state of nature,
"nothing can be unjust.”™ Strauss and Hobbes are both to be
understood as referring to actions, as opposed to intentions.

PSR aoie

.20 Ibid., p.189. My underlining, to point up again
that hobL =S sees the political art as the art making what is
in man's power tO secure., Strauss says: ¥, ., . we must say
that tﬂe founder of liberalism was Ioloes.“ Ibid. Strauss
also labels Hobbes "the classic and th
1
al

b er of the speci~
ficelly modern law doctrine.” I wou also credit him Wluh
itari St

the moov thorough-going political eg:

.
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of civil society. Iien can guan
of the right social order be“ause he is
~human nat W“‘bYlMME standi i
mechanism of the passions.<

. . 35, . 2

The sovereign rules by force, by will, by auuaorlty.z“
Hobbes! argument is thalt it is reasonable that he have that

authority: one cughlt to consent to the fiction of the coin-

cidence of the individuel will with the sovereign'!s will

because one ought not to prefer civil war or anarchy; one
ought to realize that the sovereign anthority or will is what
makes possible the satisfaction of individual wills, (And

of course the soverecign nust realize that unless he provides

' o
sufficient protection as the ground for the possibility of
individuvalst gratification, he will jeoperdize his own power,)

The modern natural right traditicn, though limited
in its aspiretions to the conditions of happiness -~ life,

Jiverty and commodious living -- may well claim that classical.

e N AL o e PSR ¥ R e T 8 A e e A M R e B e e R i B e e o . e 8 e = e e e M et 453 e 2 e P A
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L miaent on Hobbes! statement:
t, . . when (¢ be dissolved, not by
xternal viole lisorder,; the fault is not
in men, as the as they are the mekers,
and orderers 0O PeLlGh.) '

2 ’

e Strauss notes: YHobLes! doctirine of °OVCTOl&lby
ascribes to the sovereign prince or {o the sovereign people

an ungualified righv to disregard all legal and constitutional
limitations according to their pleasure, “and it imposes even
on sensible men a natuvral law prohibition against censuring
the sovereign and his actions." Ibid., p.193.
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political philosophy, because it aimed higher, at happiness

itself, at the sumuum bonum, fails to achlieve even these

basic conditionS; As Sﬁraﬁss acknowledges: "In spite of
its Ethe Sceratic tradition’%} highness or ﬁobility, it

. could appear as Sisyphean or.ugly, vien we conbrast its
achievement with its pgoal. 123 Of the modern natural right
philosophy founded by Hobbeo, we may say: in spite of its

lowness and bourgeoils character, it could appear as Herculean,

when one considers how successfully it achieved its goal,

Practically every political philosopher after Hobbes criti-
cizes him in the name of nobility, but after Hobbes nobility
is understood in terms of freadom from natural limitation:
the will is to be untethered
achieved by ever-greater power, by the unlcashing of will
until finally we attain to the hideous prospects of a universal

-+

Tyrant, on the one side, and the Ugjgge_qﬂg on the other, In

his respect lobbes is closer to the classics than either

Machiavelli or the German thinkers., As Strauss puts it:

~,>
n

S HobH~"’ approach preveils, tthe philosoy
2 th hUﬁ“n thng- will remain the last
nyg P S

ure., ?go some point nature succeod
ring.
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23 uPp, p.40. |

2k WR, p.201.
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To Hobbes, ¥Satan” appears as vanity. While not

underestimating its satanic wiles, he is OULLNISCLC about

the prospects of vanquishing it through powerful political

institutions and the popularizetion of his moral philosophy.

.

'Enlightenment is primarily negetively conceived; its gozl

ils of cdarkness which

ol

is largely the task of removing the v
do not permit the most fundamental selfish interests to
shine lo“*h° (Enlightemment’s function is to disabuse man

of fa lsc consciousness of superi rity, which Hobbes sees as

the root cause of most political abuses.) The lesson enligh

U‘

meﬁt roa]d teach requires little education, As Burke says:
"The little catechism of the rights of man is soon learned,

But only if vanity js defeated. Man must be made to feel

v

is complacency must be punctured.
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Agitate man, make him anxious, make him fecl his misery and

thereby induce him to consent to Leviathan,

T ore

Perhaps the greatest threat and impediment to enlighten-

ment is traditional pilety which oppeses the will of God to the

will of man. DModern political philosophy cannot countenance

95 Cited in IP, £.183. Strauss nobes: "Ve may
understand the frequent ly_observed fact that during the modern
period natural Tah became much more of a revolutionary force

11 .

than it had been bhb past.
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such opposition; the will of God must be subject to the will
26 o

1

he modern political thinkers, discussed in this

S

of man.
paper, whatever their faith convictions, appear unanimous in
the emphatic certainty of the political conviction that God,
as 1t were, must .not be Catholic. . Traditional biblical faith

is opposed because it could well jeopardize the efficacy of

the technique ~~ the mechanisms and institutions -~ that
modern political philosophy counts on,27
Hobbes employs his notion of the state of nature, not

only as an articulation of his philosophical position but as

I .

& potent prcpaganda device, The notion is borrowed from tre-
dition to combat traditiocn. Strauss notes its theological
background and comments:

o+ « o the term 'state of neature! was at home in
Christian La\ology rather than in political philcesophy,

- The state of nature was distinguished especially f ronm
the state of grace, and it was subdivided into the state
of pure nature and the state of fallen nature. Hobbes
dropped the subdivision and rewlaced the state of grace

ci

R6 Strauss, commenting on Hobbes, : ", ., the

fear of invisible powers is stronger than e fear of viclent

death as long as Dcop7c baleVA in invisible powers, i,eo, as
Jong as uhey are under the spell of delusions about the true
character of reality; the fear of violeﬂt death comes fully

W
th

into its own as soon as people have become enlightened.™ NI, p.198.

sive attack on Cathrolic doctrines

2 .
7 Hobkes? deri
"puilt on the vain .philosophy of AlxobOL3“' illustrates this

wse on the ground that they Vserve to
bJects on the sovereign power of their
L6 of Leviathen.

hi
clearly. He attacks ti
lessen dependence of st
country.! See Chapter



by the state of civil oc_.e’cyc He thus denicd, if not
the fact, at eny rate Lbe importance of the Fall and
accoralagly assexrted that what is needed for remedying
the deficiencies or the 'inconveniences! of the state of
nature is, not divine grace, but the right kind of human
- government, This antitheological implicetion of tthe
state of nature! can only with difficulty be separated
from its intra-philosophic meaning, which is to make
intelligible the primacy of rights as d:stjrgui%hof from
duties: the state of nature is originally characterized
by the fact thai in it there are per L“CI rlghbu but no
perfect c’nﬂ',ies;u—8

s1gn111cencq of the ¥Fall and the need for grace is clea
implied in the Preface to De Cive, pp. 12-13 of S‘Pelampr,cht
edition, (New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1949).

Strauss writes: Y“"Rousseau was fully aware of the 8ﬂleJb7L al
implication of the concept of the state of nature. . . the
teaching of the Second Discourse is nol that of o Christian,!

s L0

NR, Do ?67, see all of n.37. -

- T : A
25 NR, p.18L. See his n.23. That Hobbes denies the

Loc]e, because he is more "judiclous,¥ is trickier
-one hand he writes: . . . .we nay g¢ve some kind
whet }gga of notions they were, and whence
wnich filled thelr md /] rere the first
1~10Lag°3,“ (bp“duqﬂ Ttalics.)  Bub elsewho .
conurL01c*lﬁn to the -implication of the above, he 1
Adam "“was created a pe”fCLb narn, his bedy an '
pos aoqelon of their ubTUQ&bb and reason, and S0
from the fl-St instant of his being. . . to governn his a o
according to the dictates of the law of reason which God ad
implanted in him.'® (p. 217,n.7h.} Strauss also notes: miher
speQP'Lg cf everyone'!s natural right to be che ane] UtL onexr of
the law of nature, Locke rcf@rs to 'that great lew of i L
"ihoso sheddeth man's blood, by man .shall nis blood be sh
(CGen.9:6). But he omits the biblical reason, 'for in the
of God made he men.! The Lockean reason for the right to
inflict capital punishuent on murderers is that man may 'destix
things noxious?! to men (Stravss! italics)}. . . the murderer
Tmay be destroyed as a lion or & tiger, one of 1% e wild sava
beasts with whom men can have no SOClet] nor security.? Lh,p.2?
n.84. {Also see Strauss! discussion beginuing f. 6. -
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Hobbes! doctidine of the stete of ne ture is opposed to
both the LhOOlO“lCaJ tradition ald the ClaSSLCdl pﬂ1¢OSDthc]
tradition in these 1mpllcab¢on33 lf "man is thinkable as a
being that lacks awareness of sacréd‘restraints”,zg 2) Grace
"is denied; this deﬁiai is an implicit fowndation of médern

political philosophy. It is man's making that brings ‘redemption';

n

it is man's meking that is deserving of respect, trust, and

faith, pre cisely because it is nobt a matter of grace; 3) To
suggest that human goodnen. is forced upon man by natural

scarcity and war is to deny the significance of the belief that

God cares for man or to suggest thet He created man or govVerns
the cosmos with "malice aforethought. 130

9 s .
2 0T, p. 205. OStrauss says this bOkh in regard uO
Hegel and Hobbes, It seems even wmore true of. Hegel “then of

<O
Hobbes, if we remember that feor Hobbes norel intention to seek
peace 1s uvncoenditional. Sec notes 15 and 19 above.

308trauss writes in explication of Plato: #0ne would
not reasonably expect much virtue or much jJustice of men who

live habitually in a condition of extreme scarcity so that they
have to fight with one another e

constently for the sake of mer
survival. If there is to be justice among men3 care must be
ed T

taken that they are not conpelled to think :ncugpuTy of nere
selfupresezvaLl n and to act toward their 1a1uows in the way

in which men mostly act under such conditions. But such care
cannot be humen p10v’qence. The cause of justice is infinitely
strengthened if the condition of man as man, and hence esp@cwellv
the couwvtion of man in the beginning {when he could not yet have bza
corrupted by false opinicns), was on of nonscarcity. There is then
a profound i inship betwesan ch notion of natiral law and the notion
of a perfect beginning: the golden age or the Garden of Eden.%

(NR, p. 150, nOBA) (See also in CM, Strauss! discussion of
traditional justifications of natural inequa 1ity,)
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%hﬂt emerges from Hovbes! doctrine of the state of nature igc
thau the "natura® in Ynatural? law is Jargely egquivalent to the
individ Ual The 1anVLOHaJ is the court of first and final

appeal; there 1s a '"below” but not an "above.® Not for the

~
Le

sake of the good life .-~ compliance with an Yabove" -~ but for

the sake of life -~ to preserve his own -~ does man become

social or enter into POfJZOi al relationships as equal with

others and empower legal authority. But even then in civil
soclety he still remains the court of final appeal for the law
or the sovereign authority has power only by virtue of his conssant.

Even in civil soclety he sta nus supreme, for if it fails in his

Jjudgment to guarantee Qiﬁmggg preservation, He may well throw

o

off the yoke of civil euthority and fight with all his physical

Ny

1

might and every means at his disposal against it, Avecidance of

rosses is the supreme pre both in and out of civil sociely.

3
0]
O
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Like Machiavelli, both Hobbes and Locke Ypractice what
they preach.® Strauss bases this conclusion not on biographica
evidence (e.g., expedient Pholidays' abroad), but on the internal

evidence of their respective political teachings which in his

view belie their explicit professions of Christian failth., Strauss

-

1 of scholars who simply take these professions of faith

!,.Jn
)
o

|11

is crit

as conclusive evidence of faith convictions. He suggests these

o
o)
<t
o
O
@
Y
]
®
@

scholars "do not seem to have a.sufificient notion

°

of circumspection or of accommodati,d to *hﬁ accepbed view

that was required in former ages of ’aev;orionwgtq’ who desirel
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to survive or to die in peace;”Bl Strauss repeatedly makes
the point that modern liberaliém‘emerges from & rejectioh of
Christian faith. However compellingly it may be demonstrated
that Hobbes and Locke oprose the theological tradition and

By

however incontrovertible the "fact’ of their athelsm, this
demonstration does not rule oﬁt thé influence of religious
tradivion on their political thought, nor does it tell us much
about the interaction between Puritanism and the modern political
tradition. We shall examine this question at length below.

on to Locke (or more accurately, quickly over
him), we are not leaving Hobbes. Nor are we lesving lhe state

o

ox

4 1

nature, which is perhaps one of the most seminal notions in
the history of political philosophy. TLocke, as Strauss sces
him, is a devout discivle of Hobbes, who conceals as much as

he can his d

G}

bt to Hobbes. Strauss sgpeaks of Vthe judiclous

h]

Locke who judiciously refrained as much as he could from
antionine H .b} YA R A B r:<'1~l‘r | 7 ried ame i 32 .
menyioning Qones JUBLLY cdecricd naue . Logke’ in

Strauss' view, consumates Hobbes! teachin

z and renders it
31@3, op. 198-199, n. 43. {(Strauss cites Plerre Bayle
as corroborating his view of those professions of faith.)
Sbrauss also suggests that these scholars subscribe to tine
“dogma that the mind of the individual is incapeble of liberating
itself from the opinions which rule his society'., This kind of
"aogmah and Strauss‘ attitude toward it is discussed below.

P
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B

He f{Locke

ot

palatable by chenglng it "only in one pOLnt”' "

[t

realized that what man primarily needs for his self-preservation...

“ad
is property....lhe right to self-preservation becomes the right
to unlimited acquisitiom"33 Strauss says Locke's 1is "the
classic doctrine of the sﬁirit of capitalism,”Bh. Strauss observes:

"With a view to the resounding success of Locke as contrasted
with the apparent failure of Hobbes, especially in the
Anglo-Saxon world, we can say that Hachiavelli's discovery

or invention of the need for an immorsl or amoral substitute
for morality, became victorious throuvgh Locke's GLSC“VCTy

or inventiocn that that substitute is acqulsiuﬂveﬁocs” 35

(This is an overstaiement. Strauss himself indicates this by

g Montesgquieu's preference for the spirit of capitalism

-

citin

Lo LSuern, vcpubllcen( Roman virtue' because it Yis productive

¢ 4" )
of gentle manners, of humanite. )30 Strauss sums up Locke's
teaching as follows:

According to Locko, man and not nature, the work of
man and not tne gift of nature, is the O“Lfln of almost
everything valuable: man owes almost verJLthg vealiuable
to his own efforts. Not resigned gratitude and conscilously
obeying or imitating nature but ﬂO”*i 11 self-reliance and
creativity becoms henceforth the marics of human nobility.
Man is effectively emancipated from the bonds of nature,
and therewith the individual is emancipeted from those
social bonds which antedate all comsent or compact, by
the emancipation of his productive CuULblulvorou~, vwhich
is necessarily, 1f accidentally, beneficent and hence
susceptible of becoming the Qbrongest sociel bond:

e, v gt SREC RN [ VU

PPyt
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restraint of the appetites is rcplaced by a mechanism

whose elfect is humane. And that ememncipstion is achieved
through the intercession of the prototype of conventional
things, i.e., money. The world in which human creativity
seems to reign supreme is, in fact, the world which has
replaced the rule of nature by the rule of convention,

From now on, nature furnishes only the worthless materials
as in themselves; the forms are supplied by man, by man's
free creation. TFor there are nc natural forms, no intelli-
gible tessences'!: 'the abstract ideas?! are tthe inventions
and creatures of the understanding, made by it for its own
use.! Understanding and science stant in the same relation
to 'the given' in which human labor, called forth to its
supreme effort by monsy, stands to the raw materials,

There are, therefore, no natural principles of understanding:
21l knowledge is acquired; all knowledge depends on labor
and is labor,

We may now turn to a fuller consideration of Strausst
view of the Weber thesis. Strauss, it will be recalled, contends
that Weber failed to discern (or even cons sider) that the spirit

of capitelism was fostered by the new political philosophy and

new economics,by Hobbes and especially Locke. Strauss maintains:

. . there is a straight 11*~35 wmxrh Jeads fron
Machiavelli to Bacon, Hobbes and other Englishmen who
in various ways came to exert a powerful influence on
tPuritanism.?' Generally speakin~ the Puritans were more
open to the new philosophy of science both natural and
morel than, e.g., Lutherans because Calvinism had broken
with 'pagan' philosophy (Aristotle) most radically; which
it had not originated in any way. By looking for the origin
of the capitalist spirit in the way of tThinking originated
by Machiavelli one will also eavoid ar cbvious pitfall of
Vieber'ts ingquiry, Wéborfc study of the origin of the
capitaljst spirit is winolly unconcerned r1*h the oxlgln of

the science of econoil s, for the scisnce of economics 190
the authentic interpretation of fthe cawﬁ:aln % spirit, 13%

37 N, pp. 248-2L9.

38 Strauss says: "Modern investigaters usually under-
estimate Bacon's 1nfluence on Hobbes, simply because they over~
estimate the significance of Galileo's method for Hobbes!?
political ph IObornv " PPH, p.135, n.,3. Baeg~ approvingly
cites Chapter 15 of Thc Prince. See PPH, ».88 and n. 5 tnorv,

39 ”hﬂr"” History, cp, cit., pp. 10i-102. Strauss writes:

ottt alctbn, } b



that the line of thinking in both Strauss! and Weber's respective

positions is similar: this kind of ascetic restrainﬁ which is
not self-serving nust be vertical;4 ordained; its source must
be transcendent. Strauss is convinced Lne capitalist spirit
is self-serving, not in the sense th .t it satisfies avarice,

but in overcoming the anxiety generated hy the impact of the

political doctrines of Hobbes and Locke. 0 1ocke engenders a

lhat he ;JobeJ fa.weL to consider was that in the course of
the sixteenth century there was a conscions break with the whole
philosophic tradition, & break that took place of the plane of
purely ph¢70 sophdc or rational or secular thought. This brealk
was originated by HMachiav °3]L, and it led to the moral teachings
of Bacon and Hebbhes: thLHL rs whose writings preceded by decades
those writings of their Furitan countrymen on whom Weber's
thesis is vased., One can hardly say more than that Puritanisi,
having broken more radicelly with the 'pagan'! philesophic
tradition (i.e., chiefly with Lristotelianism) than Roman
Catholicism and Lutheranlcsm had done, was more open to the new
philosophy than were the lat anism thus could ﬂccnfh

a very important, and p“rha important ‘carrier! of

the new philos OWhy both nat --0f & \nJlOSOQbV hich
'had been created by men of &1 ; on-Purd tan stanp.

MR, pp. 60~61,, n. 22. The question of their "stamp® will be
exwzln ed below, :

i

.

evney rightly pointed oubt thai

[
$erd
[
®

AOSLraL”“ writess ¥

e
capitalist Puritanism studied by VWeber was late Puritanism or
thaﬁ it was the Puritanism that had already made its peace with
the world'. This means that the Puritanism in guestion had
mddc its peace with the capitalist world already in existence:
the Puritanism in cuestion then was not the cause of the capitalist

S
world or of the capitalist spirit." (MR, pp. 60-61, n. 22)
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"gquest for joy" which is ¥Yjoyless." Hobbes promotes the neve

ending Yrace', bl They seek Lo avoid crosses by laboring unde

es

1';

a cross. (Strauss, as we noted, objects to the assertion that

from biblicel faith can be drawn the political position which
/streS$es not that man become better, but, on the contrary,
recommends political institutions and mechanisms which take
for granted that he will not, and which are geared to manipul
his base passions; or to play one against the other). Straus

portrays this "joyless quest for Jjoy" inspired by the new poli

ate

tical

hedeonism of Hobbes and Locke and the new science of econonmics:

Not the natural sweetness of living but the terrors of
death make us cling to life. What nature firmly establishess
is that from which desire moves avey, ho point of Qopartzze
of desire; the goal toward which esi moves 1s secondary
The primary fact is want. Bubt this ﬂu, this lack, 1 no
longer understood eas pointing to SOADUnlnG complete, rfect,
wnole. The necessities of life are n 1orrur un’e ~5%00

- as necessgsary for the complete life or the good life, bu

as nmere inescapabilitics. The ails”actlor of wcnts is
therefore no longer limited by the demands of the good life
but becomes aimless. The goal of desire 1s defined by
nature only negatively-~the denial of p?ﬁn, It is not
pleasure more or less dimly anticipated which elicits humen

efforts: 1'the chief, 1f not only, spur to human industi

and action is uneasiness.! So powerful is the n °*ura1

primacy of pain that the active denial of pain is itsell
painful. The pain which removes pain is labor., It is

this pain, and hence a defect, which gives man originall
the most immor*ent of all rights: sufferings and defect
rather than merits or virtues, originate rights. Hobbes
identified the rational life with the life dominated by

'\/’

v
55

the fear of fear, by the fear which relieves us from fear

h Pls famous passage in The Elements of Law (end of
Chapter 9) concludes: ‘
"Continually to out-go the next before, is felicity.
.And to forsake tne course, is to die
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Moved by the same ﬂzizit, Locke identifies the ratiocnal

life with the life dominated by the pdil which relieves

pain. Labor takes the place of the art which imitates
nature; for labor is, in the words of Hegel, a negative
attitude toward nature. The starting point of human

efforts is misery: the state of nature is a state of
wretchedness. The way toward happiness is & movement

away from the state of nature, & movement awey from nature:
the negation of nature is the way toward ha ppiness. And

if the movenent toward happiness is the actuvality of freedom,
freedom is negativity. Just like the primary pain j*self,
the pain which relieves pain 'ceaseth only in death.?

Since there are therefore no pure pleasures, there is no
necessary tension between civil society as the mighty
leviathan or coercive society, on the one hand, and the

good life, on the other: hedonism becomes utilitarianism

or political hedonism. The painful relief of pain culminates
not so much in the greatest pleasures as 'in the thLng
those things which produce the greatest pleasures.' Life
is the joyless quest for Jjoy,#+< -

Before leaving Hobbes and Locke (at this juncture) and
preliminery to our discussion of Rousseau, we téke note of the

iations in their respective view of the

’)

connection betiween va:

~

state of nature and the differences in their political teachings.

)

For Hobbes the state of nature is terrible, nasty and

1,

brutish. After Hobbes its "image" i1mproves, a little in Locke's

treatment of it and radically in Rousseauts. This progressive

bettering of the image of the state of nature means a progressive

o
[

diminishing of the absolute right of seli-preservation. The

1-iy

iction of the coincidence of individual will and sovereipgn
will becomes less fictional. Hobbes is a ¥purist' in his

liberalismi3 and not inclined to democracy; Locke and certainly

'._J .

Rousseau are less Ypure' liberals; both champion democracy. .

L e— s

L2NR, pp. 250-251.

L35transs understands by lLiberalism Ythat nolitical doctrine
which regards as the z"naemanb@l political fact the rignts, as
distinguished from the « Uti\u, of man and which qultliaﬂﬁ the f???f_
tion of the state with the protection or safeguarcing ol those rights
(MR, pp. 181-182}.
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For Hobbes there is no doubt thet the state of nature is worse
than any kind of political order. He,therefore, upholds the
rights of the sovereign to the point of totalitarianism. Bub

he is no less rigorous a liberal. His liberalism is theoretically

®

consistent and "pure" in upholding the absolute rlght of the
individual, to éh@ pdint of undercutting the moral basis of a
citizen army and police.force, and capital punishnment (end one
nay say patriofism). What he opposes absolutely is disorder,

egleschh What he

-~

anarchy and long drawn-out revolutionary stru
prizes is stability; this is purchased at the price of individual
liverty, but the cost must not ouvtweigh its benefits to the
individual: protection for obedience (but who nesds harmful
protection).

Iocke says that the state of nature is "en age of
oreseeing innocence.” The coﬁspicuous lack
he emphesizes mostlis the eguipment whicL nakes for (Whig-style)
happiness: it is inconvenient, full of Mstrife and troubles,®

tfull of fears and dangersy and not- least, it is a state of
=Y 3

-
py
LU

condition.n

Ly
¥

Penury.ﬁ5 He calls the state of nature an il

J

mental respect: for Iocke, the state of nature is not

Ll It wovld secem Hobbes does not oprose revolutions, per
se. Perhaps.he would not disapprove of a South Admerican style
‘coup dtetat. What he objects to most, is g periods of
disorder, In effect it would be extremely difficult to launch
a successful revolution in a Leviathan-type =zta

id., pp. 224-225 where Strauss discusses Locke's
treatment of the state of natur .
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marked by the absence of political order; it lacks good politi-
cal order, a constitutioﬁ;’and“develoﬁed'legal code . k0 Therefore,
Locke demands more than Leviathen; he demands the Weﬂlmbmgg
ﬁggiggg and democracy as wella47 The better the state of nature,
the mofe mus?t cifil society offer,

Locke's democracy impinges more ont he individualls
natural fighté than did Hobbes' Leviathan. Strauss remar&s:
"It is only fair to say that Hébbes stresses more sbrongly than
éoes Locke the individualtls right to resist society or the

N

government whenever his DTCDLT‘&LWOH is endangered 0”48 Locke

also makes plain the right of revolution provided it is a

-

46 Strauss comments: "The reason for Lockel!s deviation
from Hobbss is that, acco “djng to obhos, the state .of nature is
worse than any kind OL government, whereas according to Locke,
the state of nature gre”e rable o arbotro?y‘ano lawlcss
government. Hence Lochc teaches that the state of nature is )
more viable from the point of view of sensible men than !absolute
monarchy, 11 101d., p.230, n.95.

L7 It should be noted that for both Rousseau and Locke
dumocvacy QmOﬂ&tLvuljf does uow mean thp rutes of Lne dOPOSD
Locke as 81Qno BO goverwmepu the Laé"‘o» prot ecting tne Mhaves?
from infringement by the ¥Yhave-nots." Rousseau conton01@0ﬂ°1v
cdismisses la _canaille of the cities as politically 1rrosponswble°
“Ibid., p. 285, The Lovellois, though they invcke God repeatedly
and make claim to God~given rights Vengraven on the table of
the heart by the f’nﬂew of God," feel no compunction about
denying these rights to wage earners and alms-tzkers. (See C.B.
MacPherson's The Political qﬂ“OfV of Possessive Tndividualism,
Cnaptcr TII.) Universal suffrage, even in 'advanced! democre ci
is a relatively recent 1aea7 not vet perfectly realized. The
thinking seems to have been: political responsibility should not
be entrusted to tho > who have nothing to lose, It is precisely
to these that Marx apocals.

e with this,

L8 NR, p.232. Strauss notes: "In a ne
he individualis

CTOY
Locke asserts more C&Uthlc.lly than d id Hobbes
duty of militery service.¥ Ibid., n.1l0L.
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.

democratic revoiution, the will of the majority. We note that
for i@cke the coincidence of everyone's will with the sovereizn
will.becomes less of a fiction. Theréfore, the individual is
more obliged to bow to the sovereign will. Thus we may observe:
the better the state of nature the more does sovereign power
rest squarely with the citizenry. The greater the sovereignty
of.thevpeople the mére diminished become the rights of the
individualf This points t ho tragic irony of modern political
philosophy: it arises to champion the rlghus of the individual

3

and instead leads to a new kind of despobism, one that a sserts

its sovereign claim in tho name of freedom,

Hobbes is most enmphatic that € he tension bebtween the
absolute rights of the individual and the rights of the

sovereign ~~ the problem of freedom in an ordered c¢ivil society -=
cannot be .resolved perfectly. éémmgphan and not the City of God-
is actvalizable. The individualts freedom nust be constrained
and canzlized. Hobbes would remind us that peace and civil
order are the ground of the possibility of any degree of freedom,
of 1life itself. But Rousseau counters: what good is l1life if

not its freedom? Civil society must maximize the freedom of

the individual.
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Rousseau

Rousseau’s'is the typical, if not archetypal, modern
protést against ﬁodernity. Drewing its inspiration from the -
classics’ notion of nobility, it rejects the nauuiaT ground
and measure of the class’cal conception of nobility,51nd SO
brings about an advance in modernity'and its more radical
alienation from the classics. Strzuss writes of Rousseau:

While appealing from Hobbes, Locke, or the Encyclopedists
to Plato, Aristotle, or Pluterch, he jetulsoned important
elenents of classical thought which his modern predecessors
had still preserved. In Hobbes, reason, using her authority,
had emancipated passion; passion acquired the status of a
freed woman; reason conivnu“d to rule, if only by remote
control. In Rousseau, passion itsclf tock the initiative
and rebelled; uvsurping the place of reason and 1ndngnanbl}
denying her libertine prubs rassion began to pass judgment,
in the severe accents of Catonic virtue, on reason's
turpitudes.™

}--

It is against this bourgeoisd0 life of "joyless quest
for joy" that Rouéseéu protestse Rousseau is the great grandilo-
quent pfotester. He pfotests in the name of freedem and iﬁ the
name of stern republican virtue, on behalf of the citoven

against the bourgeois and on behali of the natural man against

<

the "chains’ of civilization.

!

hobbcs and Iocke taught that the state of nature must
be overcome by the establishment of civil scciety. Rousseau

asks: YWhy? TIs not being held down by the institutional chains

L9 1bid., p.252

PNt

50 pousseau is the first to use this label. WrPP, p.50.



of '"'the mighty leviathan'! whose 'blood is mon@y,’”5l less
nobié and more dehumaniziﬁg than ﬁhe freedon enjoYéd by man
in his original natural state?

Rousseau is the first52 philosopher of freedom. From
the vantage of the radical éupremacy of freedom, life in the
sfate of nature appears in a new light as naturally good, and
life in soclety appears vicious and corrupt, the more civilize
the more corrupt.

- Rousseau's vantage is discernible in his definition

.

of man; ", . . it is not so much the understand]
, .

H

ng which insti

3 e}

tutes the specific difference of man among the animals as his

2. ) F.. - P 2 L] - . 21
gquality as a free agent.”?3 (To avoid the cavils of the skep-

tics he substitutes 'perfectibili

o

-

Tty for the theologically and

metaphysically loaded term #freedom®;2% tno one can deny the

fact that man is distinguished from the brutes by perfectibili

d

s

A
[

If man's specific difference is "not so much his understanding"
then his perfectibility must be éssentially related tothe pa"sion:
or sentiments. Rousseau represents man in e new Yimage' as
primarily a being of sentiment. His impassioned fhetoric is
apposite to this new image. |

51 W, p.282.

52 Yot merely chronologically but also in that he is its

most passionate champion,
53 Ibid., p.265.
5k Tpig. ]

F
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We will examine Roussecau's critigue of Hobbes! por-

trayal of the state of nature, focusing on the contrast in

p)

vil society and

[N

how each relates the state of nature to c
how this in turn colors their respective views of the tension
beteen the freedom or rights of the individual and civil
'authority. |

The attack on Hobbes generally takes aim at Hobbes!
analysis of "peginnings" -~ his portrayal of the state of..
nature, but it does_notaouestion that his is the proper and
indeed only approach. Rousseau claims an vnbiased consideration
‘of potentia reveals only pure potentia. Hobbes studies potentis

ey v ki T T

with a view to construction or making. Hobbes essunes man is

rational, which, as he interprets it, means that man has rational

plans or dictates that he would execute or make. The question

he considers is this: Why is man's willing of his rational

k)

project not sufficient as it is in the paradigm of mathematics.

He looks at potentia as potentiz for ratiocnal making., This i

)]

to start with the assumption of an end: the conditions under

which the individual will has sufficient power to actualize ib
rational project. That end is peace. Strauss writes:
He \Hobbeé} claims that he deduced the end from the
beginning. In fact, however, he takes the end for granted;

for he discovers Lne beginning by analvzing human nature
and human affairs with that end (psace} in view.50

e miraT

56 1bid., p.180, n.16.
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Hobbes starts Irom the fact ox the experience of Yintestine

disorder.¥ Order is made by. Mmakers and orderers." For
HobbeS'thé state of nature is‘a reflection on poliéical order,
on man as 'maker," as rational. Rousseau starts from the
Ychains® férged b& the "makers" of political order., For
»Rousseaﬁ the state of néture ié a reflection which focuses on
what ig vrong with order and it views man primarily as-”matter;”

-~

as an innocent being of passion and sentiment. All tlat is

Sa
e

found in the analysis of the beginnings is freedom, the freedonm

o

to be passionate, to feel. Rousseau criticizes Hobbes on

gyl

Hobbesian grounds; his success uproots the natural ground of
Hobbesg! position, of, we may pub it, he endorses Hobbes! break
with tﬁe classical natural law tradition but severs beﬁes’

connections with it, insisting that the break
thought through, éompels pulling out the classical roots.
Hobbes concurs with the tradition that man is é rational
animal., but insists that he is naturally unscciable and indeed
anti-social. Rousseau objects that the denizl of man's social
denial of men's rational nature beéause

nature implies the

i

-
Yreason is coterminous with language and language presuvpposes

society: being presccial natural man is preraﬁional.”§7

.

i

57 1vid., p.270.



73
Thercfore, Hobbes'! tradition-colored view of the laws of nature
as dictates of reﬁson must be rejected. 3ousseau insists
(says Strauss): "By nature, the law of nature Must speak
mnediately with the voice of naturel; it must.be prerational,
dictated by 'natural sentiment® or 5y passion."58 According
to Strauss, Réusseau objects: ”ﬁobb@s is grossl § inconsistent
because, on the one hand, he donles that man is by nature
social and, on the other hand, he tries to establish the
character of natural man by referring to his e xperience of
man which is the experiencé of social man."? Man's unsociable-
ness cannot be ascribed to venity since vanity preéupposes

Eal
)

society. The vices Hobbes .ascribes to man in the state of

.

1S We mnus 0 ude \a ture n is ng¢ er rational
Thus we must concl that by nsa mnan is noithe ational

nor vainly vicious,., . If man is not naturally vicious he may be

sald to be naturally good. Rousseau appears to consider vanity
and compassion as opposites; and he appears to have inferred

from his own experience in society that the Ymore refined¥

4

-

people are, the more they tend to be vain, and the more vain

they are, the more conspicuous their lack of compassion.

58 bigd., p.269.

9 Ibid., p.268.



Th

Rousseau does not demonsofnoe it cogently but asserts man is
by nature compassionate: he will harm others only if threatened
and then he will automatically, as it were, not exceed what is
required to preserve himself; man's natural pession is love,

self-love, and when this is satisfied, compass 60 Compassion

v.:,r’cuo° Strauss remarks: 'He

(J
;.J.

is the natural source of :
[Rousseau}seems to assune that the instinctive desire for the

preservation of the species bifurcates into the desire for

procreation and compassion.¥

¢

60 One wonders what inspires Rousseau's conviction.
It seems to go egzinst t he gra n of both the classical tradi-
tion and the theclogical tradi one Eve did not eat the for-
s thr
i

Q"‘\'

L

bidden fruit because she was threatened nor did Cain kill

Abel to secure his own preservation. The biblical view suggests
that love of neighbor is rooted in love of God. Nietzsche waxes
elogquent on this: "To love mar for God's sazike -~ that has )
far been the noblest and most remote feeling avtained Hmong Men .,
That the love of man is Jusi one nmore utuDLﬁlty and brutishness

o
,’D
‘.._..
[®)
,-.»
@
O
hi O
143]
CD
u
»-l
("

if there is no ulterior intent to sanctify it; that the 1n011n9«
tion to such love of man must receive its measure, its subtlety,
its grain of salt and dash of ambergris from some higher inclina-
tion -~ whoever the humen baing may have bsen who first felp

and fexperienced! this, however nmuch his tongue may have stumbled
as it tried to express "such gelégigggggj let him remain holy

and venerable for us for all time as tThe hunan being who hag
flown highest yet and gone astray most beaubifullyl? F.Nietzsche's

Beyond Gooa and Evil, Secbion 60. Similerly in the.Socratic v iew,
it is love of the Good 7hich enables man to transcend love of
one's ovm. DBobth sugges i

st there is no satisfying sheer unre-
strained Sel_lqhneoq As Hobbes puts it: Y. . . inthe first
place, T put for a generall inclination of &1l mankind, a
perpebuall and restlesse desire c¢f power affer power, that
ceaseth only in Death.” (Quoted in i-ﬂ, p.10.} Did Rousseau
infer his view from the "law of the jungle® according to which
sated animals do not molest others? In any case po Sseau
apparently inspired the guestionable Hegelian-Marxist, apoca-
lvptic vision of the day when man's selfishness will be sated.

’3

61 NR, p.270.

-



According To Rousseau reason energes as a necessary

aid to sat SfaCLIOH of bedily needs which becomes more difficult

as a result of population increase and adverse natural conditions.

Man becomss rational perforce. Need (due especially to scarcity)

f
is not only the "mother of invention® but the Yinventor! of

reason. As natural conditions vary, so does the degree and

kind of defelO“NOﬂb, resulting in distinctive Volksgeist and-

L

natural peoples. Reason not only hel ps satisfy want, it
stimulates new wants and so stimulates its own further develop=

ment. The spectacular phenomena of nature act as a catalyst

a

spurring on and accelerating this development. Strauss sketches

The progress

o} he mind is then a nacessary process.
It is ﬂmoe sar be 5
a

se men are forced Lo invent by changes
1ds, eruption of volcmnoes, and the like)
whlcn, alubOUﬂn not directed toward an end and hence
accidental, are yel the necessa ry effects of natural causes,
Accident forces uvnderstanding and its development upon man,
This being the character esyv01911y of the transition from
the state of nature to cilvilized 1life, it is perhaps not
surprising that the process of civilization sheould have
been destructive of the sub-~-human bliss of the state of
nature or that men should have commilted grave errors in
organizing scocleties. Yelt all this misery and all these
blunders were necessary; they were the necessary outcoms
of eawjy man's lack of experience and lack of philosophy.
Still, in and through scciety, however inperfect, reason
develops. mvbnuua.ly the original lack of experience and
6f philosophy is overcome, and man succeeds in establishing
pubch right on solid grounds. AL that moment, which is
Rousseaut's moment, man will no longer bn mo’dod by for-
tuitous ClPPUN°LdnC€ but r ather by his asoi. Man, the
product of blilind fate, evencUaL¢y becomne s the seeing master
of his fate. -Reascn's creativity or mastership over t he .
blind forces of nature is a product of those blind forces.0?

L

Cy

av




Though

society emerges from

76

the need for self-preservatiocn

or selfish bodily satisfaction, it is not utiliterian calculation

which forms and informs the order
pélitical society.
they do so because life is sensed
its freedom,
be the root and bond of society,
of the goodness of llfee

Rousseau centers around the

According

-~

prima

1
1""

to Hobbes this

the maker. According to Rousseau

4.

good-natured, passiona

Lan)

e man,

Strauss notes: ", . .

. g H
to society is preserved |

caleculati

63

Hobbes had assigned to

to passion or sentiment.?

Therefore, not me re1v Jok

but preserv

rily the rational self -

f_.
o]
3
O
=
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(0]
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The vis

and cohesiveness of the best

Though men enter society t o preserve 11J8,

as good and its goodness is

gservation ol life nust

vation and promotion

The difference between Hobbes and

Tgelf® that is to be preserved,

mai

the "self" is free, innocent,

man the makers

ion of man in the state of

nature, for Rousseau, 1s therefore not a negative telos but a

ositive standard to be aspired to.
p )

to Rousseau Ythe good life consi

of the state of nature

SIS

hich is poss¢ble on

Strauvss seys that according

in the closest approximation

-

the level of humenity. ubl;

Y

63 lb£§~, pp. R77-278.

6k Ibid., p.282.



Rousseau employs the state of nature to champion freedom,
Hobbes, to limit it. Hobbes subordinates free dom to self-
preservation, to pre>erVaswon of life; for Rousseau freedon

is that for the sake of which life should be preserved.

Hobbes chains and canelizes the passions and sentiments for
the sske of rationality, of construction, wheress Rouusoau
indentures rationality to serve man's freedom; man's naturally
good sent 1mbqt and pquLOﬁ‘ science and artifact must serve in
their cause and for thelr sake, to make man free to be his own
good-natured "feeling' self. For Rousseau, the goal is not
pover to make bulbt, ultimately, making possible liberation

from concern with power to make, and freedom to just? be.

1
L

past v1ews of the

&

Rousseau'ls central objJection to al
Woeginnings® of ﬂan is.that neither God norx nature (nor
Kantian Reaéon) presents to man a filled-in Idea of man which
he must emulste at the cost of the freedom of his natural
passionate self. The only Idea one can elicit, after reason
has developed fully at a very late stege (Rousseau's moment),
is the Idea that man's humanity is his freedom, or.peexeutibj ity
or malleability, as 3 being of passion and sentiment., He is

endowed with neither a vicious nature nor a moral or rational

nature; he has no natural inclinations to the one or the other.
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‘1he most one may say is tht he is by nature inclined to his
freedom; if free, he is good, if free he is compassionate,
naturally and passionately, and not because he executbtes dictates
of reason. Reason is to be utilized to mitigate and legitimate
the f'chains' of civilization., Reason does not make him good;

it ailows him to be naturally good. Virtue is victory int he
struggle against the fchains." Virtue requires effort, struggl
even self-denial and asceticism 1, but what is denied or abstained
from, are social vices, the corruption and degeneration of the
pagsions due to rational political makings, but not the passions
in thelr natural goodness. For Kant and Hobbes, virtue is the
victory of the %chains" against the passions. Certainly for

~

Kant, no passioﬁ is good; goodness is defined preciscly as
fhe”transcendence"'of passion, and good will as passion-free
transcenobnt vi]l; Notwithstanding his taking his lead from
Rousseav and defining rationality by its form of generality

or universality, and concurring in the denial of the rational
nature of man, his rationally projected Jdea of man is basically
closer to Hobbes! given "rational nature® of man: man the
{(rational) ”ﬁaker” whose ”matter" tends éo interfere with his
"malln“” but can be overcome by the ght :ihd of powerful
ﬁaking or construction. Kant also inclines more toward Hobbes

rather than Rousseau in his view of man's unsociability; he

does not appear to subscribe to the view that man is compassionate.
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He shares with Hobbes, in opposition to Rousseau; the faith
that universal enlightenment will free man and empower him
to be rational.

In a free society, the best sbciéty3'the filled~in Idea
of man is immanen“; it is the general will. " The general will |
is the source of positive law which is the positive expression
of the general will. There is no appeal from the positive to
the natural law because the nszed for such appeal is obviated.
There is no transcendent natural law or ITdeal standard; the
expression of freedom; the filled-in Xdea peculiar 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 always what hé ought to be, 05

the endorsement of cannibelism, or condone

fax

‘./

Does this imply

license as long as it mezels the test of generality or mutualvty?

66

Strauss suggests that it does, We do not believe he is

-

65 Ibid., p.286.

65 WPP, p.51, Strauss writes: he ultimate criterion
of justice Decomes the general will, i.e will of a free
society, cannibalism is as Just as its opposite. Every institu-~
tion hallowed by a folk-mind has tc be regarded as sacred.” fAnd
he writes: "On the basis of Rousseau, the limitation of license
is effected horizontally by the license of other men. I am Jjust
_if I grant to every other man the same rights which I claim for
myselfl, regarQTess of what these rights may be. The horizontal
limitation is preferred to the vertical limitation because it
seems to be more realistic: the horigontal limitation, the
limitation OT ny c¢laim by t he claims of others is self enforcing.'
Ibid. : -

5
et cF
o
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door to extreme legal positivism and the justification of enor-~

mities in the name of historical necessity. For Rousseau,

y
there appezrs to be a rough standard by which to judge societies,

the components of which are liberty, democracy, compassion and
patriotism. As Strauss himself insists:

One cannobt emphasize too strongly thal Rousseau would
have abhorred the totalitarianism of our day. He favored,
indeed, the totalitarianism of a free society, but hs
rejected in the clearest possible language any possible
totalitarianism of governmentgo/ '

(We may a2lso say that he would have disapproved of most modern

1 -

democracies insofar as they are based on econonism; the root

and socialvbond of these socleties are utilitarian rather then
expressive of compassion; they lack the stern republican brand
of patriotism; ironicelly, it is likely Rousseau would find

distasteful their'”ex eésive” egalitarianisa.) Strauss would
have us see that this standaéd is less clear,'and less filled-in,

than the natural law tradition, classic or modern, that the

67

. Ibid., Compare Barker's remarks: "You can find your
own dogmas in Rousseau, whether you belong to the Left (and
especially to the left of the Left) or whether you belong to
the Right (and especially to the right of the Right}. . .
There is no confort for the Center in all the shot fabric of
Rousseau'!s boock." Sir Ernest Barker, ed., Social Contract,

(New York: Oxford University Press, 1960), p.xxxix.




blunted:; It is this major turning effected by the second

ivave® of modernity that Strauss underscores:

Naterial! ethics gives way to 'formal'! ethics with
the result that it becomes impossible ever .to establish
clear substantive principles and that one is compelled to
borrow substantive principles from the !'general will! or
from what came to be called History.

-~

Because Rousseau, in contradistinction to Hobbes and
Kant and to the Enlightenment generally, is not dedicated pri-
marily to a political state of affairs which empowers rational

achievement for its own sake, he does not share the Inlightenument

®
=

ttitude toward reason and truth as liberating. He opposes the

Enlightenment article of faith which prescribes the diffusion

of science and popularization of philosophy. In form, his
attitude toward techinology resembles the classics, but only

in form., Sciencé.ié tb be subject to political control but

the criteria of control are not "heavenly® -- verticaliy ordained
criteria. They are positive or immanent ériteria, not dictates
of reason but dictates of will, of the will of the people,
determinations of their positive or patriotic good. This is to
radically politicize science., Hobbes and the Enlightenuent
generally saw science as productive of power; they believed

that if man gains sufficlent power he will become his rational

self, Rousseau, however, denying the rational nature of man,

68 ywpe, p.52,
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had to have positive prescriptions for the use of power and

therefore politically circumscribe rationsl making. He felt

L

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 wus effected by Heobbes.

‘Rousseau follows

the

is colored by positive political considerstions. It is 1

question of whether men are equally ap

ct

he classics. in opposing to the Enlighteument

@
w

assertion of intellectual inequality. However this too
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t and more a guestior
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of their respective degrees of virtue, positively and patriotica

considered, of the kind of infliuence they will have on society.

i
o Y

Strauss notes:

And

« « o Whereas science is essentially cosmo
society must be animated by a spirit of patrio

spirit w%ich is by no means irreconcilable with national
hatreds. B

further on:

.« « o the true philosophers fulfil the absolutely
necessary function of being t he guardians of virtue or of
free society. . . . They, and they eslcne, can enlighten
the peoples as to their duties and as to T he precisse
character of the good society. . . . Theoretical science,
which is not intrinsically in the service of virtus and is
therefore bad, must be put into the service of virtue in
order to become good. It can become good, however, only if’
its study remains the preserve of the few who are by nature
destined to guide the people; only an e soteric theoretic
science can become good. This is not to deny that, in times
of corruption, the restriction on the popularization of
science can and must be relaxed,

69 NR, p.257. o

70 Toid., p.263.

ot
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Rousseau 1s a modﬁrn chaenpion of %the noble lie," of

salutary myth and religioh, of folk-ways and custom, of all

'J

that conduces to a strong corporate identity. Strauss wr

ces?e

roximate the state of nature
0. hi her degree, or it will
L/

Civil society will a
on the level of humanit
be more healthy, if it res
of nationality or if it has a natlonal individuality.

National custom or nuti nal cohesion is a deeper root of

civil society than are calculation or self-interest and

hence than the social coqtr ¢ct. Natiomal custom and

national tphilosophy! are the matrix of the general will. . . .
Bence the -past, and especially the early past, of one'!s own
nation tends to become of higher dignity than any cosmo-
politan aspirations., If man's humenity is acquired by
accidental causation, that humanity will be radically
different from nation to nation and from &ge to agec/-

o)
(
5

O

n the almost natural basis

Rousseau's vision of the best society, of the free society,
envisages a modern polis with a naturally homogeneous ethnic

citizenry informed by a natural Jo]kaeigg; 1t is the vision

71 waa., pD. 289 290. This may seem to lay the
groundwork for notions of racial supremacy or for theories

of racial superiority; but it also tends to make Rousseau le
ambitious to Ysave the world® through his political qozolce,
Strauss notes: "Rousscau agrees with the classics by explicitly
agreeing with the ‘pr1n01ple established by Montescguleut' that
tliberty not being a fruit of all climates is not within the

reach of all peoples!t. ucceptance of this principles explains

the moderate charactver of most of Rousseau's proposals viiich

were msant for inmmediate appllcat4on,{lv UDO*Plln]nfﬂ Deviating
from lontesguiev and the classics, Rouuqnau teache Jbowev 2T,

that Tevery leﬂlbimate 5overnm@nt is republicant anq hence that
almost all existing regimes are 1119g1t1m 21 'very few nations
have laws?!. This amounts to sayvng that in many cases despotic
regimes are inevitable, without becowming, by this fact, legitimate:
the strangling of a sultan is as lewful as all goverlmenual
actions of the sultan.¥ Ibid., p. 277, n.bi.

m
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of a c¢civil society which approximates as much as possible Lo the
solution -of the antinomy of the natural freedom of the individual
and the "chains' cof political order. As Rousseau put it: Vian

is born free, and everywhere he is in chains.®/? But he does

not pretend to show us how to remove those chilns 2s his
‘question -~ "What can make it‘legltimate?” -~ indicates. He
wOuld at best "legitimate" those “chains;ﬁ but they are none-
theless "chainénﬂ In the\best soéietyg'tﬁose chains are legiti-~
mete because man.molds them and forges them himself, the laws

and institution§ are expressicns of whet each citizen wills in
freedom, the general will, The technique of molding, of political
construction, is aimed at fostering natural equality and the
natural goodness of the citizen, and agalinst the corruptlcn.01
nan's natural goodness as he became more civilized. The sovereign.
power may be Iﬁﬂ;g’h?ﬁu-ike but it is not seen as set over

against the citizenry to impinge upon its freedom, but rather

to promote it, to encoursge the citizens torsalize their own

I\

true, good, sensibilities; the free citizen is naturally

72 e duly celebrated opening of his Contrat Social.
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from his practical resolution of the c onflict between the

ndividual and society and rather more from his powerfully

[N

moving evocation of that conflict. Primarily and ultimately,

his is not the psrspective o10 the statesman or citizen, but

that of the natural men; he views the politicel from a supra-

political vaﬂbage,73 Virtue and duty mesan struggle, effort

and constraint -- 'chains' -~ though they be of onet!s own

making; Ychains" clang and c]aun with the ideal OL‘tke complet

naturalness, of the idyllic beginnings. Strauss remarks:

vision the Ychains! remain, Rousseau'ls greatness derives less

o2

=

p"‘\

73 Barker write
atany rate in the sense
philecs opqork, He was rather littérateur of genius and an
acubte sensibility, who dr

1. . o .

the magnet of his intuiti
ig)

tousseau was not a philosopher

4
,_.r

Ve

n, and proceeded to make himself
their incomperable expone Nor haa he acquired. . . any
practical i I ical affairs, e>cept what he
drew from his observation of the affeirs of Geneva. He was
an a priori theorist; and belongLnﬁ to the age of the
encychkgdlﬁ‘he could theorize readily in many fields. He
adorned and illumineted, (or dagzzled) the field of politica
theory with a large nuuber of hflt¢n$o.7 “Be ker, op.cit.,;p
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Rousseau taught, indeed, that virtuve is superior to
goodness. Yet the ambig ulLy of his notion of frec&om,
or, in other words, his longing for the happiness of
prep071blca] life, mahr? that teaching gquestionable from
his own point of vxgw

¥

To put it in our terms, rational meking is not the height for
man, Strauss writes:
Here at ’“SL civilized man or those civilized men

who have returned from civil society to solitude reach a
degree of happincss of whichtie stupld animel must

7h NR, p.290. OStrauss does indiceate that Rousseau
indeed sounds the note which, as taken up in German thought,
becomes a keynote of later modern oojltlch philosophy. -Hs
writes: "He '”ousccau tended to conceive of the fundamental
freedom, or of the fundamental right, as such a creative act
as issuszss in the establishment of unconditional duties and in
nothing else: freedom is essentially self- lpwlslablon, The
Ultmmﬂ*; outconie of this athtempt was the substitution of
freedom LOC virtue or the view that it is not virtue whibh
makes man free but freedom which makes man virtuous.¥

But Strauss explicitly takes issue with Kant and those mmo'ﬂola

that the "mature" Rousseau "found a
satisfied equally the legitimete cla
those of society, the bOlUblod cons
of society.' Strauss objects strorx o

the end that even the right kind of iety is a form of
bondage.!' Ibid., pp. 254-255. Strauss feels that the later
ficls lJWCGbIQHH of Rousseaul's views was pJTCﬁased at the cost
of llﬂlulﬂg his vision. He .says (with great flair): "The
fiery rocks with which the Rousseauan eruption had covered
the Western world were used, after they had cooled and after
they had bsen hewn, for the imposing structures vhich rhe
great thinkers of dhe late eighteenth and early nineteenth
centuries erected. His d1choles clarified his views indeed;

solution which he thought
ns of the individual and
*'nv in a certain type

ousseau velieved to

m7w~u

g

-
oy
4

4

but one may wonder whether they preserved the breadth of his
vision." Ibid., p.25%,
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have been utterly incapable., In the last analysis it is
only this superiority of civilized man, or of the best
among civilized men, wiich vermits Rousseau to ¢ ontend
without hesitation thet, while the emergence of civil
society was bad for the human species or for the common
good, it was good for the individual. The ultimate
Justification of civil society is, anhs the fact that it
allows a certain type of individual to enjoy the supreme

felicity by withdrawing from civil socisty, i.e., by living

at its Lrlnées, . « .« The type of man foreshadowed by
Rousseau, which Jjustifies civil society by transcending
it, is no longer the philosopher but what later came to be
called the tartist.!' His claim to privileged treatment is
based on his sensitlvzty rather than on his wisdom, on his
goodness or compassion rather than on his v1rLub.7>

. . &
R

Strauss concludes his discussion o

Tinal word on Rousseau's nOtiOL ot freedom:

« « the very 1nac¢lﬂ1LOQ“SS of the state of neture as
a gosl of humen aspiration made that stete the ideal vehicle
of freedom. To have a reservation ageinst society in the
name of the state of nature means to have a reservation
against society withoul being either compelled or able to
1ndvcate the way of life ox the cause ox the pursuilt for

the sake of wnich that reservation is ma Thc noticn of

i
a return to the oato of nature on the 1eva
on

1 of humanity
was the ideal basis for claiming a freedom from soclety
which is not a freedom for SOmCLh¢ﬂg. It was the ideal
basis for an appeal from society to sozething indefinite
and vndefinable, to an ultimate sanciity of the individual
as individual, unredeened and unjustified. This was prew-
cisely whetl froedum came to mean for a cousiderable number
of men., Every Ifreedom wirich is fresedom for something,
every freedom which is justified by reference to something
higher than the luleluUd] or than man as mere man,
necessavljj restricts fresdom or, which is the same thing,
establishes a tenable distincti on between freedom and
license. It makes freedom conditional on the pose

4

which it is claimed. Rousseau is distingulshed from ma
of his followers by the fact that he °r¢31 saw clearly
dispropertion between this undefined apd undefinable fr
and the requirements of civil society.
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History

The Historical School and Hlsto icism

The appeal to history by historicism and philosophy
of hisﬁofy echoes Rousseau's éissatisfaction with the first
wave of modernity. and adoﬁts (and adapts) Rousseaut's assertion
that mants humenity is historical as a cardinal precep .Also
like Rouuseau the respe ctlve proponents of history combat the
Hobbes~Locke tradition, often with cudgets fashionsd from
tihber éubplied by Hobbes and Locke.

Rousseau is the foremost philosopher popularly associ
with the French Revolution: In Germany the historical school
was founded by Yeminent conssrvatives" in response to thne French

Revolution. These "eminent conservatives," in order to secure

-

"throne and altar® from the subversive modern natural right

tradition and the French philosophers, developed a political

77 ﬂccord:nfr to C.Jd.Frie
school was Gusta Huoo (176Lw18
was Friedrich r‘:u] von DaV1any ( drich writes
that for them "the romantic notion OL irit of a psople
is viforoudly alive. . . . According to Sa.v?0 y, there exists
'an organic 001rc<ulon between law and the nature and character
of a peopTV.’” Friedrich notes the -‘Wstrange fissure™ in Savigny's
position: "For Savigny was b] no means ready to treat all national
legal forms as equivalent,. C.J.Friedrich, The Philosophy of Iaw
In Historical ”mrsoccukve .(ancapo* Phoeﬂix Books, University of
Chicago Press, 1903), op. 1;8 139.
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philosophy which radicalizes notions of Rousseau's and freely
adapts those of the modern natural right teachiné. Like Roussesu,
they are protesting against modernity in t he name of tradition
and for the sake of patriotism, but on grounds which mark a new
advance of modernity tending toward 2 more revolutionary break
with tradition than any ﬂnteﬁ ed by the Revolution.78

The historical school follows Rousseau's lead in
attempting to resolve the conflict between individual and
society in a way which makes for patriotism and hallows Mthe
establishment¥ by historically particularizing the individual
and concretizing the state. The historical school opposed
the claim that there are political principles which transcend
the actual, which are universal, and on the basis of which any
and all actual pr ctlre may be Jufged; Strauss indicates its view:

Local and Lembo ral variety seemed to supply a safe an
so0lid middle ground between anti-social individualism and
unnatural universality. . . radicalizing the tendency of
men like Rousseau, the historical scnoo? asserted that the
Jocal and tempora l heve a higher wvalue than t he universal.
As a consequence what clulmeu to be uﬂlversal appeared

eventually es derivative from something locally and

T e,

7 Strauss writes: "By denying the significance, if
not the existence, of universal ncris, the historical school
destroyed the only solid basis of all efforts to transcend the

actual., Historicism can therefore be describted as a much more
‘extreme form of modern this-worldliness than the French
radicalism of the eighteenth century had been. It certeinly
acted as if it intended to make men absolutely at home in
'this world,'" KR, p.15. '



20

temooral]y confined, as the local an
evanescend The natural law teachi: 25
For e examolc was likely to appear as a
parulcular Eemporal state of & partj U,
of the dissolution of the Greek city.’

nere re LleA of a
ar local socilety

Strauss points out, 80 tvwo elements of particular importance
in the "discovery of History."™ The first derives from the

first wave of modernity: the economic doctrine of 'the invisible

The second is Rousssau's asserition that man is an

13

hand.®

historical being. The first implies that good political Old“f

C—)

the rational is a product of natural selfishness and natural

accident -- of irrational forces - and the expression of a
national Folk-mind. The second implies there is an absolute

moment in history when man attains to full rationality, which

makes for final "knowledge of good and evil."8l The historical

school sought to eliclt the revelation of particular standards

L
from history.62 It opposed "metephysical Jurisprudence’ and

79 Ipid., pp. 14-15.

80 Tbid., p.315. | ;
g1

Rousseau thought this moment was in his day; Kant
appears to have regarded the French Revolution as indicative
of it; the nineteenth century in particular ssems to have bred
a host of thinkers confident that they had bzen graced with the
final revelation of history.

82 Strauss writes: "It xthe historical schoo]'be]nevec
that, by understanding their past, their heritage, their his sto-
rical situation,; men could arrive at principles that would be
as objective as those of the older, prehistoricist political
rhilosophy had claimed to be and, in addition, would not be
abstract or universal and hence harmful to wise action or toa -
truly human 1life, bub concrete or particular «- principles
fitting the particular age or pa”tﬁcular n:tﬁo 1, principles

QR

relative to the particular or particula ion." NE, p.l6.

bt



championed ¥historical jurisprudence;" but failed to adduce
standards for the latter from history, and so invited Hegelianism

or legal positivism.8k

83 Without the second element in the YWdiscovery of History,”

the revelation of the absolute moment, the only clear lesson

the conservaetive historical school can cogently adduce is thatl
mothing succeeds like success or "Die Weltgeschicte ist die
Weltgericht.” Burke, though not of the historical school apparentls
shares their .conservative sentiments. His attitude is indicative.
What if the Revolution becomes a Ymighty current in human affairs'?
Strauss writes: Burke comes close to sugge%tlng that to opposec
a thoroughly evil current in human affairs is perverse if that
current is suflficlently powerful; he is oblivious of the nobility
of last-ditch resistance. He does not consider that, in a way
which no man can fO“CnGe, resistance in a LOTJOTH position to
the enemies of mankind, 'going down with guns blazing and flag
flying,! may coatribute great ly toward keopLQg awake the reco]—
lection -of the imnense loss sustained by mankind, may inspire
and strengthen the desire and the hope for its recovery, and
may become a beacon for those who Qumbly carry ont he works of
humanity in a seemingly endless Vu11€) of darkness and destruct
He does not consider this because he is too certain thco man
can know whether a cause loost now is lost forever or that man
can understand sufficiently the meaning of a providential
dispensation as distinguished from the moral Jew., Jt is only
& short step from t his thought of Burke to the supersession
of the distinc Llon between good and bad byt he distinction
between the progressive and the retrograde, ¢r between what 1is
and what is not in harmony with the historical process.' NR,p.318
For all their traditionelism and eloguent calls to noblllty
modern coiservatives, the defenders of "throne and altar”,appear
no less eager to avoid crosses. The following comment applies
both to Burke and the historical school: "Whzt could appear as
a return to the primeval equation of the good with the ancestral
is, in fact, a preparation for Hegel.¥ NZ, p.310.

ES

ion.

" » .
84 Strauss cites a late nineteenth centu wy legal

positivist, Karl Berg bohm' YBergbohm's strict a"gwmenb against
the possibility of natural right (as dlstvﬁg ished from the
argument that is me ant mevelf'bo show the disastrous consegquences
of natural right for the p03131ve legal order 15 oased on 'the
undeniabla truth ab

that nothing eternal and &

the One Whem man cennot comprehend, but only
2 on the assumption that ‘che usnuarco w1bﬂ

ic 3 positive

55 judgment on the hist
b T time
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The reliance by the protesters againsv the first "wavel

of modernity on the firét 'wave 's™ principles suggests its

theory was found less objeétionébie than the practice it produced;
that it was judged primarily on the basis of this practice rather
than on its merits as astute political reflections. Of course,

"the philosophy of power® insists on being so adjudged; Hobbes

uuuu w-‘——;—-—v\am-

The protesters apprODrﬂaLD Dr1n01bleu from Hobhes and Locke

and historicize them. Hobbes and ILocke emphasize that the humsn

-

condition is such by fiat of its unchangeable nature, that man's
passions ever tend to impede man's rationality. The protesters

remove the stigme of the state of nature and thereby the natural

* -

limitations stressed in the Hobbes-Locke teaching by historicizing

the state of nature by pushing it back into the past and viewing

man as having now out‘ro“n his coriginal limitations; rationality

)

has emerged and man need no longer be limited by his passions;

but this progress is wnderstood precisely in terms of man's

passionate selfishness reacting to natural cond itlonse The con-

1

servatives ascribe this rationality to winich nature had progressed

&
f.‘.)

s

to the natural individual par excellence -~ the nation; the
individual citizen‘s individuality derives from and 1s determined
by it. (This paz llels Iockets view that being unchari b is

in the best interests of the Peedy because the more added to the
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commoil good by nan's selfish accguisitiveness, the better it is
for every individual; similarly to limit rights of citizens

for the sake of their patriotic common good redounds to the

benefit of the citizen.) Though the protesterst! sense of
85-is offended by the bourgeois ecconomism of Inglish

nobility
ethics," their view of man in t he state of nature is not less
ignOble86 than Hobbes'. This may help satisfy their sense of
nobility, for the moré-ignoble men is at the start, the
nobler loom his achievements through history. For Hobbes,

man is stuck with his nature; he cannot overcome it; at besi

.

he can harness it. The more Enlightenment progresses, the

—, s ———"

4

55 The modern sense of nobility prides itself on
the asceticism it demands. INodern thinkers appear to be
striving to outdo one another in the "hardness” demanded by
their respective political doctrines; there is.a tendency to
scorn as "soft" the doctrine of an opponent, and invariably
a tendency to underestimate the asceticism engendered by the
opponent's teaching. Rousseau and Kant Qooear LO uidcrestimate
the asceticism demanded by "iEnglish ethlcs“' (1B is noteworths
that Weber focuses particula rly on the Eng lisn in underscoring

the asceticism of ﬁOQBTﬂle) Consarvutlves, like Burnv,
appeur to underestimate the Phardness" of civic virtue,as
taught by Rousseau. No one appears to criticize an oooonent‘
view as Pexcessive™ in its asceuic demands. Another man11e"*a~
tion of this typically modern association of the worthwhile
with the ascetic is the centrality of pain in modern thought.

(Seé Chapter IV below.) Anvthing good depends on pain, whether

be scund reasoning and proper nmnethod, or even pleasure itself.

Rousseau singularly seeks to escape this, but he can do so only
by taking leave of modern society and leaving modern science behind.

o

6 T suppose it is debatable whether Rousseauls view of
man is ignoble, but I so regard it. :
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the harder he will work at harnessing - it, the more power he
will have, the more optimal will be the conditions for rational
achievement. -But if those conditioné become too good (in the
material sense) man will wax fat through self-indulgence of

his passions aﬁd relapse, What man needs alx:ys is the

spectre of the state of nature hanging like Damocles’ sword
over his head,87 He requires 1t to marshal his passions on

the side of reason. Because man cannot overcome his natufal

-

limitations, he can only guarantee Leviathan, not the City

N

of God. Historicizing the state of nature libsrates n

(V]

n an

makes him free even of his own nature; throi

oyl

ugh Enlightenmen

[¢)

and the technological conguest of nature, he can indeed build

. 3

the City of God and even guerantee 1ts actuzlization.

Yet, as Strauss notes; "Hobbes is. . . the originator

of the idéal of civilization.® He lavs the foundations from
which the dream of the total and final annihilation of the
state of nature and the vision of the City of God take wing
Strauss writes:

Hobbes differs from full grown liberalism only by
what he regards as the obstacle against wvhich the
liberal ideal of civilization is to be established in a
determined fight: the obstacle is not corrupt institutions
or the 1ill will of & ruling stratum, bubt man's natural
malice. HohbeJ este bllsne% 11bera71°w jin an - -illiberal

87 see below, Chapter Iv.
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world against the. . . illiberal nature of man, whereas
his successors, ignoring their presuppositions and goals,
trust in the original goodnoqu of human nature, guaranteed
by God's creation and providence, or, basing themselves
on scientific neutrality, hope for an improvement of human
nature to wnich mants experience of himself does not
entitle him, Hobbes attempts to overcome the state of
nature to the extent to which it can be overcome, while
he faces the state of nature, whereas his successors,
dreaming of a state of nature or allooedly possessing a
deeper insight into man's history and therewith into his
essence, forget the state of nature. Bubl -~ this justice
must be accorded to his successors -- thal dream and that
oblivion are in the last instance only-thb consequence of
the negation of the state of nature, or ozgépe affirmation
of 01VLl¢zat10n that was begun by Hobbes.

Snrauss suggests that "Wthe discovery of History was

originslly rather the recovery of the distinction between

{moderﬁ} theory and praoticef”gg, He writes:

o

)/ . =

That distinction ibetwee; theory and practlcQ'had
been blurred by the doctrinairism of e ssventeenth and
eighteenth centuries or, what is fundamentally the sane
ttho, by the unnor“*aualnﬂ of all theory as essentially
in the service of practice (qc¢3nu 2 vropter otentlau)
The recovery of the distinction between tueory and
practice was from the outset modified by skepticism in
regard to theoretical metabhysics a s?opticism which
culminated in the Q@p eclation of theory in favor of
practice. In accordance with these antecedents, the highest
form of practice -~ the foundation or formation of a poli-
tical society -~ was viewed as a quasi-natural process not
controlled b] reflection; thus it ‘could become & purely
theoretical theme. Political theory becamne understanding
of what practice has produced or of the actual and ceased

86 ILeo SDIaUuo, "Comments on Der Begriff Dﬁ” Politischen
By Carl Schmitt," published in the author's S ozz's Crlg;gpe
of Religion, (New York: 3chocken Roo+s 1965 f «338. (Hersafter
this work will be referred to as )

89 Nr, p.319. *
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to be the cuest for what ought to be; political theory
ceased to be 'theoretically practical! (i.e., deliberative
at a second remove) and became purely theoretical in the
way in which metaphysics {and physics) were traditionally
understood to be purely theoretical. There came into
being a new type of theory, of metaphysics, having as its
highest theme human action and its product rather than
the whole, which is in no way the object of human action.
Within the whole and the metaphysic that is oriented upon
it, human action occupies & high but subordinate place.
When metaphysics came, as it now did, to regard human
action and its product as the end toward which all other
beings oxr processes are directed, wmetaphysics became
philosophy of history. Philosophy of history was pri-
marily theory, i.e., contemplation, of human practice
and therewith necessarily of completed human practice;
it presupposed that significent human action, History,
was completed. By becoming the highest theme of philo-
sophy, practice cease%Oto be practilce proper, i.e.,
concern with agenda.

o

The. skepticism of Hobbes resulted in the denial of
a hsrmony between the human mind and the natural universe,

and so established man as soverelign creator. As Strauss

Men can be sovereign only because thers is no cosnic
support for his humenity. . . . Since the universe is
unintelligible and since control of nature does nob
reguire understanding of nature, there are no knowable
limits to his conguest of nature.9l |

Man can guarantee wisdom because it is his construction: he is

its cause. Hobbes saw man in regard to wisdom as the "uncaused

h] o
iR

cause" or "the first cause'; his island of constructs salfe from
"the cavils of skeptics' is anchored in human nature. Rousseau
. questions the givenness of men's nature. Rousseau applied to human

nature the skepticism Hobbes applied to the nature of the universe.

90 Tvid., pp. 319-320. S
91

Ibid., p.175.
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The anchorage 1s loosed; the natural is not normative but
somehow good; the highest freedom is beyond norm, beyond con-
cern with construction. It 1s being natural. Kant, after Rou-
sseau,_ho longér finds Hobbes! "island”‘séfe enough. Awoken
by Hume and iné;ired by Rousséaﬁ, he uﬁroots this anchorage
completely and rebuilds on an invulnerable Archimedean base
from which, unlike Rousseau, he takes up the Hobbesian project

. . . . . s 2
of construction safe Trom "the cavils of sk lulcs."9

.Strauvss says: YRousseau's thougnt narks a deCJolve
step in the secular movement which tries to guaraniee the act-

valization of the ideal, or to prove the necessary coincidence

rid of thaet which es~

93

}—n

of the rational and the real, or to get r

sentially transcends every possible human rezlit

'_I

to say that ”the political philosophy belonging to the second
wave of moderni ity 1s dinseparable from phnilosophy of history.
But Rousseau himself was more than, or if you prefer, less than,
a political philosopher., Strauss emphasizes that though Rous-
seau blazed the trail he did not choose to follow it. Strauss

writes:

928trauss writes: VAfter some time (after Hobbes) it ap-
peared that the conquest of nature requires the conquest of
humen nature and hence in the first place the questioning of
the unchangeability of humen nature: an uncha ﬂfeable humean
nature might set absolute limits to progress. Accord1n&¢y, the
natural needs of men could ne longer direct the conguest of
nature; the direction had to come from reason as OlSuln&Ul shed
from nature, from the rational Ought as distinguished from the
neutral Is. Thus philosophy (LOUIC, ethics, esthetics) as the
study of the Ought or the norms became separated from science
as the study of the Is.. O, p. 71

7(;
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"« « « {Rousseau) had shown that what is cheracterist-
ically human is not the gift of nature but is the out-
corie of what man did, or was forced to. do, in order to
overcome or to change nature: man's humanity 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 historical
process. This solution presupposed that the historical
process or its results are unambiguously preferable to
the state of nature or that that process is ! meaningr.
fvul'. Rousseau could not accept tnat presupposition,

Kant does,

4.1

Man is to subjugate nature altogether. Kant frees

man from his Ychains®™ not because by nature "man is born free

-

~-on the contrary, by nature man is born an abject slave--bul

1

because fromn his Archimesdezn redoubt man can be free of the.

chains’ of nature. ¥Xant agrees with Rousseau that reason is

not the subjugation of nature. Nature then directs man to

become free from the tutelage of nature; this is the Idea

-

A 2

of man projected by reason once nature has pushed him to the
stage of rationality. Freedom from enslavement to nature, from

the passions and passionate interest, becemes the hallmark of

ck

rationality. Virtue is freedon, not self-realization but self-
transcendence, not. vertically toward an "above® but horizont-
ally toward universality. Kant shares\tﬁs modérn faith thét
the conquest of nature is liberating and puwshes it to the ex-

95

treme toward the vision of the universal homogensous society.

95up, p. 27h

O » A “ EacY -

/6Strauss observes: %The delusions «f communism are
already the delusions of Hegel and zven of Kant'y.
{my underlining}. WPP, p. 5k -
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Unlike Rousseau, he has no qualms about artificisl or technolog-
ical homogenization‘of man because his vision is universal in

its ambitious breadth. Xant radicalizés Rousseau's notion of

parﬁicular "general wills" by vniversalizing it.. The form of
{universality-is the standard or form of virtue: Intentions

are moral and good and virtuous if they are suscepfible of being
ﬁniversalized or becoﬁing principles of universal legislation:
that will is good which wills the universal or is universaliz-

will is formal: its farn is

\

rational form because the form of rationzlity is universal uy,
the rational. is gocd precisely bécause humenity--rationality--~
having reached its majority; is independent of nature. The
great advantage of horizontal or universal‘transcendence is
e

that man can pmake it and realize it fully, whereas vertical

e

transceadence implies limltation of the humanband its dependence.
The ought is liberated from the is and from its limitations.

The good is good will; it ié (ostensibly) coupletely independ=~
ent both of the this-worldly and other-worldly. Yet, it engen-
ders, or perhaps bevter, constructs, consistent with its inde-
pendence, faith in immortality and directs our political
aspirations to the universal realizatibh of the poral ideal

when nature will have been subjugated completely and universally,
and all men will be made men of good will., This "projected"

goal of history gives mean iné to history, and accordingly we may
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gauge history's progress and celebrate felicitous signs of
that progress such as the French Revolution° Kant is an avid
champion of UnJVQTSJl enllvqtonnent He assaults tradition

Uyith a dangerous wsapon' -- The Critigue of Pure Reason; he

Yy

is the great enlightenef“who "liberates™ man from the tutelage
of nature and de. Reason usﬁrps the héavenly Throne of God

and proclaiming itself sovereign creator-ex-nihilo; ex nihilo,
in a free act of grace, it creates the Ideas of God and nature

Hegel consumrates man's "divinity" by making him

absolute Lord of History. Han achieves full "divinity" over

God's %dead body." (In addition to "killing God" millions of

:

~

huméns-must be‘kiiled; add all is justifie d.) Hegel's imagery
is strictly New Testament to the exclusion of the Heﬁrew
Scriptures. The God that needs killing is the ‘lcruel God of
‘Abraham,ﬁ The New Testament portrayal of Incwrnptlon provides
the imagé of the reconciliation of universal and unique

97

particular,

97 Michael Foster is emphatic about this: here are
selected passages from his The Political Philosophies of Plato
ana %ewoL, (OxFord : University Press, 1908):

"His (Hegel's)philosophy shows no trace of the meta-
physics of will implicit in the Judaic doctrines c¢f the Creation
and the law, which entails t he recognition that contingency is
essential to nature, p031t1V1Ly to Tam, and will to the peri fection
of men; but he 1is Sb eped in the Christian teachings of the
Trlnlty, the Tncarnation and Redemption.? {p.138.)

nHis ddctrine (of ReveTQulon) has closer affinitiesto
the teaching of the New Testament than to that of the 0ld; it
involves a conception of the Word of God nearer to thau 01 the
fourth Gospel than to that of the Hebrew prophets.' (p. 139, n.l)

"Hezel habitually confuses the generation.of the Son
with the Creation of the world. . . .%" (p.2140, n.l) See also
p.1L0 and p.20k.) .

McMASTER UNIVERSITY LIRRARY
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The allegation that the God of Abraham is Weruel' expresses

‘Hégel's conviction that He is excessively tranbcenaent ——
”wholiy other.” He is not amenable to Hegel'!s grand system

6f cdmprehen 1ve 1nuv11 igibility. He is = cfuel Master bocause
He does not "play" the dialeétical role Hegel assigns to o

Mesters in the master- slave dialectic; He porversely insists

~

on being SLTLCLlV haater, nyopollue98 mekes clear that the

4

master-slave d alecnlc applles to the relationship between man
and God. BHegel calls God, the Master; he also calls fear of

death, the Master. God's Mastership derives from man's fear

Fal

of- death: because man the slave is in fesr of his life, he

gives himself a new Mzster ~- God. The God of Abrosham is

13

eruel’ because according to Hegel, He does not mitigate this

~

fear, Christianity does offer nmitigation of this fear; the
Incarnation pronises ”life everlasting“; %Christ. . . reconciles
- - . A 09 hnl R p 1oE ., T
in Himself the unlveroal and the unligue.®’ 7 But to achieve its

promise in this world, Christianity must be dialectically

}.-..v

g e

poetic evocation of heg S visgion of ﬁhe gnd of history:

AL this moment, 'when the eyes of the spirit colncide with
the eyes of the body,!' each individual comsciousness will be
nothing more than a L-rror reflecting ancther mirror, itself
reflecteu to infinity in infinitely recurring images. .The
City of God will coincide with the city of humanity; and
universal history, sitting in judgment omthe world, will pass
its sentence by which good and evil will he justified. The

98 Cited oy Camus in The Rob 1, ».14), Here is Canus!
i

"q

tate will pley the part of Destiny and will proclaim its .
approval of evcry aspect of reality on ttke sacred day of the
Pre¢encp.'” (p.1L2. ) ; S

99 Ibid., p.l41.

————T—
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negated or secularized; the Universal Church must be translated

or sublated iﬂto the Universal Statv, where "tﬁé spirit of the
world will be finally reflected inthe mutual*recog'ition of
each by all and in the universal reconcilistion of everything
| 100

o

that has ever existed under the sun.”
Streugs reminds us that even if one deems Hegel's
vision as indeed the City of Ged, a higher and better order

than the best envisaged by the classics, it can only be

)

established ¥in the Machiavellian Vay nowv 1n the Platonic way:

it was thought to be established in a menner wnich contredicts

the right order itself .“131 This is a comment on the German

visionaries OL History generally. Though they looked d own
& &

their uplifted noses at "EInglish ethics" contemy

*o
(‘.
-
O
=
w
o -
l—.l’ .
s
¥
)

ignobility, they at least equal and tend to far outstrip the
English in the advocacy of ignoble means to achieve their
more "noble” OO‘ltLLal Oval¢ Inqeed, compared tc many of

them, the ?ﬂollsg are paragons of moderation.

100 Ibid., p.Ltl.

101 ypp, p.5h.
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Nietzsche and Radical Historicism

Hegel represeﬁts one extreme pble of History, history
fulfilled, or the vision of horizontal transcendence actualized.
"Nietzs he epresentv the antagonistic extreme pole of History,
history transcended, or the vision of immenent vertical
transcendence as a possibility. Hegel offers the final philo=-
sophy -- Wisdom -- and the Final and Best society. Nietzsche
offefs the ultimate "eritique of reasont; he offers but doec

not guerentes a literally new breed of man -~ the Ubermensch.

T hi

Both po~vs are exbremltwe whiich grow out of historicisnm.

da

Hegel's is the attempt t o overcome or attenuate its positivistic
Meritique of reason'’; Nietzsche antagonistically pushes the

4 b & h .
Meritique of reason' to its most radical extreme -- To the

"abyss," Historicism is their common denominator and the

issue OL their difference, It is the key issue of controversy
between Strauvss and Hegelianism and between Strauss and

Q

Nietzsche, Strau

wn

is an advocate of the natural right

6]

I—'

cro

tradition. Historicism. sets out to COMbaL natural right
doctrlnv; as fully developed by Hegel and Nietzsche respect-
ively, it represents the most extreme protest, a most profound

challenge, opposing this tradition, : -
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Strauss calls the historical school "ghe infancy
of historicism,"02 Though the Teminent conservatives”

. failed theoretically to raise practice above subversive
* theory, they did succeed in generating 2 Yhistorical con-

sciousness” which-tended toward the subversion of all theory;

and its possessors evinced particular delight and pride in

attacking natural right doctrine,

Historicism is the radical offspring of the modern

skepticel epistemological tradition of English and KantiantO3

thought, 1% pushes the limits of knowledge demanded by this

102 -I.\SI‘IB," p,:'_é‘,

o mm_“‘lOB Ehere is a "Kentian® flavor to hi 1 desy
its vehement assaults on.Kant. Not only & t rad ll7e
Kantt's 'critique of reason' and champion it in QLeadfast
opposition to 11eggel?s attenuation of it, it also aqapos the
Kantian view of hlstorical development as nature pushing man
‘beyond his nature, According to Kent, humanity is fostered ly
hlstory pusnlnv orut@ man ooyOQd history toward absolute free-
dom from history. For Kant, the special moment is the stage
of reason or man's attalinment to retionality. According to
Nietzsche, humanity is the story of history pushing the
Untermensch toward the possibility of the UUormOﬁ<cn, toward

i et o S

self-transcendence Lonard a2 new and higher species. Nobility
is not purchased through rationality bul bﬂ“the acceptance of
onets fate «~ gggp Tat1q. This 1s possible T or modern man at

the moment when nistory reveals to man his hith;lCluy. Both
Kant and Nietzsche (and perheps Heidegger) derive from ‘their

respective historical understanding (PQ°OPCL1 ve } Tormal

inner-worldly, (heroicdlly ascetic) will ethics,

o) st
oes 1

S
i
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oL

skeptical tradition to the point of the.impossibility of know-
ledge: as all knowledge is of man's making or his construction,
it cannot be uniﬁersal or eternalg there is no basis for the
-éléiﬁ of certain knowledge. The only certain knowledge is

a dispensatioﬁ of fate or a revelation of history. Strauss -
points to two strata of the hwstor1015u feritique of reason.™
The first is essentially the Kantien positivistic "erdbique

of reason® Tthet allegedly proves the iﬁpossibilit& of theo-
retical météphysics and of philosophic ethics or natural right."

The second is the uprooting of positivism itself on the grounds

"ghat the positive sciences rest on met taphysical foundations, 104

-

. 104 Ibid., pp. 19-20. Historicism could not rest at
the positivistic Suage (though Weber's positivism may be seen
as an attempt at this). Positivism limited knowledge to the
empirical which it defined in terms of the procedures of the
‘natural sciences. The historicist could not accept this limi-
tation; he claimed his studies were empirical, indeed more
significantly empirical and more purely em01rLc 11 because he
studied enplrlcal humanity; hs could not 1imit himself %o-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 positivismes impure,
as a bastard of the mbtgrhysical tfadlthh@ He claimed that
only he, the HWSbor)ClSu, is totally free of the impurities
of metaﬁhysical bias, that historicism is the only (rad¢cally)
pure empiricisn.

Historicism, in its mos?® radical form, goes beyond
positivism in these ways: "{1) It abandons t he distinction he-
tween facts and values, because every understanding, however
theoretical, implies specific evaluations. (2) It denies the
auvthorita tlfe character of modern science, which a ppears a s
only one form among many of man's thinking orientation in the
world, {3} It refuses to regard the historical process as funda-
mentally proAr@351Vb, or, more generally stated, as reascnabz.
(L) Tt denies the relevance of the evolutionist: "thesis by cone-
tending that fnc evolution of man out of non-man cannot make
inte lllvlbla mants humanity." WPP, p.20.
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‘

What is left afuor this critique? The "experience

1istory.?® Here is Strauss* paraphrase of the articulation

No competent man of our age would regard as simply
true the complete LVQCﬂlﬂo of any thlnker of the past.
In every case experience has shown that the originator
off the teaching took things for granted which must not
be teaken for granted or that he digd nOL know certain
facts or possibilities wnich were discovered in a later
azge, Up to now, all thought has proved to be in nee
of redical revisions or to be incomplete or limited
in decisive respects. Furthermore, looking back at the
past, we szem o ob%erfo that evefv progress of thought
in one direction was bought at the price of a retrogression
of thought in aPOtwa respect: when a given limitation
was overcone vy a progress of Lnougﬁ , earlier important
insights were invari bly forgotten as a consequence of
that progress. On the vnoWe, there was then no prog IPSD,
but merely a change from one btype of limitation to anothe
type. rlﬂally, we seem to observe that the most 1mportano
limitations of earlier thought were of such a nature that
they could not possibly have been overcome by any eifort
of the earlier»bnlnker“' to say nothing of other consi-
derations, any effort of thought which led to the overw
coming of specific limitations led to blindness in other
respects, It is reasonable to assumes that what has
1nvar1aoly happéned up to now will happen agein and again
in the fuuure. Human thought is essentially limited in
such a way that its Timitations differ from historical
situation to historical situation and the limitation
characteristic of the thought of a given epoch cannot be
overcomne by any humen effort. There always have besen and
there always will bo surprising, ‘wholly unexpected,
changes of outlook which radically moalu"'uhe mﬁaﬂLn'r of
all pveveo¢oly acqul ed IloﬂlcOov. No view of the bole,
and in particular no visw of the whole of human lLFe, can
claim to be final or univ sel]y valid Every doctrine,
however seemingly final, '71 be sup“rseded gooner or
later by another aoctr«ne, There is no reason to doubt
that eurllbr thinkers had insights winich are wholly in-
accessible to us and wnich cannct become accessible to
us, however carefully we might study thelr works, because
our limitations prevent us from even suspecting t he
possibility of the insights in question, Since the limi-
tations of human uﬂoucbt are essenumaWJy unknowable, it
makes no sense to conceive of them in terms of social,
economic, and other conditions, that is, in terms of
knowable or 3na]yzcb7e phagnomena: the limitations of human
thought are set by fa 2,105

105 1bid., pp. 20-21.
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Central to Strauss! position is the denial of what
is asserted here. Strauss mnst argue that the e xperience of

history indicates (or at least is compatible with) Tan un-

-~

changing framework which persists in aLl changes of human
knowledge of;both facts and principtesc“lO6 Stravss does

not und g"estimate his task., He proceedé negatively by denying
that this possibility has been ruled out decisively and by
arguing the political salutariness of the traditional view.

2

Strauss readily acknowl edges the allure of‘the.
experience of history. It is a typically modern allurs. As
e noted; modernity is characte ized by an avid determination
"not to be duped by dogmatism. Conspicuous skevticism is a

de rigeur gulse for even © he most dogmatic positions in modern
philosophic thought. Historicism is particularly alluring
'because'it appears consclentiously skeptical; it appears &s

a noble unyielding stance against dogmatism. (The allure of
contemporary positivism is due to this same patina, according
to Strauss‘)107 But obviously '"che experience o; history"
position implicitly indicts‘itsélf as dogmatic though it éay
clain éxemption since it asserts that aqy and every philo~
sophic position is dogmatic, then even the critique of all

poSitions is dogmatic., As Strauss puts it:

106 1bid., pp. 23-2h.
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We cannol see the historical character of all’
thought -~ that is, of all tnouoquvl i
of the historicist insight and its imp
without transcending history, without 5ra
trans-historical,

/Strab ss reminds us that Ydogmatism -~ or the inclination 'to

identify the goal of ourmt- inking with the point at walch e
have become tired of thinking! -- is so natural to man that
it is not likely to bg a presérve of the'past°"109 He
characterizes "the experience of history® as”aibirdsweye view

of the history of thought, as that history come to be seen

=
t
jny
o
oy
O
-
[N
©
)“b
e
al
s
D
o
[$)]
9}
g}
[45)
3
<
3
=
O
4

under the combined influence of

gress (or in the impossibility of returning to that thought
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of
dlvers;ty or uniqueness (or of the equal right of all epochs

and civilizations)n”llo

108 jm, p.25.

109 1pid., p.22.

110 Joid., p.22. The "supreme wvalue of diversity" is
a Myalue® associated with a kind of liberalism. The histori-
cist has no right to a liberal bias and the liberal cannot
"toleratey historicism or relativism. Strauss writes: MAL the
bottom of .the passionate rsjection of all t'absolutes,” we
discern the recognitlon of a natural right .or, more orec %ely,
of that particular interpretation of natwral right according
to which the one thing needful is respect for diversity or
individuality. But there is a tension between the respect for
diversity or individuality and the recognition of natural right.
When liberals beceme impatient of the absolute limits to
- diversity or 1ndJV1dualzby that are imposad even by the most
liberal version of natural right, they had to make a choice
between natural right and the Unznhlbl ed cultivation of
individuality. r1’ey JI don't know whol chose the latter,
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Like radical skepticism, historicist relativism is
not "lived.™ Sopnocles and Shakespeare continue to be admired
and ﬁspeak"~tb people over many epochs; Christianity is deesmed
supefior té cannibalism, even by the sdcial scientist who
strives to make us "understand” cannibalism. Strauss especially
combats the ! storiéist assertion that "the acoulw_ tion of new
important insights necessarily leads to the forgetting of .
earlier important insights and that the earlier thinkers could
not possibly have thought of fundamental possibilities which

5

come to the center of attention in later 5e~,1ll s assertion

5.:‘
eal 8”7 ng many, and I’lOu ll"ul

in 1Cd1]' SHDV_JOL Lo its oowo 1t
In other words, intolerance appeared as a value egual in dig:ity

to tolerance. But it is practlcally impossible to leave it at
the eﬁL“lﬂby of all prnleroq065 or choices. If the unequal
rank of choices cauﬁot be traced to the unequal rank of their
obﬁectiveu, it must be traced to the unegqual rank of T he gotg
of choosing; and LﬂJs means evonuuelly that genuine ClOlCc, as
distinguished from spurious or despicable cholce, is nothing
but resolute or deadly serious decision, Sucth a decision,
however, is akin to intolerance rather then to_tolerance.
Iivereal relativism has its roovs in the natural right tradition
of tolerance or in the notion that everyons has a natural right
=

T
to the pursuit of happiness as he understands ha .ppiness; but
y of intolerance. (NR, pp. 5-6.)

Ab)

in itself it is a seminary

111 :
Ivid., p.23.
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denies transcendence; it denies the possibility of an eternal

order accessible to man; it implies that the philosophic
tradition is a tradition of epochal delusions and it s tates
emphatically that the tradition can shed no light on modern
man'ts pradlcar nt. A great part of ouvr critical discussion
below centers on how unq how well Strauss contends with this
assertion. Suffice it here to remind ourselves that Strauss
expounds modernity asbessentially rejection of the classic
tradition; therefore cldssical philos phy ails the rejection
of “hié rejectlon by moaernity; Strauss even says i

: Fal
4

considers and rejects the presuppositions of modernity, e.g.,

that science be utilized for the "conguest of nature." Strauss

o
L

also argues, as noted above, that the experience

. ©

contrary to the historicist'!s claim may be seen as pointing
the similarity of funﬁancnba? themes and philosophic problems.
Strauss says tais 1s ¥obviously compatible with the fact that
clarity about these pfoblems, the approzeh to them, and the
suggested solutions to them differ more or less from t hinker
to thinker or from age to ege.”112 Even granting the
Yhistoricity" of thought, and the impossibility of trans-.
historical sélutions,.the perseverance of the same fundamental

problems indicate man's most profound concern is tr

m
g_J

storic

[
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But the classical natural right tradition lays claim to knowledge.
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It is a modest claim; it does not cleim to have ach
wisdom end it accentuates man's ignorance, but it does insisb
on the possibility of ”genuiné, universaelly vel id final

knowledge within a 1imited sphere or genuine knowledge of
specific subjects" (i.e., it must know the principles of

trauvuss asserts:

w

t

n
e

(D

justice]),
Historicism cannot any this p0u51DLl“+' For its
own contention implies the admission of this possibility.
By asserting that all human thouzht, or at least all
relevant human thought, is hlubOflcal, historicism admits
that humen thought is capable of acouuvinﬂ a most important
insight that is universalvy velid and that will in no way
be affected by eny future surprises. . . . This view has
the same trans-hist ovncj'qch?racbcr or pretension as any
natural right doctrine, ™~

trauss himself seems to indicate, this hard

As St 1 i1ly
constitutes a decisive "wictory" for his position. Hegelians,
Marxists, Nietzsche and Heideggér all cean anc¢ deny this
possinility. These are the formideble opponents -- Hegelianism

Strauss contends with Hegelianism, he borrows Nietzsche'!s cudgels.
Hegel sil 1s the attempt to overcome the critique of reason-

-

this only by claiming Wisdom, in principle, t

the fundamental problems; it achieves this by immanentizing

113 1314,

-——



112

the whole and is thus able to claim intimate and certain knowr

ledge of 1it; it is the vision of secular incarnation and

resurrection, when man knows the all, when man is master of

_history, when man overcomes the fear of death and is libersted,

when freedom reigns with despotic sovereignty. Nietzsche

Z ) ' L4 L3 -
114 the possibility of Wisdom. Modern thought in

denies
Hkilling God, " in deqyingi:he possibility of transcendence,
éuts the grouﬁd out from under itself; the will to truth
eventuates in the impossibility of any truth that is nob
self-willed, |

Historicism in all its forms and Hegelienism in all
its forms assume an a bsolute moment in history or a nmoment of
absc?u*a 1nsight; 'Bb s is the hnrlta”e of Rouss;eau1 of € he -
assertion that man is a historical being, of the denial of

human nature as a given., This historical view of man asszsrts

that there is a moment in histeory when man knows himself to be

3]4mleuzqchc clalms it is in fact denied by modern
scilence precisely by virtue of its ascetic virtue,of its
rigorous will-to~truth., He writes: "The Christ laﬂ ethics

- with its key nothn, ever more strictly applied, of truthfulnes

the casulstic finesse of the Christian consc1ence, translated
and sublimated into the scholarly conscience, into intellectual
integrity to be wailtain,a at all costs; ithe interpretation of
nature as a proof of God!s bveneficent care; the interpretatio
of history to the olory of divine providence, as perpstual
testimony of a moral order and moral epds;"he interpretation
of individual ekperleure as preordained, purposely arranged for
the salvation of the soul -~ all these are now things of the
rast: they revolt our consciences as being indecent, d ishonest,
cowardly, effeminate, It is this rigor, if pybklnb, that
makes us good Zuropeans and the heirs of ENLOOP*“ longest,

most courageous self-conquest.V (Iy unqer}tnwno.) The Genealogy
of Morals, Section XEVIT. :
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a product of nistory. This ins ig t is abmo1ube, it cannot be

affected by anything that may happen after this moment; it

may be forgotten or aocm cally reJeCued, but this d oes not
impugn the truth of %this insight. This is implicit in

' PR 115 s s
‘Rousseau and ”surrepclvlously“*15 implicit in historicisn

{and in "process" philosophy as well); it is centrally explicit

in Hegel and lMarx., "According to Hegel, the absolute moment

N

is the one in which philosophy, or quest for wisdom, has been

transformed into wisdom, that is, the moment in which t he
fundemental riddles have been fully solved, 116 In this way,

Hegel is able to reconcile the historicity of thought with

m

absolute truth, the historical with the transhistorical. his

is his secuvlarization of Incarnztion though it 1s not clear
beyohd confrovefsy whether YLogos™ becomes "rFlesh'; or HFlesh!
becomes logos™,; i.e;,'is the absolute insiéht coincident with
its sctbu lezabzon? does it.‘ucc ‘d it s actuallhdvvon? _of
| tualizztion at some future timeé The
latter is the Merxist view: the insight gua: antees utﬁre
acha117 tion of the final ideal.

Nietzs c¢he denies the po 510111Ly of guaranfe
because he denies that the fin l insight yields final ideals.

On the c01uwary the final insight reveals that all ideals

1“5 Strauss! word. NR, p.29.

116 .I_p:.é::‘:q‘.' ; PeR9.
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of’ the past have been fictions; all ideals depend on transcen-
dence of some kind, God, nature, or reason, but the mcdern

devbloomen of thought has demonstrated the fact that "God

is dead,' there is no transcendence of any sort at all,
IMan stares into the abyss and the abyss stares back. This

s the significance of Strauss! calling Nietzsche and his

[N

epigones (preeminently heldcgaer) radlcal historicists.

s

Nietzsche is Mradical® in a way paralJ to the way Rousseau
was Wradical.¥ Rousseau said, in e ffect, "if you want to
really look at natural man, then take a radical look";

Nietzsche similarly says to those vho pride themselves on

historical consclousness,? in effect, if you want to look

e

at man as en historicesl being, then take a radical look end

. )

tare into the abyss., Nietzsche write

0]
C)

have the courage to

All philosophers have the common defect that they
start from present day man and believe that they can
reach their goal by an analysis of present dey man.
Lack of b]ubOTlCa] sense is the Inherited defect of
all philosophers.ll?

. Strauss writes:

He |Nietzsche | denies. . . the possibility of a
theoretical or OOJVCuI‘e QHUJYulw, which as such would
be Bransun¢stoLlceJ, of the various comprehensive views
or thistorical worlds'! or tculturest!, . . . According to
Nietzsche, the theoretical analysis of human life that
realizes the relativity of all comprehensive views and
thus depreciates them would make human life itself
1moo<81ol,, for it would destroy the protecting atmosphere
within which 1ife or culture or action is alone poss sible.

“17F Nietzsche, Huwan, All Too Human, Section 2.
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Strauss suggests that radical historicism was
developed by Nietzschet's successors, leaving it open whether
this is indeed Nietzscﬁefs own positionallg-He recognizes
that radical historicism.is not as vulnerable to the charge
of self-contradiction (see above, p.lll).és helindicates in
this prese ltetlon of its historicist view:

One does not have to transcend history inorder to
see the historical character of all thought: there is

a privileged moment, an absolute moment in t he historical
process, a moment in which the essential character of all
thought becomes transparent. In exempting itself from its

own verdict, historicism claims mefelg to mirror .the

character of historical reality or to be true to the facts;
the SGlLNCOQbT&OlCt“Tj character of the historicist

thesis. should be changed not to historicismbut toreality.l?

From this vantage, which is "the unforseeable gift of un-

fathomable fate, 121 e pos 31bn11uy of philosophy is denied,

" Strauss acl now]edé 5 This a formidable challenge to his

jak]
6]

. position, but does not counter it. (Strauss retreats from
metaphysical combat.) Here is Strauss! presentation of that

challenge in full.

120 Ibid., p.28.

Ibid., Strauss! characterization.
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The mout influential attempits to establish t he
dogmatic and hence arbitrary or historically relative
character of philosophy proper proceed along the fol--
‘lowing lines. hilosophy or the attempt to replace
opinions about the whole by knowledge of t he whole,
presupposes that the whole is knowable, that is,
intelligible, This presupposition leads to the conse~
.guence that the whole as it is in itself is identified
with 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 tobject!';
it leads to the dogmatic disregard of everything that
cannot be mastered by the subject. Furthermore, to say
that the whole is knowable or intelligible is tantamount
-to saying that the whole has a permanent structure or
that the whole as such is unchangeable or always the
same, If this is the case, it is, in principle, possible
to predict how the whole will be at any future time: the
future of the whole can be anticipated by thought. The
presupposition menticned is said to have its root in
the dO*ﬂablC identification of 'to bet! in the highest
sense ”1tb o be always,! or in the fact that philosophy
understands ’to be! -in such a sense that 'to be! in the
‘highest sense must mean o be always.! The dogmatic
character of the basic premise of phllosophy is said to
have been revealed bv the discovery of bistory or of
the 'historicity! of humen life. Tne meaning of that -
discovery can be expre essed in theses like these: wha '
is called the whole is actually always 1ﬂcompleuo and
therefore not truly a whole; the whole is ess sentially
changing in such a manner that its fubture cannot be
predicted; the whole as t is in itself can never be
grasped, or it is not elligible; numan thought essen-
tWQIlv L@DBI@S on sone ng that ~ﬁﬂnot be anticipated
or that can never be mastered by the subject; 'to be!
in the highest sense cannot mean _y.or, ct an% rate, it
does not necessarily mean -- 'to be &’ 2

.

122 qnis is elbveme]j difficult and oovvouuly crucial;
yet Strauss dozs not even direct the reader to the source or
indicate the autloz of this critique. My guess is Heidegger.

IOJ.C' 0’ _LO_.Q' 30"'31-
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raus sponds with this gallant acknowledgement:
Strauss responds with this gallant acknowledgement

Radicsl historicism compels us to realize the bearing
of the fact that the very ldea of natural right presupposes
the possibility of pnilcsophy in the full and original
meaning of the term. It conpels us at the same time to
realize the need for unbiased reconsideration of the most
elementary premisig whose validity is presupposed by
philosophv., . . . <3

He concludes: "Prior to such reconsideration, howsver, the
issues of natural right can only remain an open r:puestion.“121‘k

Nietzsche (and Heildegger) then are Strauss! foremost metaphysical

National Socialism, his real 1life foes and his theoreticsl

adversaries are the same. MNore significant than this, the Nazi

regime 1s for Strauss the actuvalization of the crisis in

liberalism, in that the well-intentioned Weimar Republic
effetely lapsed into the Hitler regime, and in a sense, perhaps
125 '

invited it.
Rousseau, as we noted, is less strictly a political
philosopher than Hobbes and Locke; his concern transcends

£y

the citizen, He is saying that political » hilosophy and
2 . P !

indeed philosophy in general can point the way tc the height

for man, only in so far as it points beyond itself. Philesophy,

ct

he quest for wisdom, is not choiceworthy for its own sake;

political philosophy'!s central question of how men shall best
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live together is a self-indictment; it oifers at best only
correctives; it cannot restore t he idyllic. It. is very
difficult to articulate the teaching or doctr jne of a thinker
whose doctrine is based on a critiqﬁe of philoscphy but is
itself "positive” —- more than merely critique (as is, say,
unqualified histéricism), Rousseaul!s teaching of union and

communion with nature, by its very nature and as Rousseau

would want it, can be understood fully or perhaps felt only

by the chosen few who have experienced it. This is to indicate

the modern movement of ratloralism conscicusly "xnocking"

rationalism for the sake of scmething better; since this Ysommething

~

5
9

better® is beyond the rational,~it is very difficult t o express
or perhaps 1is inexpressible; 1t usuvzally c¢laims esoteric status.

> L3

Hegel, in a sense, sets out to overcome this: ke 1s the chempion
of intelligibility, but note that Hegel cando this only by

returning to the traditiqn of . political philosophy whose

o

central concern and perspective is that of the citizen. Roussesaw

)

introduces a new kind of rhetoric into modern philosophy --

impassioned, expressionistic rhetoric ~- rich in poetic meta-

.phor and imagery. The-Romantics followed Roussecau's lead

and we may say that Thus Spoke Zarathustra is the radical

extreme of this development, It also is the radical extreme

in degree of esotericity.
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Strauss sees Nietzsche as a major "wave! in modern -
thought; to ascertain where Nietzsche intended that "wave® to

go, 1s exceedingly difficult. Rousseau and the Romantics,

-

for all their anti-ratiomnalism never raised in anyone's mind
the question 6f the possibility of theory or of theorétical

truth, Nietzsche did. The guestion is then when to interpret
.Nletascne’s teaching as %interpretation” and when as esoteric

126

N

Nietzsche, like Rousseau, preferred Wthe ancient

-

doctrine,
city® to the modern. ILike Rousseau, he extols the heroic
virtues; his "noble” man clearly a descendent of the tra-

is
ditional magnanimous man,t

"

7 like Rousseau, though he admires

AN

traditional political virtue, Ee is a radical Vipndividualist.'
If it méy be said that Roussesu is concerned with a kind of
self-~realization of the individualbor in a2 kind of uvltimate
therapeutic, this could -also be said of Wietzsche. But this
should not blur © he profound antagonistic differences between
fhem. One may say that Rougseau is seen by Nietzsche as a

prime target; spv01?10u1 Jelzsche never tires of attacking

126 Strauss believes Nietzsche does nol deny theoria
but insists on its esotericity; he would restore the Platonic
notion of the no ble delusion, Strauss recognizes solid grounds
for understanding Nietzsche as denying theoria altogcuqmi -
concelving of nouonb gs essentially QUDq”fdlbnt to, or-
dependent on, llfP or fate.¥ (See NR, p.20.) This latter view

of Nietazsche, I believe, is Heidegger's.

‘

127 In the Vintage edition of Besvon
Walter Kaufmann, the tranvlator, points out
resemblances DOFW¢en Aristotlets conception
and Nietzsche's conception of nobility. Sea

Good and Evil,
e remnarkable
megalopsychia

e N e e mme o osen
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Rousseau's naive notion of man's natural. innocence and his
misguidea exaltation of compaséion and the resulting mse-coloured
sentiment of existencé, Nietzsche'!s central principle is:
Miherever I found life, I found will to power.tl28 Iife is
étrifé, a painful unceasing strﬁggle to overoom r the other

- This is the truth of all possible principles of thought and

action; they are expressions of this will to powsr. Philosophy

(VY

and religion are the highest expressiocns of will to power; tley

are created in order for the '"priests" to have sway over others.

Once fate grants man this 1ﬂ51ont he is free to transvalue all

values to express a will to power greater than that which

expressed itself in thne old values, to be the bridge t o the

Ubermensch, If this does hot come about and Nietzsche not only
loes not guaraantee it,; he does not even encourage optimism,

Though he disagrees that the absolute insight necessita

®

actualization of -the final ideal, he does agree -with HMarx -that
it marks the overcoming cf chance, and that man is now complete

master of his fate.l29 He also defers to Marx, in a left-handed

~Hed ‘ .
12 F.Nietzsche, Human, All Too Humen, Scction 2.

-

lz’klethrﬂe writes: "lo teach manthe future of man
as his will, zs dependeﬁu on a human will, and to prepars
great ventures and over-all attempts of dlsulpllne and culti-
vation by way of putting an end to thet gruesome dominion of
nonssnse and ccidrnt that has so far been called thistory! --
the nonsense th tgreatest number! is merely its ultimate
form: at sone me new Lypes of philosophers and commanders

ﬁ‘ﬁ



fashion, in enﬁisioning precisely what Mar pr*dlcbs. It is
the alternative dev utiy to ve avoided. For Nietzsche it
represents a new low for man; the Marxist utopia is satirized
as the state of the "last man."” HNietzsche throughout his

writings insists on Rengordnung on a hierarchial political

structure, but what the ground of this hierarchy should be
or could be is unclear,>30
If we view Nietzsche as a Wtherapist," we may say

that his therapentic goal is to convince his "DWLLents” that

it metters what they do, that it matters how men live together.131

will be - necessary for that, and whatever has existed on earth
of concca7eq, terrible, and benevolent spirits, will look pale
and dwarfed by comparison. . . . onthe other hand, the necessity
of such leaders, the fr rightening danger thal t hey might failto
appear or that they m;oht turn out badly or degenerate -~ thass
are our real worries and gloom." See Beyond Good and Fvil,
Section 203. S ‘ - ' . : :

]30 P ot O NI T a T N . ~

Strauss writes of Nietzsche: He used much of his

unsurpassable and Lu@fLaUStible power of pessionate and
fascinating spee ch i)f making his readers loathe, not only
socialism and communism, but conservetism, nationalism and
democracy as well. ., . he could not show his readers a way toward
polltzcal responsibility. He left t}en no choice except that
between irresponsible indifference to politics and irresponsible
political OUblOnS 1 PP, p.55.

131 NR, p.320. Strauss writes: "The revolis against
Hegelienism on the part of Kierkegaard and Nietzsche. . . appear
as attempts to recover the pos 51b111*" of practice, 1.,e., of a
human life which has a sia:

nificant and undetermined future.!
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From t his perspective, his zim is at one with traditional
political philesophy. (It is perhaps noteworthy that

Aristotle was a physicianl's

ne abound in all classical political ©

son and that nurerous analogie

to medici eaching. )
Nietzsche diagnoses a fatal illness and his treatment is
extrenme, (Hippocrates taught: "For extreme dissases, extreme
remedies.”)132 It is shock treaémentq He would induce by

shock the recognition of the

thought, He would

.'_

v1=1

which teaches inevi 1ility,

awvareness that thelr sctions

which brings recognition-of

left inded a

dumb-Tou

exr

grounds it cen matt

classical terms: "Prudence

seen properly without some knowledge

s 41 ° ] 2 ‘l??
without theoria. -/~

impect
world?"

and uhe te

e Uberirensch,

nihilism implicit in modern

siiock people tombel against Hegelianism

nhe would shock them into an
But the shock

is

e

s stunning; one

matters, on what possible
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doses. Strauss puts it, in

'this lower world! cannot be

%

of tthe gher world!

. Nietzscha'ls

(&N

reg

i
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[}

A s theori

thly SU“POSobe fo t he "higher

-~

, the doctrine of Eternal Recurrence

And one wondersthether,

NR, p.321.

Cited by u.UTLCﬂb on i "The

77

iigh Cost of Cure,”

..!

1670), p.50.



SLraUQs would have us see contemporary political
regimes in relation to the waves" he has delineated. The

-

is of liberal deuocvncy Surauss would have us realize is

e

ris

O
,_.

h s of the natural right tradition, which in turn is

e

cris

ct

(¢

the crisis of philoscphy (in t he original sense)}. As the
quote above indicates, it will not dc simply to congratulate
ourselves on the evident practical superiority of liberal
democracy to Hitlerism or Stalinism., It is not enough that
our scientists still believe in Mlife, liberty and t e pursuil
of happiness™ -- though t hey canﬁot Justify this belief

.

theoretically., Strauss exhorts us not to underestimate the

<

power of political theory. Hs puts it dramatically. The
most profound critique of liberal theory issues from Nietzsche

s

and his followers both in philoscphy (e.g. Heideggsr) and in

-

the social sciencss (e.g, Weber)., Their influence pervaded
German thought, and indeed German scholarship is proud of 15,136
Liberal democratic cheofy nust strive to re-establish
its theorétical foundation and confront the formidable threat
posed by the Nietzschean challenge. To do this is to rethink
natural right theory,.and ﬁltimately to'rethink'the possibility
of philosophy. This necessarily leads to the pre-modern roots

of lloﬁral democratic theory Communicm and Fascism are

7~ .
130 See Introduction above.
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consumuately modern phenomena; they have radically severed

connections with pre-modern traditions. The Ywaves" analysis

of modernity illustrates thils. Communism 1s inspired by and

derives from the second "wave'; Fascism appears as inspired
/

by the third "wave." Or if we view it in terms History vs.

4]

nature and/or inscrutable Providences, it is apparent that

Communism and Fascw sm are political articulations oft;he‘
‘ultim ate 1mpllca lOﬂu of History To view it in terms of
transcendence, we see Communism and Fascism in effect denying
transcendence by making it immanent énd subject to human control.
To put it in terms of 1s and ought, they assert that if the
is can be said to reveal anything; it is that the is is a
ﬁroduct of man's willing., They bolh assert that manis essence
is his freedomz - Liberel democratic theory, the modern natural
‘rignt tradition, retains transcendence'in'the fTorm of a
transcendent human nature,. a given, indevendent oi human
willing, and the normative basis of human willing., It sub-

L)

scribes to t he ought prescrib

fde

s. While it upholds

ed by thils

!

4

on limitation and canalization in

Cf'

insisi

KW
._,,

featd

accord with man's nature; mazn's essence is not his freedom;

o

he is bound by ﬁis nature., In'contrast~to Fascism, it still
hes faith in ratidnal'sm; in opposition to Communism, it
pmplhasizes man's limitations. Though modern natural right
breaks with.ité heritage and rejects it, its filial ties,

however tenuous, remain. Its distinctivemess and its super-
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If it is to assert itself theoretically and meet the cha llbn) s
< ) 3

and they are formideble, it must reexamine and rethink its

-

theory and return to 1ts classical foundations non-nistoristically.
As a first step, it must strive for a genuine understanding of

ree Tfrom modern

L)

the thought of the past, for an understanding

ideclogical slant and historicist bias. This possibility is

emphatically denied by historicism, Hegelianism, and radical

historicism. Indeed the "historicist™ view of history has

~

virtually beco omz the natural standpoin

t of present day thinking.
Strauss’ exhortation to genuine historical understan di g

implies not only that we are capable of such understanding but
that such understanding is pertinent to contemporary izsuss.

Tt is the assertion of the classical assertion of an eternal

order, of eternal philosophic truth. It is a denial of the
Texperience of history™ of the alleged self-evidence of the

v of earlier thought. It is a denial of pro-

[
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gressivism and a denizl of the "libsral' belief” “1n the supreme

<]

v or uniqueness (or of the“equal right of all

5

epochs and civilizations).? 3Strauss certainly acknowledges

C"

and apprecistes the great impact of biblical religion onthe
Western world, but denies that modernity is its direct result.

the consummate secularizer, on the contrery finds in

4

Hegel,

Christianity the root cause of what Strauss calls modernity. .
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Strauss agrees that modernity may be understood as "seculari-
zation' but maintains "secularization®™ is not prior to

modernity, but is dependent ont he rejeCEJOJ of the classical

.

philosophical tradaition and the rejection of the traditional

theological principles, particularly Providence. "SecularizationV
as he segs 1t, is essentially rejection and Genial of tra- )
‘di ional faith; it is the guise with which one tries to 'Yget

away with" throwihg of f the yoke of sacred restraints.

According to Hegel {and Marx and Weber),'”seculariza Gdoon" is

the traclt.o nal teaching become rational, Jﬂtpll] ible and

1

worldly, through denial of its theistic and other-worldly

orientetion, "Secularization" is a werldly Incernation,
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n the universal homogenesous state., . This true religlon has

e

1 1
lic

become "the pub " religion of his day, liberslismj the

post-revolutionary state is founded self- coqscwously on

i

equality and the rights of man. The universal homogeneous

state, 1f not actual in fact, is actual in the prevalent

Zeitgelst.



HAPTER TIT
THE STRAUJD—DM VS GONTROVERSY

Has the Classical Orientation Not Been lMade Obsolete

By the Triumph of the Biblical Orientation?

Strauss! undars

-t

anding of modernity and his advocacy
of classical political science depends on his successful

opposition, especially to the second Mwave’ of modernity,

the "wave”™ of History. Its uvltimate expression is Hegelianisnm
which asserts progressivism,in effect denies the classical
asser+1on of an éternal order, and asserts that classical

thought has been transcended by Christianity and that both

]
wn
]

‘the‘faith tradition and the classical tredition are itran
“cended by modernity which is essentially secularized
Christienity. It .will be ‘instructive to see how and how well
Strauss opposes, and holds his own, against such formidable
opposition., We will be particularly interested in the
question of the role of the "biblical orientation® in the
rise of moaernlty, since Strauss hi self indic ates that his
advocacy of "return' to classical political thought and his

assertion of Lts rﬁlavunce for modern political phenomena is

’

*

challenged by this cobjection: ", . . is the attempt to restore

128
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classical social science not utoplan since it imolias tha

‘L‘

-

the classical orie ntatlon has not bezen nz ob&o]cce byt he
triuvmph of the biblical orientation?nl

trauss! study of KenoohonTc Hiero, On Tyranny,

is meant to be an example of how to understand a classicel

. .

thinker non-historilstically. He says in his introduction:

- Many present-day scholzrs start from the | isuor4cist
assumption, namely, that all human thought is thistoricsal
or that the foundations of human thought are laid by
specific experiences which are not, as a matter o
cipl coeval with human thought as such. Yet
is a fatal disproportion betwsen historicism and
historical understanding. The goal of the histo
of thought is to unaefgianu the thcught of the pa

. it really has been,! i.e., to understand it as e
as possible as it was actually understood by its
But the historicist approaches the uLou:qL of the
on the basis of the historjcist assuaption winich
wholly alien to the thought of the Dast.
conpelled to attempt to understand Lha t?
past better than it understood itselfl
understood it exacflj as 1t understOfd 1t A
way or the other, his presenvation will be a que'
mixture of *ntarp'“tatWOH and criticue. It is ©
ginning of historical an'erSLﬂndan, its necessar;
one 1s tempted to uao, ites sufficient conditionth
realizes the problematic character of h1<uor¢ulswe .
one cannot realize it without becaming seriocusly ints "oa,ei
in an impartial confrontation of the historicist approack:

that prevails today witir tLhe nonhistorici

prin-
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ist approacn of
the past. And such 2 confrontation in its turn requires
that the nonhistoricist thought ¢f the past bm understood
on its own terms, and not in the way in which it presents
itself within the horizon of historicism. . . . T have
tried to understand Xenoppon's thoug nL»au exactlj as T
could. I have not tried to relate his thought %o his -
thistorical situation! bescause this is not the natural
way -of reading the work of a wise man; and, in addition,

1 o1, pp. 189-190.
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Xenonlhon never indicated that he wanted to be understood
that way. I assumed that Xenophon, being an able writer,
J 3 o
gave us to the best of his powers the information reg u:red
for understanding his work. I have relied therefore as
much as possible on what he himself says, directly or
indirectly, and as little as possible on.extraneous
information, to say nothing of modern hypotheses. . . .
P <O &
I never believed that my mind was moving in a large
J (=]
tcircle of ideas! than ¥enophon's mind,

Strauss wirites that the obj ction stated above

seems to be the chiefl objection to which my study of Xenophon's

o . 3
Hiero is exposed."’ The chiefl objector, highly esteemed by
Strauss, is M.Alexendre Kojeve, an eminent French Heggelian.br

1

The guestions, Strauss ralses in effect, agzainst the Hegelian

position are guestions such as these: Does the "biblical

1

“orientation®™ teach that the universal homogeneous state is

the highest goal of mankind? Is not classical thought more

2 Tbid.,pp. 24-25,

&

3-:--1 ~
Ibid., ».190, L

b G.P.Grant, in his article "Fyranny and Wisdom"
discusses the SLP 2uss—~Kojeve controversy. He Yintroduces!
Kojeve in this-way: "y . . it is necsssary to state here that
Hojevels Hegel is not the gentlenanly ideelist of the nine-
teenth century who became the butt of the British 'realists!
in this century. To Kojeve the essential work of Hegel is
The Phenome nolouy of Spirit. His Hegel is athelst and his
thought contains all the truth implicit im existentialism and

73

D
Marxism, Since his lectures of the 1933's Hojeve nas exerted
a profound influence on the contemporary-existentialists in
France. . . . I am not certein wnether Kojevels interpretation
of Hegel is correct; but I am quite ceriain that Kojdvc‘s
Hegel is incomparab“y nearer to the original than such English
interpretations as those of Caird, Bosanguet and Russell.?
G.P. Gfuﬁt Technologyv and Bmpire, (Toront@:4House of Anansi,
1909) y.SI n,10.,

]




profoundly right in describing this state a:

tyraanical? Is not the eschatological vision of such a

state less inspired by the "biblical orisnte tlon" than by

&

rejection of that orientation and of the "classical

orientation™?

N A b et oo
{ojeve has an apparent advantage. He says clearly

what the positive role of Christianity has been. Strauss

- 1

does not tell us how he views the impact of the ¥

-

orientation'; indeed he does notl meke clear precisely what

he thinks this Morientation" is, or how he views its rsla-
tion to the ¥classiczl orisntetion.” This reticence is

~
-~

consonant with Strauss' "conservative! position. From his

ve to demonstrate radical

(_)'

w the onus is on Xo

(TJ

point of vi
novelty, & wholly new kind of thinking; Strauss, to maint

H H i
the classical position, has only to bring into guestion
Kojévet's assertion of such; it is not necessary to his
position that he give & positive account of the "bibliczal
orientation,¥ much as his readers would like it. His reade

demand 1t for the very good reason that whether they are fo

axiomatic tae 53g11F103nL ‘difference betwee n the Biblical

orientation and the Greek orientation. By not spelling out

this difference and concomitantly denying the difference

asserted by Hegelianism and much modern theology which
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followsviﬂ its 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 his
reticence on the relation between Athens and Jerusalem in
this context,'

vKoj@ve at the outset of his remarks appears to deny5
the possibility of a ncn-historicist understanding of
Xenophon, but he does agree that the problem evoked by Hiero
is fundamental: the relation of the philosopher and the ruler.
Kojéve presents an Hegelian interpretation of the Hiero --
not even-atvtempting what Strauss callé genuine understanding,
as in the following: "In presenting his own éituation, Hierc

describes the tragedy of the Haster analysed by Hegel in

[

-

the Phenomenology of Mind (Ch. IV, Section A)¢”6 More striking

5 He writes: ", , ., in spite of what its author
thinks about it, this book of Strauss' is truly important
not because it might reveal to us t he authentic and uncom-
prehended thought of a contemporary and compatriot of Plato,
but rather because of the problem it raises and d iscusses.”
OT, p.1l43. See also p. 147 where Kojéve mekes prominent the
limitation of Xenophion's historical horizon.

6_
Ibid., p.150.
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is his 'reading in% aspects of Soviet Communism (under Stalin .

To wit:

What is said in those three chapters is this. To
begin with, the tyrant ocught to distribute 'prigzes!
of all sorts, especially honorific, in order to estab-
1ish in his State a stakhanovistic emulation in the
fields of agriculture, industry and commercs (Ch.IX).
Next, instead of maintaining a mercenary bodyguard,
the tyrant should organize a state police. . . and a
permanent armed force which would serve as the nucleus
of an army mobilized in case of war (Ch. X).

One need not be a "Straussian® to find questionable the sug-
gestion that Hiero is best understood in terms of a chapter

onides recommends to Hiero is whstl

=

'in Hegel or that what Sir

-

Stalin has done, Modern sccial scientists, thoughthey dis-

claim ideologicsel bias, like Kojeve'ls, are often guilty of
: J )

o
U

this kind of gross 'reading in." Modern social science tends
_ . gr g _

to squeeze historicel phencmena into a Procrustean bed of an
anachronistic value-laden conceptual schema .8 {(We have already

adduced the example of Weber's Preading® of Calvinism.)

7 Ibid., pp. 146-147.

8 Strauss charges: "The value Judgments which are
forbidden to enter throught he front door. . . enter. . .
through the back door." (See his discussion in WEPP, p.21.
Also see his discussion of Weber in Natural Right and History
and his article "Epilogue® in LAM.)} One example pertinent to
our discussion is the one Strauss calls the 'most important
example of the dogumatisn¥ of social science.. He writes:

"The new scilence uses sociological or psychological theories
regarding religion which exclude, without considering it, the
possibility that religion rests ultimately on God's revealing
Himself to man; hence those theories are mere hypotheses which
can never be confirmed, Those theories are in fact the hidden
basis of the new science. The new sciencs rests on a degnatic
atheism which presents itself as merely mesthodological or
hypothetical.® (LAM, p.218.)
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In Strauss?! view deéve is more estimable than the
social sciéntists, in that his position is based on principle,
on philosophic presuppositions he has thought through and.
:understands fvlly. His ijdeological "reading in' is the
reading out of Truth and Wisdom reveéled by the—Hegelian
"Bible," the final philoscphy. Strauss says of Kojgve;

At least on one occasion he goes so far as to call
tunpopular?! certain measures which the very tyrant
Hiero had declared to be criminal. He does not hesitate
to proclaim that present-day dictators are tyrants
without regarding this in the least as an objection to
their rule. As for reverence for legitimacy, he has none .

-

. « . Kojsve belongs to the very few who know how
to think and who love to think. He does not belong to
the many who today are ungbashed atheists and more than
Byzentine flatterers of tyrants for the same rezscn for
which they would have becn addicted to the grossest
superstitions, both religious and legel, had they lived

'in an earlier age. In a_word, Kojéve is a philosopher
and not an intellectusl,10

10
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. o . . .
Of himself and Kojeve, in contrast to philosophers of Being,

like Heidesgger), ‘he writes:
( OO J

Mais nous y avons toujours été attentif, car nous
nous détournons tous deux, en apparence, de lL'Etre pour
nous tourner vers la tyrannie, parce que nous avons
vu que coux gui manguent de courage pour braver les
conseguences de la tyranul quil, par consoqu&nt tet
humlluter serviebant et su>erbﬂ domWNGDantur,‘ etaient
forces de sfcvader'tcut autant des conséquences de
l'bu”w precisement parce. qu*vls ne faisaient rien
d tautre que parler de l1Etre.-

Kojeve concurs in Strauss! indictment of modern
social science but in contrast to Strauss, regards it not
as issuing from modern philosophy but from the refuszal of

decacdent thinkers to accept the Lejc ing of the greatest

l) o

)

modern philosopher, Hegel. KoJe ue concurs, according to Strauss,
in the view that classical thought comprehends the fundamental
political problems more profoundly and more adeguately than

: . . 2 ;
do the social sciences.t? But he maintains c

5
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o Grant, op.cit.,p.102. See his
Here is a translation: "But we have been a
Jto the confiict between their ”ypntqeses a
times, for we both, apparently, turn from Be
turn toward tyranny, because we have seexn th
covrage to face the consequences of tyranmy, who ccnse
et humilieter serviebant et superbe domingbzntur, were
to evade just as much the consequences of Being, precise
because they did nothing glse but talk of Being." (I am indebied
tc Professor D.Hitche ocm for this tr an&tlo“.}

12 o1, .199.
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is not itself adequate because it is "dated" and therefore
outdated; the horizon of ité thought éxtendé to the conception
of a universal state, but stops shoft of the conception of a
homogeneous state., This conception is derived from the

modern secularization of the‘Christian vision of a universal
and homogeneous Church. Classical thinkers can think the
political only out of an M"aristocratic existential attitude;
they teach the morality of the Master; Christianity teaches‘
the morality of the Slave, The former encoufages gquesting

for glory. Opposed to this, Christianity gives man a "bad
conscience aboul experiencing the pléasure of glory; it
deprecates.the "joy which comes from honor" and emphasizes

the Yjoy which comes from {éuccessfug labor® regerdless of
praiée or honoryl3 This is to say classicel ﬁhoug { does

~not and Eould noﬁ comprehend the modern bourgeols world,
Moreover, Kojeéve alleges that the classical conception of
philosophy is ”fﬁndamentally erroneous; Kojeve suggests

this "erroneoué" conrception is the self~justification of the
"gggiégig" philésopher who selfishly prefers to live in
I.fsplemiid.\isolation,“11‘1‘ (It is t he intellectual or spirituvalized

expression of the aristocratic existential ‘attitude.)

&

13 1bid., p.148.

th 1bid., p.160.
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Kojeve virites:

¢« « o in order to Jjustify the absolute isolation
of the philosopher, it is necessary to maintain thst -
Being is essentially immuteble in itself, eternally
identical with itself, and completely revealed for all
eternity in and by an intelligence perfect fromt he
outset -- this sufficient revelation -of the nontenporal
totality of Being is the Truth. Man {the philosopher)
can at any moment participate in this Truth: whether
consequent to an action coming fromithe Truth itself
(divine revelation), or by his own individusl effort
of comprehension (Platonic !'intellectual intuition'},
an effort conditioned by nothing but the innate 'talent?
of the man who undertakes it and which depends neither
on the localization of this man in space (in the state)
nor on his position in time (in history). If this is
the case, the philosopher canad must isolate himself
from the changing and tumultuous world (which is only
pure appearance)}, and live in a tranguil t!garden,! or
in case of real necessity, within a 'Republic of Letters!
where the intellectual disputes still are less !'disturbing!?
than the political struggles.outside, It is in the <
guietude of this isolation, in this total lack c¢f interest
in his fellows and inthe whole of *scciety,! that the
absolutely egoistic philosopher has the greatest chance of
attaining the truth, to the quest for which he has
decided to dedicate his whole life.d>

One may see this opposition in conceptions of philosophy {and
s v e s ‘ ] 2 . -;.'- . - o o -
indeed Kojeve would encourage viewing it so) as contemplation
vs. Charity (theory for the sake of the relief of man's

estate), or M"aristocratic philosophy!" vs. Ybourgeois philosophy.

Again, at jssue is the relation of Athens and Jerusalem.
Kojdve insists this relation is fundamentalily antithetical;
Christianity introduces not only new thought bub paves the

way for a whole new way of thinking with brand new conceptions

151pid., p.161.
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of philosophy, Truth and Wisdom. We note again that Strauss
need only bring into question Kojéve's assertion; he need not
engage in a‘metaphysical debhate; and.he does not as Grant

points out: "At no point in his writings has he. . . argued

Y

at length with Hegel'!s claim to have included history within
metaphysics, and with the resulting relation between concepts
and time, w10 utrauos* metaphysical reticence makes under-

L4

standing his position difficult¢ What is t he relation of

the changeless to change, of eternity to history? Does his

problem whose ultimate solution is

m

reticence suggest it i

» ]

beyonm human understanding? This will be discussed in the
conclusion below.
Kojéve instructs us in the Hegelian method of

historical verification:

For Hegel, the outcome of ths classical 'dialectic!
of the 'dia]ovue,? that is, the victery gained in a
pure‘v erbal 'discussion,! is not a sufficient criterion
of the Erlth In other wvords, discursive !'dialectict
as such cannot, according Lo him, lead to any definitive
solution of & problem (any solution, that is, which
remains invariable for all time to come)}. This is for
the simple reason that i one is content to talk one
W1ll never be able definitively to ’e¢7m1nat°’ either
ne contradictor or, comscou°ntly, the contradiction
tself, for to re fq;e someone 1is not necessarily to
vconV|nce him, TContradiction! or !controversy!
{vetween Man and Nature on the one hand, between men,
or rather betwesn a man and his social apd historical
milieu, on the other) can be 'dialectically done away
witht! {that is, done away wluh insofar as they are

16 Grant, ggigggf,‘pa92, n.17.
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'false,! but preseryed insofar as they are 'btrue,' and
rai S?d to a hlﬂncr level of 1discussicn') on]y Lo the
extent that Lhoy are played out on the historical
terrain of active socilal life where one argues by acts
of Iabor gainst Nature) and Struggle (against men).

To be sure, Truth emerges from thzs active ‘dialogue,?
this historical dialectic, only at the moment when the
latter is completed, that “is to say, at the moment when
history comes to its final conclusion in and by the
universal and homosoneous state which, implyingthe
’satisfac+jon’ of Lhe CLLlVQHS exeTudes a]l pos ibility

PehShuvhuiumnotndreing

genaral anq, conseoueubly, of any nou 'dlsrusswon’ of
what has alreaqy been established .- :

« \ - .
For Kojeve, the Christian new departure leads to the
inescapable conclusion that the universal homogeneous state
is the best 5001a1 order and only Jjust politicel order. This

is made clear in the foliowing historical sketch:

2o

But the political goal that humanity is at present
pursuing {or combaon*g) is no* only that of the poli-
tically universal state; it is just as much i be socially
homogeneous state or ‘classless sogisty.!”

Here again the remote orlgins ofi the politicul ide
are found in the vﬁlWﬂ ious universzlist concepltion wh
is aireaaj found in IkHQacon and culminates in St.Paul.
It is the idea of the fvndnnqjtal sguality of 2ll those
who believe in a single God. This transcendental con-
ception of social r—ﬂoz,lal.~ ty differs radically from the
Socratic-Platonic conception of the identity of beings
having the same immanent tessence.! For Alexander, a
disciple of the Greek philosophers, the Hellene and the
barbarian have the same title to poeiitical citizenship
in the Empire, %o the extent that they FAV@ the same
human (moreover, rational, logical, discursive) tnature!
(= essence, idez, form, etc.) or are ’euscntlally’
identified with each other as the result of a direct

(= VYimmediate!) 'mixture! of their imnate gqualities
(realized by means of bioclogical umien). For St Paul
there is no ltessentizl' {irreducible} difference between

*792, p.178.
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the Greek and the Jew because they both can BLCOME
Christians, and this not by 'mixing! their Greck an
Jewish ’qualluﬂes' but by negating them both and
tsynthesizing’ them in and by thlS very negation into
2 homogeneous unity not innate or given, bul (frecly)
created by 'conversion.! Because of the negating
character of the Christian ‘'synthesis, ! there are no
longer any incompatible 'qualities?! or lcontradictory!
(= mvtua1¢v exclusive) ‘aualltLﬁs, For Alexander, a
Gresk phlloqopﬂer, there was no possible 'mixture?! of
Masters and Slaves, for uhey were !opposites.! Thus
his vniversal state, which did alavalth race,could
not be homogensous *n'che sense that 1 would equally

do away with tclass.? TFor St.Paul, on the centrary,.

the negation (active to the extent Lﬁ:; tfeitht! is an
act, being 'dead? without ’acis’) of the opposition
between pagan mastery and servitude could engender an
tessentially?! new Christisn unity (mn c¢ch is, moreover,
active or acting, or l'emotional,! end not purely rational
or discursive, that is, ’logicall} wnich could serve as
the basis not only fO"political uwniversality but also
for the social homogeneity of the state.

But in fact, Unlweruailtj - nd ﬂo;aaenejby on a
transcendental, theistic, rellglous ‘ovndation did not
and could not engender a State, propsrly speaking. They
served as the foundation only for the *mystica] body!?

2

of the universal and homogeneous Church, and they are
supoo ed to be fully aCtbl;lZQQ only inthe beygr& {in

the 'Kingdcn of Heaven,! provided ons abstracts from the
permanent existence of ﬂe]J) Guided solely by the

double influence of ancient pagen piailosophv and Christian
religion, politics has in fact pursued only“che g001 of
the uhlVGT%cl State, withoult, moreover, ever having
attained it up to now.

But in our time the universal and homogeneous state
has also becone a Dolltlcql goal. Howr here again :
politics is a tributary of on:?ggowuw, To be sure, this
philosophy (being the negabion of religious Christianity)
is in turn a tributary of St.Paul {who, since 'negated,!
must have been presupposed). But i% is only from the
moment when modern philosophy could secularize {= rationalize
“transform into coherent discourse) the religious Christian

idea of human homogeneity that this idea cand have a
real political bearing, « + « o « o v o o s « & o o & o0 o

. . .« e s e . s e s 4 e e = e 4 s e st e s e e e
Thl% new Dhllosophy w1l] preserve opﬁy‘that part of the
0ld which has survived the test of tha creative political
negation of the historical reality uhich correuponded to it;

£
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and it will transform or !sublimate! t he part preserved,

synthesizing it (in and by a coherent discourse)} with

its own revelation of the nzw historical real:iy. It

is only by proceeding in this way that philosophy will

make its way toward absolute knowledge or Wisdom: which

it will be able to attain only when it has gc complished

all possible active (pol¢ulcal) negations.t

Strauss objects: "Kojeve'ls sketch of the history of

Western world. . . would seem to presuppose the truth of the
thesis which it is meant to prove."l?St auss'! guestioning of
the truth of the assumption that the universal homogeneous
state is the simply best social order is discussed below. )

Strauss makes clear that the onus probandi is on

the critics of the classical position and that belore that
can even begin to demonstrate thelr critical conclusions

they must understand the classics, non-historicistically.

Althovgh this appears te beg the question a2t issue, it is

perfectly consonant with Strauss! position. He writes:

- After the experience of our gensration, th
of proof would seem Lo rest on tunose vho as
than on those who deny that we have progres

- the classics., And even if it were true th
un@erstand the classics bette Lnun'abcy un
themselves, we would become caerJn of our SLp@Tl T

only after unaulstﬂnalnb them exactly as they under

*hemseJVQa. Otherwise we might mistake our superiorlty

£ L. h

to our notion of the classics for superiority
classics,<0 5

18 Tpid., pp. 183-186.
19 1pid., p.220,

20 1pig,, p.295. -
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Accordingly he goes on to show that Hiero is not in anticipa-

tion of Chapter IV of Phenomenologzy of Mind, that Xenophon

and the Socratic tradition ¥did not accept the morality of

Masters" or take glory to be the summum bonum.2l The classical

ideal of virtuous activity does not negate aristocratic

morality and does include bourgeois morality. The classics

neither induce a "bad conscience™ about experiencing glory,
nor encourage giory-seeking for its own sake; they do re-
commend activities for their own sake -- virtuous activities.
Which is to imply the Hegelian antitheses are inadequate,

and Hegelisn "dialecti , T at best, is toc simplistic.

Strauvss writeé: ‘

The classical interpr“ue tion would seem to be truer
to the facts., Kojdve refers to the pleasure which a
solitery child or a solitary painter may derive fron
executing his projects wel But one can easily imagins
a solitary safecracker deriving pleasure from executing
his project well; and without a LnuugﬂL of the eYternaJ
rewards (waaltn o” admiration of his compatencp) which
he reops, There are artists in all walks of life. It
does make a difference what kind of a 'job! is the source
of disinterested pleasure: whether the - job is criminal
or iﬁnOPent, whether it is niere play or serious, and so
on. By thinking through this observetion one arrives at
the view that the highest kind of Jjob, or the only job
that is truly human, is noble or virtuous activity, or
noble or virtuous work. If one is fond of this manner
of looking at things, one may say thal noble work is the
synthesis effected byi,he classics be: tween the morality
of workless nobility and the morality of ignoble work.

(!

N
[
i

w

-

2l No one asserts this more forceLully than Nietzsche
I find Nietzsche &and Strauss convincing. Iiow do Hegelians
understand the Gorgias? C-

22 Tpid., p.20k.
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The"Paristocratic? éxis@ential attitude" Kojeve discerns

is not the gf&uﬁd of the ciassical conception of-philosophyg
Strauss asserts the contrary; the conception of philosophy is
the ground of the political t saching 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 unlversal satisfaction of the desire for
recognition is desirable or possible. In the classical view,
wisdom and moderation go together. For Hegel, as Kojeve
makes clear r, wisdom is achieved by tyranny, by unabashed,
“unbridled glory-seeking, by the universal emancipation of
passions tyrannically canalized, by the negation of all
sacred restfgints, by'bhe‘promulgation universally of the
Wisdom of the Final ”yranb, by wer rather than peace, Dy
‘labour,rather than lonsure, by revolution rather than by law

- -

abidingness, by assassination of political leaders rather

than by respecting their authority, by whal was once called -

O]

Meyil.® This evokes Strauss! pointed observation:

Syntheses effect ri'a les. Kojeve's or Hegel's
synthesis of classical and Biblical merality effects
the miracie of producing an amaZLn~ly lax morality out
of the two moralities, both of which mzde very strict
demands on self-restraint. Neither Biblical nor
classical PO"ality encourages us to try, sclely for the
sake of our preLormch or our glory, to oust from their
positions men who do the required work as well as we
couvld, Neither Biblical ncr classicel morality encourages
all statesmen to try to extend their authority over all
men in order to achieve universal recognition.Z

S
a
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‘Both traditioﬂs allegedly synthesized tend to be on
the Uconservative! side. Both suggest that human excellence
depeﬁds onwmoderaéion, on self-restraint., It is difficult
to see how technology can guarantee human‘exdollence espec-
ially in that the Lechnologlcal u&ﬁleﬁ“ﬁlOﬂ of desires
seems to mean negating restraints. It is also difficult
to see how unrestrained appetites can be sated.

Hegel and lMarx seem to assume a point of satls. .ction
of appetites as thoughthey were determinate. Hobbes is
certain this 1s not so: ¥, . . I pﬁt for a generall inclina-

tion of all mankind, a perpetuvall and restlesse desire of
21

1

ower after power, thal ceaseth only in Death.? Contemporary
3 J

@

North American experience seems to bear him oui; the Maffluent
society”25 reveals appetites becoming ever hunvvier with
every ”éatisfabﬁibnaﬁ |

. If one follows the tradition of Ho bbes, 1t is
sufficient that everybne is capable of knowing where his
self-interest lies, and therefore everyone can be made
fyirtuous.” It follows then that universal enlightenment,
ﬁhe Widespfead diffusion of knowledge and the promulgation

of public dogmas are all instrumenbtal in pointing out to the

2 Leviathan, Chapter 11.

25 See Intrcduction above.
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populace where its interest lies, its destructive function is

particularly important; it must free man from the tutelage

of tradition and from the bonds of sacred restraints. The

univer al nomobenoous state can only work if it is constituted

i

by homogeneous minds, To this end, technclogy is very helpful.
Not only can mass media condition the masses, but technology
makes "underground"” dissent easily detectable and more easily
squashéble in its irci ency. It also enables the ruler to
eliminate large.segments oithe population quickly, quietly

and efficiently without fuss, muss, or bother. Strauss agrees
that uyranrlv of this modern © ype was not envisioned by
classical thinkers. But they did consider and reject both

the notion of unlimited technology and universal enlightenment;

they did consider and reject the presuppositicns of the ideal
of a universal hemogeneouvs state. Strauss writes:

Both possibilities ~~ the possibiliity of a science
that issues in the conguest of nature and t he possibility
of the popularization of philesophy a5 science -- were
known to the classics. . . . But the classics rejected
them as tunnatural,’ i.e., as destructive of humanity.
They did not dream of present-day tyranny becauge Lhey
regarded its -basic presuppositions as so preposterous
that they turned their imagination in entwvh;y QlfTerenL
directions.

-

and Strauss both agree that this attitude is

Ko

a0
0]

jev
rooted in the classical conception of philesophy, but for

Kojeve this conception is "fundamentally erroneous.” The

~ -
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ferror® is accounted for in terms of the classical thinkers!
desire for recognition and admiration, Kojéve suggests that
prhilosophy is an exercise in selfish pleasure-seeking; the
goal of History is to afford everyone equally the pleasure
sought -~ recognition; this final philosophy or rather ulti-
mate Wisdom is actualized when scclety becomes a universal
mutual admiration society., Truth is reached when everyone
agrees and everyone wlll agree when the self-interest of
everyone is served. To support his contention KOJg invokes
the argument from solipsism. His view is that if "lunacy is
universal, it 1s necessarily the truth and necessafily good;
universality at the end of history is the only possible way
to overcome, to finally overcome solipsism; if everyone

believes, the problem of the deus deceptor is vitiated.

Nietzsche satirizes this Yultimate” shbate of affairs:

Behold! I shall show you the Gitimate Man.2/

¥What is love? What is creation? Whal is longing?
What -is a star?! thus asks the Ultimete Man and blinks.

The earth has become small, and upon it hops the
Ultimate Man, who mekes everything small., His race is
‘as inexterminable as the flea; the Ultimate Man lives
longest.

We have dlscovpred happiness,! say the Ultimate lMen
and blink :

They have left the places where living was hard:
for one nszeds warmth., Onsz still loves one'ls neighbour
and rubs oneself against him: for ome needs warwth,.

2
7More coumonly rendered "last ¥an."
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Sickness and mistrust count as sins with them: one
should go about warily. He is a fool who still stumnbles
over stones or over menl
: A little poison now.and then: that proahces p?;auanu
dreams. And a lot of poison at last, for a pleasant death.

They still work, for work is entertainment. But they
teke care the entertainment does not exhaust themn.

Nobody grows rich or poor any more: both are too much
of a burden. Who still wants to rule° Who obey? Both
are too much of a burden. ‘-

No herdsman and one herd. Everjone wante the same
thing, everyone is The same: whoever thinks otherwise
goes volunterily into the madhouse,

'Formerly all the world was mad,! say the most acute
of them and blink. :

They are clever and know everything that has ever
happened: so there is no end to their mockery. They
still quarrel, but they soon make up ~- otherwise
indigestion would result.

They have their litile pleavure for the day and
their little pleasure for vhe night: but t hey respect
health,.

'We have ,discovered happiness,!? way tae U te len
and blink, <

K

Strauss readily accepts the caveat issuing from

N e s . U T
Kojevetls argument from solipsism against sectarian “lunacy."

He writes:

The whole history of philosopay testifies that the
danger eloguently described by Kojeve is inevitable.
He is equally right in saying that that dangei cannot
be avoided by abandoning the sect in favor of what he
regards as its modern substitute, the Republic of
Ietters. The Republic of Ietters indeed lacks the
narrowness of the sect: it embraces man of all philo-
sophic persuasions. Bul precisely for t his reason,
the first article of the constitution of the Republic
of Letters stipulates that no philesophic persuasion

28 F.Nietzsche, Thus Spoke Zarathustra,Prologue,
Section 5.
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must be taken too seriously or that every philosophic
persuvasion must be treated with as much respect as any
other., The Republic of Ietters is relativistic, Or
if it tries to avoid this pitfall, it becomes eclectice.
A certain vague middle line, which is perhaps barely
tolerable for the most easy-going members of t he dif-
ferent persuasions if they are in their drowsiest mood,

is set up as The Truth or as Common Sense; the substantive

and irrepressible conflicts are dismissed as merely
'semantic.! Whereas the sect is narrow because it is

passionately concerned with the true issues, the Republic

of Letters is comprehensive because it is indifferent
to the true issues: it prefers agrsement to truth or

to the quest for truth. If we have to choose between

the sect %Qd the Republic of Letters, we must choose

‘the sect,

The Ydanger' cannot be overcome by sheer mass even if it is
a universal mass; universal consensus does not egual truth
or absoluteiy preclude‘lunacy° (This is to assume what

Koj@ve denies: truth is transcendent and eternal, prior to

human willing; becoming is not becoming to truth. Truth

is not what you make or will it.) Kojéve, in the traditiocn

 of modern skepticism, uses his argument not to assert that
we cannot know but to demonstrate that only Hegel's is the
teaching of true knowledge. Strauss writes:

The t'subjective certainty'! of the members of the
sect, and especially of the weaker brethren, may be
increased if the tenets of the sect are repeated by
millions of parrcts instead of by a few dozens of
human beings, but this obviously has no effect on the
claim of the tenets in guestion to 'objective truth.?

29 o1, pp. 208-209.
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Much as we loathe the snobbish silence or whispering of
the sect, we loathe even more the savage noise of the
loudspezakers of the mass party. The problem stated by
Kojeve is not then solved by dropping the distinction
between those who are able and willing 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 Kojeve's argument is that philosophy 'implies
necessarily Ysubjective certainties! which are not
objective truths" or, in other words, 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 know
coincides with the Tobjective truth'! of that certainty.
But one cannot know that one does not know without
knowing what one does nolt know. What Pascal said with
antiphilosophic intent about the impotence of both dog-
matism and skepticism, is the only possible justification
of philosophy which as such is neither dogmatic nor
skeptic, and still less f'decisionist,! but zetetic (or
skeptic in the original ssnse of the term). Philosophy

+as such is nothing but genuine awarenesss of the problems,
i.e.,, of the fundamental and comprehensive problems.

It 1s impossible to think about t hese problems without
becoming inclined toward a solution, toward one or the
other of the very few typical solutions. 7Yel 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 at the moment at which the
tsubjective certainty! of a solution becomes stronger
than his awerensss of the problematic character of

that solution. At thet moment the sectarian is born.
The danger of succumbing to the attraction of solutions
is essentizl to philosophy which, withoult incurring this
danger, would degenerate into playing with t he problems.

30 1pid., p.209.



150

But the philosopher does not HBCGQSdTily succumb to this
danger, as 1is shown by Socrates, who never belonged to a
sect and never founded one, And even if the phllosoanC
friends are compelled to be members of a sect or to
found one, they are not necesgarily members of one and
the same sect: Amicus Plato.J

Following from this conception of philosophy is the

differentiation of motivation and goal of the philosopher
from that of the poll ical leader, which Kojéve denies,
asserting that they both strive for recognition and neither
is motivated by eros. OStrauss writes:

All men desire 'satisfaction.'! But satisfaction
cannot be identified with recognition and even unlver al
recognition. The ClaaSlvm id enuliled satisfaction with
happiness. The difference belween the philosopher and
the political man will then be a difference with respect
to happiness., The phi]o sopher's dominating paosion js
the desire for truth, i.e., for Pnowleobc of the sternal
order, or the eternal cause or causes of the whole. . . .
he is as unconcerned as possible with individual and
perishable human beings and hence alSu with his owm
'individuality, ! or his body, as well as i ith the sum

total of 2ll individual human belngs and their thistorical!

procession,3?

The political men personifies extended Ylove of one's own™

whereas the philosopher loves "what can never become private
or exclusive property.® The pﬁilosopher is a member of a
family and a citizen aﬁd therefore he cannot in Justice
neglect "nis own," but it is not comparable to the erotic

involvement of the political man., We may say it is the

.

: 31 ypig., pp. 209-210.
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Ibid., p.211. oo
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philosopher's erotic attachment to the transcen ent that

enables him to act more Justly than other men in human
affairs., Strauss writes:

While trying to transcend humanity {(for wisdom is
divine) or while trying to make it his sole b giness
to die and to be dead to all human things, the philo-
sopher cannot help living as a human being who as such
cannot be dead to human concerns, although his soul
will not be in these concerns. The philosopher cannot
devote his life to his own work if other people do not
take care of the needs of his body. PﬂilOSOp 7y is
possible only in a society in which there is t'division
of labor.!' The ph 1losop19r needs the services c¢f other
human beings and has to pay.LoJ'Lhcn with services of
his own if he does not want to be reproved as a thief
or fraud. But man's nsed for other msn's services is
founded on the fact that man is by nature a social
animal or that the humen individual is not self~
sufficient. There is therefore a natural attachment
of man to man which is prior to any calculation of
mutval bensfit. This natural attachment to human beings
is wezkened in the casse oP the OHTJO°“pQ‘? by hju attach~
ment to the eternal beings. On the other hand, the
philosopher is immune to th most comnion and the most
powerful dissolvent of man's natural sttachment to man,
the desire to have more than one has a recd} and in

o0y ’b

particular to have mcre than others have; for he has the
greatest self-sufficiency which is humanly possible,
Hence the philosopher  will not hurt znyone. 'While he
cannot help being nmore attached to his family and his
city than to strangers, he 1s free from the delusions
bred by collective egoisms; his cene\o]encu or humanity

extends to all human beings with whom he comes into con-
tact, Since he fully realiges the lisits sel to all
or

2

human action and 211 human planning {I what has cone
into being must perish ag aLn) he dees not expect sal-
vation or satisfaction from Lq establishument of the
81mply best social order. He will therefore not engage
in revolutlonary or oubverolve activity. But he will
try to help his fellow man by mitigating, as far as in
him lies, the evils which are insepsrable from the
human condition. In particular, he will give advice to

e et
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his city or to other rulers. Since all advice of this
kind presupposes comprehensive reflecticns which as
such are the business of the philosopher, he must first
have become a political philosopher. After this pre-
paration he will act as Simonides did when he talked to
Hiero, or as Socrates did when he talked to Alcibiades,
Crltzau, Charmides, Critobulus, the younger Pericles
and others,33

The philosopher, not qua family member or 01tlzen but qua
philosopher is attached to "friends." This "philosophic¥
friendship is portrayed by Plgto34 as strongér than even‘
familial relationships. The\philosopher needs friends to
overcome the deficiency of "suogcctlve certainty¥ but this
does not expléin why he is so deeply atteched to themo

Here a~eln; this is to be understood in terms of the philo-
sopherts essential erotic desire for the divine which well~
ordered souls --- the souls of pnllosooners or poten uial
philosophers -~ reflect. Strauss asks if the deficiency of
“Bsubjective certainty™ is sufficient to explain "without
Being forced to use ggmggg hypotheses the immediate pleasure
which thebphilosopher experiences when he sees a well-ordered
soul or the immediate pleasure which we experience when ve
observe signs of human nobility. 135 As Strauss adnits,
"observations of this kind do not_prove\thq assumption that

the well-ordered soul is more akin to the eternal order. . .

than is the chaotic soul."30 Furthermore, "one does not have

33 Tbid., pp. 213-214.

3k Notably in the Phaedo.

35 o, p.216.

36 1bid.
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to make tﬁat assumption in 6rdor to be a philosopher, as is
shown by Democritus and other pre-Socratics, to say nothing
of moderns."/ But a classical philosopher did assume that
only an pllte few are fit (whatever the criteria of fitness)
to philosopﬁlze. Moderns resist this discfimination, yet
find it compelling, Is this resistance the product of
Christianity? Obviously Koj%ve would say it was. Strauss
would aftribﬁte it to the modern demotion of virtue to social
utility, to the divorcing of viritue from knowledge. According
to Hobbes, the basis of the politics of the classics is
natural inééuality, and this is their basic mistak eg.38 Not
because they are wrong about t he faqts, but because everyone
asserts himself as the best judge of his self-interest -- and

-

pollflcal realit ty demands this assertion of every man be

accepted, for the szke of internal peace and stability,

38 DeClve ITT:13, p.SO° "The guestion whether of

BN e

civil state. ., . . Arlsuotle, in hvs first book of Pol;tlgs,
affirms as a foundation of the whole political science, that
some men by nature are maede NO“*hj to command, others only to

serve; . . » o wWhich foundation 1s not only \ainst reascile o

but alsc against experience. For neither “lﬁost ioélny man
so cdull of understanding @as not to judge it better t o be ruled
by himself, than to yield himself to the government of another;
neither 1fahe wiser and stronger do contest, have these ever

or after the upper hand of those. Whether tboreFor@ men be
equal by nature, the equality is to be ac"nomlmdmv , or wanether

unesqual, because ‘they are like to contest for dominion, it is
recessarv for the oou9¢ninv of neace, that they be esteemed . as
SqUAL. . . LT (Hy underlining.)
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(Is there a connection betweén Hobbes! teaching on equality
and the biblical orientation? We examine this question again
below.) Hobbes and the modefn natural right tradition do not
deny tﬁe fact of natural aristocracy; this fact is as con-
stant as human nature, Kojgve and the champions of the
universal and homogeneous state, however, believe that human
nature is evolving toward factual or natural homogeneliy.
This is a difficult if not discomfiting position. When
Kojéve speaks of the "pleasure! of self-admiration of the
philosopher deriving from his feeling of superiority ﬁo
others, hé'éounds‘very mich as if he endorses natural aristo-
cracy., He writes: ', . . whatever the Christians say, one
cannot be wise and virtuous {that is, in fact wiser and more
virtuous than others. ., .) without deriving therefrom a

“certain 'satisfaction! and sort of 'pleasure.'”39 Strauss not

' 39 OT, p.170. Xojeve appends this note: "Moresover,
the Christians only succeeded in !spoiling this pleasuret? by
playing on the disagreeable sentiment which appezrs int he
form of !'jealousy! or ‘tenvy,! among others: one is discontent
with himself (a2t times he even despises himself) when he is
'worse than another,! Now the Christian alwayvs has at his

isposal Another Wao -is better than he, this Other being God
Himself, Who, to facilitate the compariscn, made Himself man.

To the extent that this man to whom he compares himself and
vhom he tries in vain to imitate is for him a God, the
Christian feels neither 'envy! nor 'jealousy'! toward him,
but limits himself to the pure and simple 'inferiority complex!®
which is nonetheless sufficient to prevent him from recognizing
his own wisdom or virtue and rejoicing in it." (n.5.)
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tes Kojeve as implicitly adanitting

=

only notes this LO vut also ci
that even in the universal homogeneous state, natural inequality
in the apprecilation of Wisdom is not overcome. Strauss writes:

« « « 1f the final state is to satisfy the deepest
Jonging of the human soul, every humsan being must be
capable of be noaiug'w1uV, The most relevant difference
among human beings must hav practieally disappeared.

Ve Understand now why Kojéve is so anxious to refute

the classical view according to which only a minority

of men are capable of the guest for wisdom. If the
classics are right, only a few menwill be truly happy

in the vuniversal and homogeneous state and hence only

a few men will find their satisfaction inand through

it. Xojeve himself observes that the ordinary c1t14eﬁo
of the final state ars only lpot eqtlally Sau‘&iled

The actual satisfaction of &ll human beings, which
allegedly 1s the goal of History, is impossible. It is
for this reasom, I suppose, that the final socilal order,
as Kojeve conceives of it, is a State and not a stalteless
society: the State, or cc eﬂ01vn government, cannot

wither away because it is ﬂmoousnblo L;au 21l humnn beings
should ever become actually satisfied.

This indicates the key differentiation between the political
man's attachment to others and the phllosophert!s to his friend

.

We sz2id they are both lovers distinguished by their realns
1

love-objects; the philosopherts zttachment is to the

transcend nt, and the ruler's to the human. From this Tollows

ide

a derivative distinction within the humen realm: the philosopher

(8]

is a connoisseur who selects the besutiful people; th

-

political man woos the multitude.. The philosopher and -

(o}

vpolitical men are thus distinguishable also by whom they love.

4O 1pid., p.2zi7.

Ll ypid., p.22s. :

i et
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It also follows then that the philosopher is the connoisseur
who desires the highest and t he best and therefore elects to
associate primarily with the beautiful people; "the ruler is
not motivated by true Socratic gzgg_because he does not know
what a well- ordered soul is"'42 he woos the multitude.

The philosopher and politic iép are also distinguishable by

who loves them. It requires discriminating judgment to

interest oneself in a philosopher -- and certainly more

]
(NN
0]

discriminating Jjudgment to appreciate him, much more tha
required for the appreciation of a rulere From which follows
the denial of "ojeéve's contantion that the educative ten-
dency of the rﬁler has the same character or scope.as thﬁt

of the philosopher. #h3  The ruler necessarily aims at

universal education; the philosopher aims at educating the

few to an appreciation of the Muniversal¥; not only the

-

Uteachers™ but the '"student bodies? are different, not to

mention the Ycurriculum.? Strauss writes:

e« + « If the ruler is concerned with universal
recognition, he must be concerned with enlarging
Lnlvevual7y1nﬂ class of competent judges of his
merits., But KOvae does not seem to believe that all
men are capable of becoming competent Judges in

political matters. He limits himself to contending

. k2 1p44., p.216.

43 Ipid., p.217.
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that the number of men of philosophic competence is
not smaller than the numver of men of political
competence., Yet contrary to whal he seems to say in

the text of his essay as distinguished from his hote
number five, many more men are capable of Judging
competently of the greatness of & ruler than of the
greatness of a philosopher., This is the case not

merely because a much greater intellectual effort is
required for competent judgment of a philosophic
achievement than for competent Judgment of a political
achievemen®t. Rather is it true becausse phlloqophy
requires liberation from the most peotent natural charm
whose undiminished power in no way obstructs political
competence as the ruler un;erotandq political competence:
from that charm that consists in unqvallllca attachment
to human things as such. If the philosopher addresses
himself, therefore, to a small minority, he is not
acting on the basis of an a priori ivdsm nt. He is
following the constant experience o- all times an
countries and, no doublt, the experi elco of hogefe himself.
For try as one may to e: U@l nature with a hayfork, it
will aTUays come back. The philosopher will certainly
not be compol]eJ either by the ne 54 to renmedy t he
deficiency of buOJ°CL1 re vevtazn'"? or by ambition,

to strive for universel recognltlon@ His friends alone
suffice to remedy that deficlency, and no shortcomings

in his friends can be remedied by hzwving recourse to
utterly incompetenlt peopie. And as for umbition; as a
philosopher, he is free from it.4%%

The philosopher then, qua philosopher, according to

s

Strauss does not seek recognition for glery'ls sake; and fer
truth's seke recogniticon is unimportant. trauss writes:

If the philosopher, tryi
of 'subjective certainty!' et
others and observes again and ag
tors, as Lbey themselves ars forc

ns

2
tbemse7veq in self-contredictio eble to

Y% 1nid., po. 217-218.

f
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give any account of their questionable conLeﬂtlons, he
will be reasonably confirmed in his estimate of himself
without necessarily finding a single soul who admire
him. . . . The self-admiration of the pnilosopner is in
this respect akin to 'the good conscience! wqicn as
such does not requirerconfifmauwon by others

Strauss suggests that the hedonistic understanding
of philosophy does not and cannot consider the intrinsic
worth or rank of that activity. It cannot answer the guestion:
Is questing for wisdom good? It can say only that it is
pleasurable and this is not reJ evant to the question of
goodness or intrinsic worth., Strauss writes:

Neither the quantity nor the purlty of the pleasures
determines in the last resort the rank of human activities.
The pleasures are essentially secondary; they cennot be
understood but with reference to the activities. The
gquestion as to whether the activities or the pleasures
are 1n themselves primary has nothing to do with the
que stion as to whether someone who engages in an activity
is pronpted to do so Drlma rily by the intrinsic value of
the activity or by the pleasure which he expects to enjoy
as a_consequence of the activity. Kojéve may be per-
fectly right in saying that the latter question does not
permnit a resoon51ole answer and is unimportant from the
p01nt of view of philosopny., But the consideration is

irrelevant to Fenophon's argument, wh%gh is concerned
exclusively with the former question.”

D
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Strauss here again counters Kojeve by simply stating the

L e ey s . 2N 5
classical position in opposition to Xojeve, for whom no
activity is intrinsically or absolutely uvnworthy; intrinsic

worth is determined by external relations.

5 1bid., p.218.

k5 1pid., p.219.
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As we noted, Strauss? strategy™ is primarily de-
fensive., He does.aggressivelf éttack thé assexrtion that the
universal and homogeneous state is "the simply best social
order." 7 This is consonant with his defensive classical
line; ﬁis aggréssiveness is perhaps commensurate with the
dangerous evil he discerns in this ideal. He claims Kojgvefs

sketch of the history of the Western world and the conclusion

is meant to prove. He questions whether universal satisfaction

. . v o s . n s . .. .
is possible and whether Kojeve himself does implicitly question

-

its possibility. Strauss write

1]
.o

Does Kojeve not underestimate the power of the
passions? Does he not have an unfounded belief in the
eventually rational effect of the movements instigated
by the passions? 1In addition, men will have very good

‘reasons for being dissatisfied with the universal and
homogeneous state. To show this, I must have recourse

to Kojeve'ls nore extensive exposition in his Introduction
a la lecture de Hegel. There are degrees of satisfaction.
The satistaction of the humble citizen, whose human dig-
nity is universally recognized and who enjoys all oppor-
tunities that correspond to his humble capacities and
achievements, is not coaparable to the satisfaction of
the Chief of State. Only the Chief of State is 'really
satisfied.! He alone is ttruly freet?!. Did Hegel not

say something to the effect that the state in which one
man is free ig the Oriental despotic state? Is the
universel and homogeneous state then mersly a planetary
Oriental despotism? However this may be, there is no
guarantee that the dncumbent Chief of State deserves

his position to a higher degree than others. Those

K7 1bid., p.222.
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others then have very good reason for dissatisfaction:
& state viaich treats equal men unegually is not Jjust.
4 change from the universal-homogensous 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
Masters and the Slaves, is the state of the working
warrior or of the war-waging worker. In fact, all its

members are warrior workers. Bul if €he state is universal

and homogeneous, t'wars and revolutions are henceforth
impossible.! Besides, work in the strict sense, namely
the conguest or domestication of nature, is completed,
for otherwlse the universzl and homogeneous state could
not be the basis for wisdom. . . . 'FThere is no longer
fight nor work. History has come to its end. There is
nothing more to do'. This end of History would be most
exhilarating but for the fact that, according to Kojeve,
it is the participation in bloody political struggles as
well as in real work or, generally expressed, the negating
action, which raises man above the brutes. The state

: through which man is sald to become reasonably satisfied
is, then, the state in which the basis of man's nhumanitby
withers away, or in which man loses his humanity. It
is the state of Nietzsche'ls 'last men.! Kojéve in fact
confirms the classical view that unlimited technological

progress and its accompaniment, which are the indispensable

conditions of the universgl and homogeneous state, are
destructive of humanity.’

(@]
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He asks rhetorically: "Is this not a hideous prospe
in which the last refuge of man's humanity is political

assassination in the particularly sordid form of the palace

revolutions?”49 He concludes by drawing the consequences for
philoscophy under the Universal and Final Tyrant:

To retain his power, he will be forced to suppress
every activity wnich might lead people into doubt of
the essential soundness of the universal and homogeneous
state: he must suppress philosophy as an attempt to
corrupt the young. In particular he must in the interest

ks Ibid., p.223.

L9 Ibid., p.22%4,
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of the homogeneity of his universal stabte forbid every
teaching, every suggestion, that there are politically
relevant natuvral differences among men which cannot be
abolished or neutralized by progressing sclentific
technology. He must command his biologists t o prove
that every human being has, or will acquire, the capacity
of becoming a philosopher or a tyraunt. The philosophers
in their turn will be forced to defend themselves or the
cause of philosophy. They will be obliged, therefore,
to try to act on the Tyrant., Everything seems to be a
re-enactment of the age-old drama. But thistine, the
cause of philosophy is lost frowm the start. For the
Final Tyrant presents himself as a philosopher, as the
highest philosophic authority, as t he supreme exegete
of the only true philoscphy, e&s the executor and hang-
man authorized by the only. true philasophv. He claims
therefore that he persecutes not philiosophy but false
philosophies. The experisnce is not altogether new for
. philosophers. If philosophers were confronted with
claims of this kind in former ages, philosophy went
underground. t accommodated itself in its e xplicit or
exoteric teaching to the unfounded commands of rulers
who believed they knew things which they did not know.
Yet its very exoteric teaching undermined the commands
or dogmas of the rulers in such a way as to guide the
potential philosoplhiers toward the eternal and unsolved
pro blems. And since there was no universsl state in
‘existence, the philosophers could escape to other
countries if life became uvnbearable in the tyrantis
dominions, From the Universal Tyrant, however, there
is no escape. Thanks to the conguest of nature and to
the completely unabashed substitutiocn of suspicion and
terror for law, the Universal and Finzl Tyrant has at
his disposal practically unlimited mezns for Ierreting
out, and for extinguishing, the most modest efforts in
the direction of thought. Xojeve would seem to be
right although for the wrong reason: the coming of the
universal and homogengous state will e the end of
philoscoohy on earth. n
We note that Strauss?! attack on the vision of the

universal and homogeneous state is peculiarly Hietzschean.

We remember that Nietzsche accepts historicism dbut deems it

50 Tbid., p.226,
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unsalutary to "life,® preferring "noble delusion." This is

to say again thaﬁ Strauss does nof attack or atteﬁpt to refute
Kojévels Hegelian metaphysics; rather, like Nietzsche he
demonsﬁratés the political unsalutariness of Kojeve's position,
.but unlike Niétzsche5l he clearly and emphatically fejects

the metaphysical basis of that position. But alas he does

not attempt to refute it or even contend with it in a direct
frontgl metaephysical attack. His argument appears to be:
since classical political thought is clearly so much more
salutary than the modern, this warrants the aftempt to under-
stand the classics non-modernly -- not taking for granted
modern presuppositions but striving to uﬂdersfand then as

they understood themselves., The dilemma here is that it is

the modern conviction that this is impossible, thatjit 1S
impossible Lo suspend, bracket, or set aside the presuppositions
of modernity. Hegeliénism not only asserts this, but also
claims that Christianity is the mejor turning away Ifrom Greeks
and therefore the classics have little To say to us, since

they did not and could not envisage modern secularized
Christianity. Tnis brings us back to Strauss! guestion:

N S the attempt to restore classical social science

e

not utopian since it implies that the classical orientation

has not been made obsolete by the triuvmph ofthe biblical

s
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orientation?"52 Strauss replies in effect: Xojeve (

‘ : o1 Strauss notes:
consider the fundamental premise ol 1St o
(See NR, p.26, n.9.} .

52 0T, p.190.
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has not demonstrated the role of ‘the triumph of the biblical
rientation™ in nodernity and has‘not demonstrated the obso-
lescence ofithe classical orientation; indeed, modernity is
best understood in terms of that orientation, as a rejection

‘of it; which means it is most relevant. ({Strauss does not

tell us, as we noted, precisely, or even roughly, what he

means by "biblical orientation' or how he views its impact;
..

whatever it may be, he is clearly convinced it does not render

‘ . . ) . A s
obsolete the classical orientation.) Kojeve and Strauss do

'u

agree that Hegel's is an (attempted) "synthesis of Socratic

and HMachiavellian or Hebbian politics ”53 Strauss meintains

such a synthesis is impossible: Hobbes and Socrates are

rw-l
o2
O]
n
N
0]
-t
)
@
fot
et

incompatible. But precisely for this reason Hob

. g .

understood in terms of the Soeratic tradition as rejecti

i
g9

’.

it., (E.G: A- V4 cannot be synthesized and A2 A is undersbtood

-

in terms of A.) Ko J on the other hand maintains Hobbes!
teaching is secularized Chris U¢an1ty and therefore it can be
syathesized with the Socratic tradition and the product
{Hegel's teaching) is superior to the component parts. {(E.G:
A and B, where B.is neither A or " A, may be synthesized into
C and according to Hegelian logic, C » A+B.; Strauss urites:
Hegel continued, and in a certain respect radicalized,

the modern tradition that emancipated the passions and
hence 'competition.! That tradition was originated by

53 Tbid., p.205.
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Machiavelli and perfected by such men as Hobbes and Adam
Smith, It ceame into being LﬂPOW”h a conscious break
. with the strict moral demands made by both the Bible
and classical philosophy; those demands were explicitly
rejccted as too strict. Hegell's moral or political
eaching is indeed a synthesis: it is a synthesis oF
Socraulc and Machiavellian or Hobbian OOlLbluS. XOJeve
knows as well as anyone living'tqat Hcgel’s fundamental
teaching regarding master and siave is basad on Hobbes!
doctrine of the state of nature. If Hobbes! doctrine
of the state of nature is abvandoned en pleine connaissance
de cazuse (as indeed it should be absndoned), Hegells
fundamental teaching will lose the\evﬁdence winlch it
apparently still possesses for Kojewe. Hegells teaching
is nuch more sophisticated than noomes’,.but it is as
much a construction as the latter. Both doctrines con-
struct human socielty by starting from the untrue assumption
that man as man is thinkable as a being that lacks avare-
ness of sacred restraints or as a b.;n" that is guided by
nothing but a desire for recognition.

5k Jbid.,p.205. But recall the qualificetion that,
for Hobbes, in Ioro interno the moral imperative obtains un-
conditionally. This is not a mere tecnpicality'but a crucis
distinction. Streuss writes: "Thanks to the moral basis of
his political philosophy and thanks to it_:lone, Hobbes kept
the p0°>¢dl?_ty of acknowledging justice as such and distin-
guishing between might and rifht‘” (PPH, #.28), Strauss em-
phatically insists on the distinction betreen Hobbes! natura

right teaching and Spinoza's -~ on Hobbest! opposition to
Spinoza's naturalistic equivelence of amight and right. (S
Strauss! discussion in his SCR, p.229.) Taere appears to b
a parallel distinction betireen poooos‘ DOS
sophy of history which views might in.
right by force, sucn uﬂnb at'the end of mi"'
Canius is passionately emphatic on this point., Discussing

Hegel, he writes: ”Valuvu are thus only to be found at the

end of history, Until then there is no suitable criterion

on which to base a judgment of value. Oune must act and live

in terms of the future. All morality beccimes provisional. . .+ .
One of Hegel's commentators, Alexandre Kojeve, of left-wing
tendencies it is true, but orthodox in khis opinion on this
particular point, notes Hegel's hostility ©o the moralists
and remerks that his only axiom is

*\C‘
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Granting that Socrates and Hobbes are incompatible, we may
still ask whether Hobbes was not influencsd by the Biblical
orientation. (E.G: What is the relatiom of ~A and B?)

Grant comments:

to live according to the manners and customs of onet's nation.
A maxim of roval conformit Ly of which Hegel, in fact, gave
the most cynical proofs nogeve adds, however, that this
conformity is legitimate only to the ex@ent that the custons
~of t he nation correspond to the spirit of the t imes -- in
other words, to the extent that they ara solldlv est abllsk d
and can resist revolutiopury crit161km and attachs, ut who
will determine Lﬂ91” solidity end who will judge thewr
validid y?. « « « Should those who were faithful to the Weinmar
Republic have aoanafneo it a2nd pledged themselves to Hitler
in 1933 because the former collansed when attacked by the
latter?. . . . The political movements oz ideologiss, inspired
by Hegel are all united in the ostensibhle szhandonment o
virtue, . . . Without reason, there is notaning but naked
force, the master and slavs u%ltznﬂ for ZSason one day to
prevall. . . . The only escape is to create order with the
use of weapons. 'Kill or enslavel?!. . . . The accents of a
strange naw prophecy ring oul: 'Individuwelity has replaced
‘faith, reason the Bible, politics religion and the Church,
the earth heaven, work preyer, povmﬂby’mell, and man Christ.?
Thus there is only one hell and it is on earth: and it is
against this that the struggle must be waged. Politics is
religion, and transcendent Christianity -- that of the
hereafter -~ establishes the masters of ths earth by means
of the slavel!s renunciation and creates one master more
beneath the heavens, That is why athel }
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sm and the revolutiocnary
spirit are only two aspects of the same movenent of liberation....
Because to conquer God, to make Him a Iawe, anounts to
abolishing the transcen lence that kept the former masters in
power and to preparing with the accendalg* of the neW'tyz ants,
-the advent of the man~k1no. When poverty is abolished, when
the contradictions of history are resolwvsd, !the real God,

the human God, will be the state.,! Them homo homini lupus
becomes homo homini deus. This concept is atthe root of the.
contemporary world., . . . Cynicism, Lhe @geification of history
and of matter; individual terror and State crime, these are

the inordinate consequences that will now spring, armed to

the teeth, from the eguivocal conceptiom of a world that
entrusts to history alone ths task of preducing both values

1, P

and truth. If nothing can be clearly understood before truth
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¢ « « the rejection of the Hegelian account of the

relation between modern philosophy and Biblical religion
still leaves one with the question of what that relation
has been. This question cannot be aveoided by a thinker
such as Strauss, who is attempting to restore classical
social science. The impossibility of that avoidance

can be seen in one platitudinous generalisation: one
difference between all European philosophy up to the

has been brought to light, at the end of time, then every
action 1s arbitrary, and force will finally rule supreme.

'Tf reality is inconceivable, ! Hegel exclaims, 'then we
must contrive inconceivable concepts.! A concept that

cannot be conceived must, perforce, like error, be conbrived.
But to be accepted it cannot rely on the persuasion innate

in order and truth, but must finally be imposed. Hegel!s
attitude consists of saying: 'This is truth, which appears
to us, however, to be error, but which is true precisely
because 1t happens to be error. As for proof, it is not I,
but -history, at its conclusion, that will furnish it.?! .

Such pretensions can only entail two attitudes: eilther the
suspension of all affirmation until the production of proof,

or the affirmation of everytning, in history, which seems
dedicated to success ~- force in particular. . . . Moreover,

it is impossible to understand twentieth-century revolutionary
thought if we overlook the fact that unfortunately it derived
a large part of its inspiration from a2 pnrilesophy of conformity
and opportunism. . . . When cholera carries off the philoscpher
“of the Battle of Jena at the height of his glory, evervthing
is, in fact, in order for what is to follow. The sky is ewpty,
the earth delivered into the hands of power without principles.
Those who have chosen to kill and those who have chosen
enslave. will successively occupy the front of the stege in
the name of a form .of rebellion which has been diverted from
the path of truth.” The Rebel, pp. 142-14k8. Camus, with
inimitsable rhetoric, thus underlines the Hegelian equivalence
of might and right. Another reason for quoting at such
length is to indicate Camus! apparent concurrence with
Strauss! view. ‘ : : o -
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twentieth century and classical philosophy is that

the former was written by men who lived in a society
permeated with Biblical religion. An historian has
recently written, 'By the middle of the thirteenth
century, a considerable group of active minds. . .
were coming to think of the cosmos as a vast reservoir
of the energies to be tapped and used according to
human intentions,! If this statement is true, “and

if (as I have already cuoted from Strauss) !'Modern man
as little as pre-modern man can escape 1m1tating
nature as he understands nature,! then clearly the
guestion arises as to the connection between the
religion of western Europe and the oynamzc civilisation
which first arose there, ne spread of which has been
so repid in our century. This is the civilisation
which in the opinicn of both Strauss and Kojgye tends
tovar&s the universal and homogensous state.-’

55" Grant, op. cit., p.106.



CHAPTER IV
'HOBBES AND BIBLICAL FAITH

We have seen that the most eminent representatives
both of Science (Weber) and History (Hegel) view modernity

X Today this is become the

as secularized Christianity.
Mnatural standpoiﬁt.ﬁ Strauss, going against the grain cof
much of moaern b“ﬂo]aPSﬂlp, OUGQLJOHS this standpoint. He
suggests it is the result of assimi ilating "hobblan polltlc°”
to one's view of bibliczal faith, "Hobbian po1itics," he )
asserté, is "s conscious break wit n‘Lhe strict morel demands
made by bot h thu Bible and classical philosophy. nz2 CHis
contention is that modernity is more incompatible with the
Socratic tradition than is biblical faith. Therefore, one
cannot édequately or accurately account for modernity in
terms of secularized faith elements. An adequate accounting
of modernitly must focus on its rejection of both traditions
ahd in particular on its rejection of the classical politipal

tradition. In this chapter we will focus onthis issue,

-turning to Strauss? book> on Hobbes to consider more fully

lNietzsche too concurs in this view.
2 A
’O'FE, pt2o5a

3 The Political Philosophy of Hobbes. Strauss! basic
contention-is: ""[he foundatiocn oi Hobbest political philosophy,
that is the moral attitude to which it owes its existence and
its unity, are objectively as well as biographically ’pr¢or’
to the mathcraxdczl nClenﬁlflc founding and presentation of .

that philosophy.” {(p.170) (The igg orrect grammar is in the tex
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the relation of P"Hobbian politics!" to thé “piblical orienta-
tion" and to Puritanl sm in pa _ékla . tfauss’ reticence
significantly nandicaps such considerations. Sﬁraués does
not tell us what the "biblical orientation™ is in his view.
He does seen to suggeé it is not basicall§ {and at least

L

fdrmally) incompatible with classical polltlcaj principles.*

effect, that what may be alleged to indicate

e
=

This means,
secularization of faith elements cannbt readily be distin-
guished from evidence of rejection of both traditions.

We will atteunpt to indicate.why Strauss strecses Hobbes!
conscious break with the biblical faith tradition raths f than

its secularization. It is realized that what may be adduced

.will hardly a appear cogent to an Hegelian. Indeed, according

L Strauss {as far as T know) nowhere explicitly asserts
that they are compatible., He does indicate these (at least
formal) concurrences between the biblical arnd classical orienta-
tion. My statement inbtends no more than the sum total of these:
both stress moderation and restreint; both discourage the resolve

to Yovercome chance' (Strauss emph ung@S the centrel faith
doctrines of inscrutable Providence and Grace)}; both deny that
man is fthinkable as 2 being that lacks awereness of sacred
restraints’ (0T, p.205}; both assert the beginnings of man were
good; both oubSCilLe to a Ytheistic!" notion of truth; both
stress eternity and the Transcendent, the more than and

higher than human good (i.e., love o? onels owﬁ? he denies that
classical morality contrasts as a master moralltj antithetical
to Christian morality.. Grant lists several questions about
Christianity on which Strauss does not speak (Grant, op.cit., p.107}.
This indicates one cannot say that Strauss regards the two
traditions as compatible (without qualificatlon)e
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to S"c.rauss.r assertion that Heéel‘s view of Christianity is
colored by'“Hobbian politicsﬁ, iﬁ wpuld seem in principle
impossible for the Hegelian ﬂot to regard Hobbes! teaching
as secularizged Christianity. |

We will jndicate the congruence of Puritanism and
Hobbeé’_teaching, The question as to which was the primary
influeﬁce on modernily is prodigiously difficult precisely
because they came to be fused. One readily agrees (even Weber)

5

that Calvin can'hardly be regarded as a modern. On the other
hand, one readily ?erceives (including Strauss) the formative
influence of Puritanism;albeit in tanden with the new political . i
teaching and new econonics. We attempt to relate the affinities
of Hobbes?! thought and the new theology to the mutual fejeotion
of Aristqﬁelianism and somewhat to a new appropriation of
‘Plato.
At the very outset of his book, Strauss stresses the

importance of Hobbes?® political teaching for modernity: Y. . .the

£

ideal of civilizatioﬁ in its modern form, the ideal . . . of
the bourgeois capitalist deveiopmenta . . was founded and ex-
pounded by Hobbes with a depth, clgrity, and sincerity never
rivalled before or since,”S The centfal thesis of Strauss! book,
put simply, is that the essential basis® of Hobbes! teacﬁing
is "the moral and humaﬁiét antithesis of‘fundamentaily‘unjust

vanity and fundamentally just fear of violent death,®

5 PPH, p.l.

& . .
Jbid., p.27.



Strauss accommodatingly puts these questions:

. « + What is the antithesis between vanity and fear
of violent death, if not the 'secularized formof the
traditional antithesis between spirituval pride and fear
of God (or humility), a secularized form wnich results
from the Almighty God having been replaced by the over-
mighty enemieg and then by the over-mighty State, 'the
Mortall God'? -

Does\this indicéﬁe "that Hobbes had not yet completely freed
himself from the influence of the Christian Biblical traditionv?®
Strauss is here not primarily concefned to rebut the view of )
those who view Hobbes! thought as secularization. He replies
is correﬁt,'i£ is not a residue of a rejected tradition or
evidence of subcénscious influences molding Hobbes! thought.

This moral antithesis and the denial of hierarchy (discuséed
below) are bésic éssential planks of Hobbes?! political thought;
tﬁat is;'Hobbes delibefaﬁely builds on thesé bases his poli-
tical doctrine, not because.they have Christian affinities,

not beczuse he is attempting a synthesis of Socratic and
Christian traditions, but because in his view they are the
central truths of political experience.(We note that Hobbes!

5 -

self-understanding of his central political principles does not

7 Tbid., p.28.

e s it

8 ypid.
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constitute cogent evidence to an Hegelian. Nor would the
latter be likely to accept the suggestion that perhaps the
affinity does not indicate relational significance.)

This antithesis that is alleged to bz a Seculariza~
tion of faith elements is used by Hobbes as an important
basis central to his rejection of the faith tradition.

By the use of it, he renders his Tanti~theological ire™”
scientific and the more potent. His new science calls for

the positiviétic frontal atteck on‘traditional biblical

faith. He éppears more ardently intent on‘the devastation

of this tradition than he is:in opﬁosing the Soérétic tradition.

Hobbes apparently appreciztes the root philoscphic experience

and its aspiration for wiscdom. He depreciates the root faith
experience; the faith experience he alleges is hallucinatory.

Its root is the root of all evils -~ vainglory. Strauss cives
Tonnies who says of Hobbes: ¥, . . quite after the mode of

Plato he thinks of the infinite delight which lies within the

ot

9This is analogous to Heobbes'! use of the notion of
the state of nature (assuming the alleged affiliation is
correch here). Hobbes finds a notion in the tradition and
then twrns it against the tradition.
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commerce which the soul may have with the high beauly of the
cosmos, "0 By marked contrast Hobbes asserts that glorisatio

- is the éasis of prophecy, of the claim to revelation. Plato
is guiltylof gloriatio because he wants to bask in the light
of the "Sun'; he inclines to the glorification of theory

instead of confining himself to the Cave, to Yanthropology,"

"wnich compels exclusive focusing of attention on what inmpels

and activates the majority of meno"ll But Plato's is a

minor sin, and one Hobbes is very sympathetically disposed

'to, compared to the overweening gloriatio of prophets who

fasn T,
claim to be inspired by ¥spirit,¥ which Yspirit¥ Yis nothing

12

other than their gloriatio. Stravss says Hobbes rejects

religion "as a creation of vanity, desire for status and

reputation, overestimation ol ons'!'s powers, the tendency to

. ' 13
over-tender seli-assessument,™~

lo§§ﬁ, p.98. See also PPH, p.3L4. There Strauss writes:
¥, . . Hobbes, even after natural science had become his
favorite subject of investigation, acknowledged the precedences
of practice over theory and of politiceal philosophy over
natural science., He certainly knew and valued the joys of
knowledge no less than any other philoscpher; but t hese joys
are for him not the Jjustification of philosophy; he finds

its justification only in benefit to man, . . . . It is not

a matter of chance thatths (traditional) praise of the con-
templative life is to be found mainly indedications and
forwards.®

11 3cr, p.98.

12 1bid., p.97.

\O

£
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13 1pis., p.
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Hobbes discerns the "natural seed of religion” in
anxiety and dreams, It takes on feulture" within pagénismo
By Yculture" Hobbes means its aimﬁbecomes‘a ClVlllﬂllg one,
"the education of mankind to obedience, peace, love and

ordered society.! ke It was ¥eivilizging® literally in that

it conduced to ciV1l obcdzeqce, which 1s why in Rome all
pagan religions were tolerated. Judaism was not to7erated
beczuse 1t reversed the "natural® relationship between
politics and religion, tﬁus fostériﬁg rebelliocusness.

Hobbes insists onrestoring this "natural' relationship:

: . R . ) PR o &
Treligion can never and nust never contradict politics. nl5

-

A

The distinction of Ln“ temporal and spiritual ln‘”O”U’e
by the Jews is based on belief in spirits. It is.primitive
natural religion rooted in anxiety and dreams. It is un-
civilized because.it is not civilizing but,‘omrthe contrary,

a threat to civilization. It must be eradicated by enlighten-
ment. Hobbes mey be said to be opposing religionas unreason.
Religion lacks method. Method is a great equelizer enabling'
2ll men to attPln to reasonable conclusions. Prophecy is

£

based on the assertion of special status of inequality.

A e i s

1k 1pia,

15 tbid., p.96.

16 ibid., P97

—ine
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antithesis of vanity and fear or gloriatio-modestia, is the

basis of Hobbes? objections’to biblical faith on’the grounds
both of science;and of political philosoihyol7

Strausé asserts that the Hobbesian moral attitude
at the center of his political teaching may be said to be
"the deepest stratum of the modern mind.*18 Hamah Ar endt,
who differs from Strauss in her understaﬁding of modernity,
agrees with him in this. She writes:

e « « modern rationalism as it is currently knowm,

with the assumed antagonism of reason and passion as

its stock-in-trade, has never found a clearem and more
uncompromising representative l\hap Hobbes). 19

What must be overcome in both soclety and sci ence, are vain

> A

imeginings -« vanity. The antidote is painstaking, and the

1

teking of pains is encouraged by ?ain@ One takes an unpleasant
antidote when he e xperiences pain and fear. The basic in-
spiretion of the quest for true knowledge ~~ for rationality w-
is the fear of death. Science is impeded by ¥false opinion

of our own Knowledge", by unw«rrantej ssent to phantasmatsa

of sight and sound;zo vanity militates against both Jjustice

17 Hobbes, though he pionsered ¥Higher CriticismM
was not interested in establishing it as 2 "science.” IHe
anticipates the later "Higher Criticism¥ contention that
the Hebrew scriptures are of post-exilic authorship. (See
Strauss! discussion.} SCR, pp. 101-10L)

18 1pid., p.5.
19 Arendt, op.cit., .273.

20 PPH, p.26.

RNl
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and knowledge., Because of it,
no man can conceive there is any greater degree of
{Understanding), than that which he already attained
unto. And from hence it comes to passe, that men
have no other means to acknowledge their own Darknesse,
but onely by reasoning from the _unforeseen mischances;
that befall them in their ways.

Mischance, mortal danger, is fortunate for science. In the
face of danger one is cautious; science must proceed
"from most low and huqble pr¢n01nles evident even to the
ﬁeanest capacity; going on slowly, and with most scrupulous
ratiocination."22 Science can be acguired only one way,

~the hard way, by the "sweat of the brow." Science "suddenly™

gained is suspect. Science is not revelation; it is not an

account of the ¥shining forth" of nature. Science is Yin®
man; it is a record of his consclousness, of hJ; indubite ?e
inner experience., Whal is most Yinner" and most Yindubiteblel

-~ -

is

C-\a

is the experience of pain and of resistance because it
most inveluntary, and what is involuntary cannot be due to
vanity. The new politicsl hedonistic thought and the new

Yinner" epistemology -~ intent on Ymaking certaln® find

Arendt quotes Hume:
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If you. . . ing hy ody) desires hoaLJh?
he will readily replv, because Mickness is palnnudo
If you push your 1anLP1 es further and desire a reason
why he hates pain, it is impossible he can ever glve anve.
This is an ultimate end, and is never referred to by
any other object. :
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2l 1bid., p.27.
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Arendl comments:

The reason for this 1mposszb1w¢1y 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 enjoy itself but something besides
itself. Pain is the only inner sense found by intro-
spection which can rival in independence from experienced
objects the gelf-e gxdenu certainty of logical and arith-
metical reasoning

Of the five senses the one most closely approximating the
certainty of pain is the sense of touch. One knows the.

world best through expepien cing the resistance it offers.
Though the sense of touch is perhaps the least discriminating,
fheeaxperignce of‘the registance produced is the most marked

2o

in jnnerlichkeit, the least voluntary, the least intentional

(as phenomenologists would say). Hobbes accounts for all
sense pcrcept*on as a product of resistance; it follows

4

that the sense of touch is exalited and decmed most reliable;

=t

ndeed it is a measure of the reliability of the other senses
and so scientific verification becomes primarily concerned |
with neasuring résistance. The place of honcur newly bestowed
on the sense of tou032~ by the new ocLoncn.ﬂcbord\ with the

salient Yrevolutionary® features of the new science; the

bility, the new image of

e

demand for applicability and tang

man as creator, maker, manipulator and conqueror; the eﬂbha

-

23 prendt, op.cit., p.283.

2k strauss notes that among b
Chatsworth there is one which "ireats
with Aristotle, of the pre-eminence of 1 human sense of
touch over that of animals.? {PPH, p.l66, nOS}

TOress controversy
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on labouf as the ground and measuré of value, the understanding
of methematics as construction and of consciousness as
"reckonlnuﬂ or calculating (think of sifting pebbles in one'ls
hand) and nou least with the identification of being with .

res extensa HlSL“UuB and doubt (along with experiencing

resistance) are ennobled and become scientific virtues,

The new school of thought is a 'school of suspicion.'(Nietzsche)
F59601al“y suspect. are seeing aﬁd heari ng, imaginatién and -
memnory, preclsely what was exalted by Lrﬂd ition, indeed the
very root experiences of traditional faith are made suspect.
Hobbes' moral theory, Strauss suggests, ."corrmopondu better

to Des carcos' deepest nuentJOh than doss the morallby of

Jes Passions de 1tame."%> (Descartes liked De Cive. Some even

-

thought he was the author.)?0 Strauss! contention is based
on this line of reasoning

Radical doubt, whose moral correlate is distrust
and fear, comes earlier than the self-confidence of
the ego growa counscious of its indepandence and freedom,
whose moral correlate is généros ieo Desceartes begins
the groundwork of philosophy with distrust of Lhis own
prejudices, with distrust above all of the potential
deus deceptor, just as Hobbes begins interpreting the
State and therewith all morality by starting from men's .
natural distrust. It is, howsver, not Descartes'! morals,
but HobbesTs, wh¢ca explains the concrete meaning and
the concrete implications of fundamental dlCLTUSbo For
Hobbes. . . sees the origin of virtue not in magnanimity,
but in fear. . . . He considers fear of violent death as
the only adequate.self-consciousness.<7

25 PPH, p.56. | -
26 ;gig.; n.3.

27 Ibid., .57,
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Bolder is oLraus st suggestion that Hobbes! moral
attlbude is the more profound bas¢s of modern ph¢30bophy,
of the philosophy of self~conspiou$hess, He cites Hegel |
for corroboration. Strauss writes:

Hegel tacltly recognizes the gupar3011ty of Hobbes's
philosophic basis to that of Descartes when he charac~
terizes the ex D"f!@ﬂbe from which sslf-consciousness
originally arises as the life-and-death struggle which
is born cof interest in recognition from others. « « +« « &

° . * ° » ° . ® ° L

-

L] L ] Ll L] Ll L] * * L L] €
Prom thio,StTd gl _arises toge ther with the master-
servant relationship the original form of self-consciousnsss
The consciousness of the servant is essentially determined
according to both Hegel and Hobbes by Lear of loﬂth, and
in pancwoln to }e”el Just as muvrch 2 - 700y the cone

~

sciousnas~ AT fhe T e e SUTS 2 hlener stage than
cvmbuonesSs of the master .~

oo - oovition of the profound influence of
Hobbes paired W1Lh his a ssertion that medernity is secularized
Christianity clearly indicates his conviction that Hobbes!
teaching was informed by Christianity. Hegel sees'Hobbes'

as the great modern teacher of slave morality or bourgeois
morality which Hegel asserts characte i:es Christian morality.
Strauss! contention is that-Hegel is reading Hobbes and
moderh ﬁhought, which is essentially a complete break with

Christian tradition, back 1nto that tradition. He does not

28 Ibid., Strauss quoles Hegel: ¥. . . bondage. . . is
a self-consciousness., . .this self-consciousness was not in
peril and fear for this element or that, nor for this or that
moztent of time, it was afraid for its eﬂtlre being; it felt
the fear of deauh; it was in mortal terror of its sovereign

master., . % (n.2.)
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indicate whether he believes Christianity is accurately
characterized as slave morality. He confines hlmsnlf to
the denial of the Hegelian assertion that Greek morality‘
is an antithetical master morality. Does Strauss concuxr
with Nietzsche that ”Christianity is Platonism for 'the
people’”?29 He does not Suyo |
Is not the Hobbesian emphasis on the fear of death

and the general modern concern with preservaﬁion of the

individval not a secularization of the faith tradition's

teachirim of 7 . 7 L o.ew wi o dldie¥?  Strauss notes that
Aristotle 1%t Tor--ireis e oo hiigher good than life,whereas

Froaves segiy to have Mforgotten” happinsss in his digest of

renost. Hannah

bty
O

the Rhetoriu, and places life first and

>

ntrast between

pa

Arendt (who is not reticent) insists this ¢

.

the modern and classical views results from the influence
of Christianity. She writes:

The reason why life asserted itself as the ultimate
point of reference in the modern age and has remained
the highest good of modern society is that the modern
reversal operated within the fabric of a Christian scoclety
wnose funaambntal belief in the sucweozvss of 1life hes
survived, and has even remained completely unshaken by,
seoularlzdtlon and the general declime of the Christian
faith. In other words, the modern reversal followed
and left uncnallen~“a the most important reversal with
which Christianity “had broken into the ancient world, a

29

Beyond Good and Evil, Preface.
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reversal that was no7i‘1cally gven more far-reaching
and, hlﬁtorlcally at any rate, more enduring than any
qpeCLflc dogmatic content or belief. For the Christian
tglad tldlngs’ of the immortality of individual human
life had reversed the ancient relationship between man
and world and promoted the most mortal thing, human
life, to the position of immortality, which up to then
the cosmos had held: v ¢« ¢ ¢« ¢« v ¢ ¢ & 4 4 ¢ e o « 5 o @
. ° . . ;v ® ¢ .
» now came to
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politic, and Paul'ls statement that 4
of sin,! since life is meant to last
Cicero'!'s statement that death is the x
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onice forfeited its guﬂraQucco 1anW1” iby in Addd'uAfall
and now, through Christ, had rogaznud-a nevr, potenti
everlasting life which, couvld again be lost in a second .
death through individual SiNe o o o & « o o o o o o s o o

] -4 [ . ] . - [ . * ® ° L 2 L] * * * ] E ° L 3 € L] © [ 4 L .3 <
The point 1s that Christisnity -~ except for heretical
~end gnostic speculations - always incisted that life,
though it had no longer a final end, still has a definite
beglnnwng, ILife on earth may be oniy the first and the
most miserable stage of eternal life; it still is life,

and without this life thal will be terminalted in death,
there cannot be eternal life. This mav be the reason
for the undisputable fact that only whan the immortality

of individual life became tho central creed of Western.
mankind, that is, only with the rise of Cbilﬁtjdnlby d id
life on earth also becone tﬂc highest good of man, « « + «
e o 2 ¢ o * ¢ & o € & € 4 # © ¢ o © £ & € e £ 2 e 3 e o ®
the modern age continued to operate under the assamption
that life, and not the world, is the highest good of man;
in its boldest and most radical revisions and criticisms

of traditional beliefs and concepts, it never ewven thought
of challenging this fundamental reversal which Christianity
had brought into the dying ancient worid. No matier how

m
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articulate and how conscious the thinkers of modernity
were in t heir attacks on tradition, the priority of

-1life over everything else had ngLLT@d for them the
status of a 'selif-evident truth,! and as such it has
survived even in our present world, which has begun.
“already to leave the whole modern a&e behind and to
substitute for a laboring society the society of
JObhOlderSa,- ° e "9 © 6 ® @ © © € & * @ ¢ 2 o 8 €& o ©
The only thing ve can be sure of is that the coincidence
of the rbversal of doing and contenpiating with the
earlier reversal of life and world becacss the point of
departure for the whole modern development, Only when
the vita activa had lost its point of referonce in the
vita contemplativa could it bedmme active life in the
fvll sense of the word; and only because this =zctive
lifle remained bound to life as its only point of
reference could life as such, the laboving metabolism
of man with nature, become active and uvnfold its entire
fertility.Bo

AL Ffirst sight, her reading of history (based as it

o~ - s 3 .

seems on her peculiar blenq of Heidegger and Marx) is in

B

the Hegelian tradition -~ but in the last psragraph guoted
she emphasizes that modernity omergeu only wit h the loss of

activity7s point of reference in the vite contemplativa.

The vita contemplativa implies the conviction of what Kojéve
calls thet"theist qotlon of Being and truth. She seems to

corroboraﬁe Strauss' view of modernity as essentially the
rejection of this classical tradition. Arendt ascribes the
Yreversal of life and worlid® to Chrlsb¢anl but not the
~"rever‘sal of doiﬂg and contempLating.” The latter is the

-

more essential of the two because the consummation of the

~

30 Arendt., op.cit., pp. 285-292.
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tpeversal of 1life and world" dep nds upon it. Medieval
Chrlqtlanlty may have emphasiged¥life more than Mworld'
relative to the Groehs, buL re]atlve to mode1no 1t did noL
cut loooe from the world. uOﬁtemplau¢0n is grounded in the
world and grounds the world. It is the modern rejection of
it with its great emphasis on ”d01ng” that results in world
alienation. The ”reversal of deing and contemplating® is
the more ebsenulaT characteristic of modernity. As she
herself observes:

One of the most persistent trends in modern philo-
sophy since Descartes and perheps its most original
contribution to philoscphy has been an exclusive
concern with the self, as distinguished from the soul
or person or man in general, an attempt to reduce all
experiences, with the world aswell as with other human
beings, to experiences between man and himself. . . .
World alienation, and not self-alienation as Marx

" thought, has been the hallmark of the modern age.
Arendt dces not ascribe the 'Yreversal of doing and contemplating
to Christianity because she finds no evidernce of 'a positive

labor philosophy in Christienity, and she does find the yita

[$8)

contemplativ

. deeply entrenched, - She writes:

. « o there zre no indications of the modern ’
glorjf1catlon of laboring in the New Testament or in
other prcvonexn Christian writers. Paul, who has been
called !'the apostle of labor,! was nothing of the sort,
and the -few passages on which this claim is based either
are addressed to those who out of laziness tate other
men's bread! or they recommend labor as a good means to
keep out of .trouble, that is, they reinforce the general

31 1pid., pp. 230-231, -




184

prescri puLon of a scr-cLly private life and warn of
politxca] activities, It is even more relevant that

in later Christian philoscphy,. and Dartﬂcularly in
Thomas Aquinas, labor had become a duty for those who
had no other means to keep allve, the duty con31sb1ng
in keeping one'!s self aljva and not in laboring; if one
could provide for himself through beggary, so much the
better. Whoever reads the sources without medern
prolabor prejudices will be surprised at how little

the church fathers availed themselves even of the
obvicus opportunity to justify labor as punishment for
original sin. Thus Thomas does not hesitate to follow
Aristotle rather than the Bible in this question and to
assert that tonly the necessity to keep alive compels
to do manual labor.?! ILabor to him is nature's vay of
keeping the humen species alive, and ;r01'th1< he
concludes that it is by no means necessary that all
men earn their bread by the sweat of their brows, but
that This is rather a kind of last and desperate resort
to solve the problem or fulfil the duty. Not even the
wse of labor as a means with vhich to ward off the
dangers of otiosity is & new Christian discovery, but was
already a eommonplaob of Roman morality. In complete
agresment with ancient convictions about the character
of the laboring activity, finally, is the frequent
Christian use For t he mortification of the f1oqn, wher
labor, especially in the nonasteries, sometimes played
‘the same role as other painful exercises and forms of
self-torture, ' '

The reason why ChristWaquy, its insistence on the
sacredness of life and on the duty Lo‘stay,‘llve not-
Wthstanu1ng, never deveWOp“d a positﬁwe Jabor philosophy
lies in the unoueqtloncd LTLOflby given to the vita-
.contemplativa over all kinds of human activities. Vita
contemplativa Qlel‘PTL“P melior est guam vita activa
(Tthe 11le of contemplation is simply tetter than the
1life of action'}. . . . This convickion, it is true
can hardly be found in the preachings of Jesus of
Nazareth, and it is certainly due to tL influence of-
Greek philosophy; yet even if medieval philosophy had
kept closer to the spirit of the Goupsls, it could
hardly have found there any reason for a glorification
of laboring032 '

-

327bid., pp. 289-290.



185

This would ssem to qucstlon.ijéveﬂs position that thé
Christian view of the laboring activity is antithetical to
the classicél view, It certainly points up the sharp con-
trast between the exaltation of laboring'in modern political
philosophy aﬁd the traditional Christian view. |

Even her ascription to Christianity of the modern
conviction that life is the highest good she qualifies

(in a "3Straussian” direction) with these remarﬂs.

e o o 1T by no means follows that we still live in
a Christian world. For what matters today is not the
immortality of life, but that life is the highest good.
And while this assumption certainly is Christian in
origin, it constitutes no more than an important attending
circuanstance for the Christian faith. Horeover, even
if we disregerd the details of Christian dogma and con-
sider only the general mocod of Christianitv, which resides
in the importance of faith,; 1t 1s obvicus that ﬂouhi“;
could be more detrimental to this spirit than the spirit
‘of distrust and suspicion of the modern age. Surely,
Cartesian doub* has proved its efficiesncy nowhere more
alsaSurouslj and irretrjevably than in the realm of
religious belief. . . L33

The Congruence of the "Revolutions"

There is a striking congruénce betweéﬁ-the revolutions
in theology (Protestantism, especially Calvinism)} and philo-
sophy (Hobbes). Strauss acknowledges this explicitly in the
following noté‘(ﬁut leaves the question of its significance

“open” ) :
‘ 'Pridet in thé traditional sense means rebellion

against the gradation of beings; it presupposes, therefore,
the existence and obligatory character of that gradation.

33 1vig., p.291.
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Hoboes’ conception of Tpiwdo’ on the other hand, pre-
sSupposes the denial of naturs l'gradatloQ' this conceptio
is, indeed, nothing other than a means of 'explaining?,
i.e. of aenylno that gradation; the allegedly natural .
gradation concerning the faculties of the mind proceeds
from 'a vain conceipt of one's own wisdom, which almost
2ll men think they have in a -greater degree thzn the
Vulgar!.. . The revclutionary character of this con-
ception of pride -~ it is this conception which under-
lies modern criticism of 'illusions'! and tideologies!? --
is obvious. How far the Puritans, who, in their criticis:
of ecclesiastical and secular hierarchy, also understood
that hierarchy as proceeding from pride, anticipated this
conception, must here remain an open questione3’

This is an example of the congruence of positions in the new
heology and new sciences which epparently were reached quite

ndependently of each other. Is there any warrant for sug-

N

gesting that the denial of natur 1 hiererchy in the new

sciences iniluenced the new theology's opposition to hierarchy

or vice versa? We may aséribe the affinity of positions to

the COmmOn’rejection of Aristotelianism, and perhaps even sug-
gest that the political jmplicaticns of the new theology tends

to militate against Aristocratic morality{though we can hardly
'infef én inclinaticn toward modern bourgeois capitalist or
socialist developments). The combined impact of the Yrevolutions®

and the impact of the combination of Puritanism with the new

k]

political doctrines in particular annihilated aristocratic
morality. {Rousseau laments its loss; Hegel claims to include

tsynthesis!; Nietusche insists on the need for a new

e
&)

it in h

planetary aristocracy; and the Germans attempt to impose their

version of it on the world.)

3k pPu, pp. 167-168, n.2,
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A contemporary of Hobbes?!, Lord Ciarendon, eloquently

Jays this accusation against Hobbes:

Hobbes t!must not take it ill, that I observe his extreme
malignity to the NobLlluy, by whose bread he hath bin
alwaies sustaintd, who must not expesct any Dolb, at
Jeast any precedcnce in his Institution; that in this
his deep meditation upon the ten Commendments, and in a
conjuncture when the ILevellers were at highest, and
the reduction of all degrses to one and the same was
resolv'd upon, and begun, and exercis'd towards the
whole Nobll:cy with all the instances -of content and
scorn, he chose to publish his judgments; as if the
safety of the People requir’d an equality of Persons
and that "the honor of great Persons is to be valued
for their beneficence, and the aids they give tomen
of inferior rank, or not at all; and the consequence of
- partiality towards the great, raised hatred, and an
endeavor in the people to pull down all oppressing and
contumelious greatness"; language lent to, or borwrowed
from the Agitators of that time. ”Gond counsel®, he
saies, ¥comes nol by lot or inheri tance, and thersfore
there is no more reason to expect good advice from the
rich, or the noble, in the matter of State, then in
Gelineating the dimensions of a Fortress; and is very
solicitous, like a faithful Leveller, that no man may
have priviledges of that kind by‘his birth or descent,
or have farther _honor then adhereth natuvrally to his
abilities. . ,132

{(Though Lord Clarendén suggests that Hobbes uses the language
of %Wthe Agitators! he does not indicate that he ﬁhinks Hobbes!?
pqlitical judgmenﬁs derive from the Ilevellers. Rather he seeﬁé
to express his disméy that Hobbes! political reflections should
issue in a position which supporté tﬁe Léveller cause. )

For both Hobbes and the new theclogy, Aristotlels
distinction between prudence and wisdom loses all referenée to

the disti tzon between prectice and theory. For Hobbes, wisdom

35§§3§ﬁ, p.121, guoted by Strauss in n.z.
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is the knowledge "ol what is right and wrong and what is good
and hvrtful to the being and well-being of mankind. . . . For
generally, not he that hath skill in geometry, or any other
science speculative, but only he that understandeth what con-
duceth.to the good and government of the people, is called a -
wise man." 36 Stravss comments:
Th@ contrast with Aristotle has its ultimate reason
in Hobbes’s conception of the place of man in the Unlverse,
whith is diametrically copposed to Aristotlels conception.
Aristotle justified his placing of the theoretical sciences
above moral and political philosophy by the argumen* that
, man is not the hignost being of the universe. This ultimate
assvaption of the primacy of theory is rejescted by Hobbes;
in his coptention man is 'the most excellent work of
nature!?, .o
The new theology concurs with Aristotle that man is not the
highest being, but in marked contrast to Aristotle, asserts that
the ‘highest Being is radically wholly other. Theoria is not -
the routeto God; natural.theology is virtually a contradiction

in terms. This issues ih a position. parﬁllplanf Hobbes': the

®

-new theology emphasizes- knowledge of right and wrong, the
practical wisdom of pilety, of ordering one's life methodically
and systematically in obedience to God. (What perhaps may be

. ' . . . . - . 2
said to have replaced theoria was biblical exegesis. )38

30 1pid., pp. 3h- 35.

37 Ipid., p.35.

38 According to Calvin, man "needs the Word of God,
as the witness borne by God about Himself.* But of course man
- is enlighten@d by Holy Writ, only if the %Ysame Spirit that
uooke LQ”OWVM tho Drox net voufhoe bJ being effective in us, for



Strauss writes of Calvin:

He waives investigation of guid sit Deus. He does
this not because knowledge of the essentiz Dei far
transcends the capascity of the human wunderstanding, as
Maimonides and Thomas Aquinas, but because such 'chill
speculations!?! are nol salutary for man. There are matters
mnore imnortant. There is but one thing needful. Know-
ledge of God is not the knowledge by which we conorehgni
that there is a God, but the knowledge which serves to
honor God. Where there is no piety'there is no knowledge
of God. That a knowledge of God which is content with
mere Insights, which deces not consist of 1life being
radically determined by God avails nothing. . . . piletas
in Calvin's sense, indeed Calvin's theology itself, dis-
penses with all theoretical basis, and deliberately so.
Calvin is not minded to say anything about God that does
not serve the purpose of mants learning to depend ut-
terly on God, to fear God, to trust and obey God. . .
What ns QOCIulV@ wvitin respect to what is to be thought
and said and taught about God is the funciion of those
thoughts, words, doctrines for piety, their utilitas. . . .
As is man's whole life, so tn°O“y als is subge:osa From
the outset to Godts Jﬂdél@“k and to thal gquestion {Does
it obey Goug Theory, allegedly stripped 01 plesup~
positions and prejudices, iheory wiiich seeks first of
2ll to examine cautiously and suspiciously, is thus
viewed as an actual fact full of ﬁf“S&ﬂDOalilOﬁS‘ in
the place of the fear of Cod, which is the beginning of
wisdom,; itputs disobedience. . . It is neaxstzon"
curiosﬁtv, disobodiencb, ingra itude, defiance, blindne S8,
in any case sin, if man di 5regara velation, if man
presumotuoubly takes it uwo 1 To Jjudge the witness
borne by God to Himself .07 '

o

._.»
b..

(Dozs Calvin appear to be the inspiration for the Yspirit of
capitalism’? As compared to Hobbes and locke?)

I3

here is another example of the tongruence of the

new sciences and the new theology. They zzalously promulgate

e e s

39 Ivid., pp. 194-195.
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hohesty as a cardinal virtue.%0 Aféndt observes: "It séems.és
though prior to puritan morality ndbody ever considéred lies

to be seriocus. oFfen ses,"™]  Arendt explains this new emphasis
on truthxulne 55 as follo

What was lost in the modern age, of course, was not
the capacity for truth or reality or faith nor the
-concomitant 1nethahlﬂ acceptance of the testimony of
the senses and of reason, but the certaeinty that formerly
‘went with it. In rol¢g¢on it was not belief in salvation
or a hereafter that was immediately lost; but the
certitudo §;IUQ1\0 : « o dust as the ¢mmud1 te conse-
-quence of this loss of certainty was a new zeal for :
making good in this life as though it were only an over-
long period of probation, so the loss of bertaﬁnLy of
trbth ended in a new, entirely unprecedented zZeal Ior
truthfulness -~ as uQOU”h man could afford to be a2 lis
only so long as he was certain of the unchallenge ab1o
existence oi truth and objective reality, which aurely
would survive and defeat all his lies.k

e

40 strauss relates the stress on horesty to the modern
disparagement of shame., He writes (with Hobbes in mind):
¥Phe disparagement of shame, the replacement of shaue by fear
is the necessary consequence of preferring the shemeless
thonest! admission of fear, which renounces all claim to honour;
to 'vain'! hiding of fear, which is solicitous of honour.?
__Pi,:.,P,},_{,;' p01330 o : s

bl Arendt, op.cit., p.309, n.35.

b2 Ibid., p.R52. Arendt credits ithe
particular for successfully establishing %
writes: "The racdical change in moral sta occurring in
the first cenuurj of the modern age was 1n5; d by the needs
and ideals of its most important group of men, the new SCleﬂulSto,
and the modern cardinal virtues -~ success 1nﬂu%uv~, and truth-~
fulness ~- are at the same time the greateu“ virtues of modern
science.” Ibid., pP.253. ' _ :

e scientists in
ew virtue. -  She

(T)U).’:S'J

7
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We would also indicate the new very sober "mood" of

both the new political philosophy and new theology. For
Aristotle, what is typical of the pleasant, Strauss tells us,

j.s the ease which constitutes or accompanies the
achievement of or return to & naturel and, therefore,
. customary state. . . ; thus everything which one can
do without compulsion and exertion, with ease and
convenience, counts as pleasant. . . freedom for care,
idleness, sleep, play, Jjesting, laughtwrol

Strauss notes: "Such things are not even ment on@d in Hobbes!
list, vkl (Leughter is associated with venity.) Strauss explains
the contrest:

Acco*”'nv to Hobbes, the pleasant is not so much what

is niturally pleasant, as the 'pleasant? movement from

one pleasant thing to another pleasant thing, to a
pleasanter thing, the consciousness Lﬁwcheaccompanies

this movement, . . . s“1f000p<0100>ness¢ Self-~consciousness
is, however, constitubted only by a comparison of the
1nd1V1dual with other ind JVTQchS man does neot merely
-strive after ever-farther goals but after goals more

remote than other man has yet attained to. If the

pleaﬁants . . exists only. . . in matching oneself

(¥}

against others, it is not surprising that. . . Hobbes,

differing from Aristotle, mentions neither friends nor

the doxnc or recelving good, but immediztely alter 0*0»
¥ ”

gress Jtsolf, as it were interpreting progress, malum

videre alionnm.r5

1

he sign of it would be

In the quest for certitudo salutis, t
soug ht in the neasure of one‘s xorld]y success or standing over

against one's fellows. *avney and Strauss clzim this would be

Y3PPH, p.13k.

khsuch as that in The Elements of I=w, Part 1, Chapter 7.

Yoppu, p.135.
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true only of Puritanism which had nade its peace with "the-
world, " which bad alve&ay accommodAteu itself to the new
ial uncerstandlng_anq new COHOM]Cthé
‘Unlike the classicsh? which understood pleasure as

‘unalloyed with pain, the modern view taught by Hobbes is that

. "y

pain is an essential ingredient of pleasure, and dissatisfaction,

of enjoyment° Nietzsche gquotes Kant: ¥I subscfibe entirely to
these'sentehces of Count Verri{ 1'The only movwng principle of
m@n'is pain., Pain precedes every pleasure. Pleasure is not

--a'positive's%atea‘“h8<'WhereaS'the'¢1assics identify pleasure
with gentle moveméﬁt, accora ng to Hobbes the "more vehement?

-

. - Q . - . - ;
the betterch/ Compare this statement of Hietzsche'ls:

Tt is not the satisfaction of the will that causes
pleasure. . . but rather the willts forward thrust and
again and again becoming master over that which stands
in its way. The ¢e°llng of pleasure lies precisely in

“the dissatisfaction of the will, JP the fact That the
will is never satisfied unless it has opponents and
resistance.>0

k6 Refer again to NR, pp. 60-61, N.2%.

l B . 4 73

7 Strauss asserts: M. . . Aristotle and Plato and
Epicurus. . . say that the greatest pleasure is pledasure free
from any alloy of pain, the purest pleasure." PFH, p.l3L.

48 F.Nietzsche, The Will to Powsr, Section 698
(tra nslated from the Italian). .

49 pPH, p.13k. | -

0 . .
F.Nietzsche, op.cit.,Section 637.
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(The theological inspiration for ¥If it hurts,.it
is good for your soul” is uncertain,'bﬁt it is commonly or,
perhaps one $hould sa&, vulgarly,'aSCTibed to Calvinism. )
‘Aristotle, the "pagan' said: "Men that prosper
have this ill; to be.more~proud~and incénsiderate_than others.,
£nd this good, that they worship God, trusting in him, for
that they find themselves to receive more good than proceeds
from their industry." ' Hobbes emphasizes only the first

.

.de and presumption:

l—sd )
u.

part -~ the #ill¥ conseqguences of

f'\

r

Ymuch prosperity. . . m2keth men in Jove with themselves. 92

EY

-

Strauss comments:

That good fortune calls forth grati ude, he (Hobbes)
either doegs not or will nct rocogr Only ill
fortune, especially uvnforeseen 11l zoruune, teaches
--men, -For man nmust be brought to recognize his

positicn by the violent resistance of the real world,

and against his natural inclination; which is to

deceive himself as to the horror of his natural oltuatvon
by weaving a cocoon of vain dreamsabout himself. For
the man who has once come into contact With this world,
‘joy and laughter are over. Man must be sericus and

that exclusively. It is the fearfulness of death rather
than the sweetness of life which makes man c¢ling to
existence. Since man is at the mercy of a fate utterly
unconcerned as to his weal or woe, 2 fate which one may
call Ged's irresistible powsr, because man experiences
only force, and not kindness from the overvhe]min‘ power
of the universe, he has no choice but to help hlmoelfe
He has to live, not in gratitude, but in the serious

ard oppressive conscicusness of his fre 2dom, of himself

,_)
bets F.'.
N B C
I
o

51 Ef_ﬁ; polzl{ao

52 Tbid. ' o
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as a free being, of his capacity to free himself., Con-
‘stantly aware of the desperate seriousness -of his situation,
-3t will not occur to him to be proud of his freedom, and,
therefore, he will, above all, be on his guard against
taklng that ;recqom as the ObJeCu of his specalatloﬁs,
against contemplating himself in his freedom and taking
pleasure in it. It is better and more becoming to the
situvation of man to dV“y that freedom theoretically by
mechanistic physical science, and to assert it practically
"by the conquest of nature, ana particularly of human
nature, with the help of that science. Not grateful
contemplation of nature; and still less vain contemplation
of men, is fitting to man's situation, but the utilization
and cultivation of nature. For man can assert himself
only by increasing and improving naturels deceptive and
niggardly gifts b* his labour and exertions; and the more
he makes himself 1naep°na@nt of nature by his labour,

the further he draws awey from nature, and makes the

gifts of nature disappear behind his own free act?vity,
the more highly is his labour to be valued; trade and
industry are more to be prized than ag r"culbure and
fishing. . . . Thus he is on the side of those who are
‘prepared to owe their good fortune exclusivelg to their
own achievement and their own serious labour.

This indicates why Strauss claims the ascetic Mspirit of
capitalisn® is enunclated in modern political ﬁhoﬂght; and this
is why he éh arges teber with belnb insuffici 1y heedful to
the frevolution on the Ulane of rational thoughton

The convergence of Hobbes! political théught and
Puritanism derives not only from a ﬁutual opposition and even
antipathy to Aristotelianism, but from a return to or a new
appropriation of Platc. {For Protestant theology, Augustiné,

more than any other thinker, is preeminent.} Hobbes and the

new theology find Aristotle sensually self-indulgent. It is

i
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]

not from Arisﬁoule that one gets the impression that this
earthly life is a2 prison or a disease. The new political
théughtvand the new theology finds the Pfatonic,portrayal
not only more truewto;life; buﬁ'emphatically_mqre edifyingo
Plato is seen as the great critic of sénsuality and thefefore
is Ffound appeéling, Strauss}draws this parallel betWeen
Plato and Hobbes. According to Strauss,?iafo questions the
virtue of courage_and so demotes it. This is significant
not only for the parallel to Hobbes, @ho in his oppositioh
to aristocratic morality attacks courage in particular, butb
aiso to Strauss! contention that Platel!s is not a master
morality. He wfites:

One gains the clearest conception of the antithesis
between true and pscudo-virtuve, if one compares the
--Jife and fate of a truly Just man, who has no appearance
of justice, whose Justice is hidden, with the life and
fate of a truly unjust man, who enjoys a reputatiocn for
Justice and whose injustice is hiddem. It is not a nere
matter of chance that Plato thus compsres the just and

the unjust, and not the courageous man and his opposite.
Courage, the virtue of the warrior, is inseparable from
military glory. No vircue seemns more brilliant; more
worthy even of reverence than courage; for courage is
the standard ideal of the Lacedaemonian and Cretan laws,
And yeb it is the lowest virtue. Iis problematic nature
shows itself in full clearness only when one considers
it not in its archaic form,; in which its sense is, as

it were, narrowed and limited by obedience to law, and
in which, for that very reascn, it is hidden wisdom,

but when one considers it apart from this limitation,

in itself, This consideration of courege in isolation
is all the more fitting, since courage Seems more sharply
delimited from other virtues than are the other virtues
onz from another. Courage, as it is usually understood,
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is the virtue of the man, his capacity, without fear or
effemninacy, to help himself, protect hJIbC £ from in-
justice or. injury, to asssrt and save himself, ' According
to this ideal, the perfect man. is the tyrant, who disposes
~of the gréatest pOgdlul” power to do what he will. The
.tyrant. as an ideal is the perfect. exprem5¢on, the most.
seductive and therefore the most revealing form of the
- popular ideal of‘bourage and thus challenges 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. Frcm this a light falls on
the more tinnocent! ideal of courage., This ideal is
nothing more noble, and nothing else, than a disguiss of
man's natural self-love, of man's natural hedonism.
If the unequivocal coordination . of virtuve with manliness
is thus called into question, the equality of the sexes
in the ideal State becomes inevitable in principle. It
is not courage which is the highest virtuve -- self-mastery
stands higher, and higher still than selif-na )

e
~

de
O

mnastery stand
.. wisdom and Justice, In itself wisdom stands suprene, bUL
JUStICG stands svbreme from an exoteric point of VL@Wa

Hobbes demclishes courage as a virtue, whereas Plato demotes it

0]

to the bottom of the list of virtues. As we noted above, Hobhe

goes so far as to undercut the moral ground for netional defense.

The parallsl antithesis in Hobbes' teaching is described b}
Strauss as follows:

-

In his iﬁobbes;?WOde philosophy also, the antithesis
between pseudo-virtde, which aims a% reputaetion and honour,
and the true virtue is a constituent p:rt, He also
teaches that true virtue on the one nand, and pseudo-virtue

5 ,Is l"FBZ-DSOI’l: @ L} .

P
and vice on the other, differ only i 3
S Por him also
he
ik

He also recognizes only political virituve
the antithesis between the fitting and t
supreme importance, and as a result nﬁ.@
rhetoric, in a way which recalls Platc,”’

ok Ibid., pp. 1iB-147. The last sentence

another reason for Hobbes preferring Plato ovaer Ar

Aristotle champions supra-pclitical virtuve, wherea

the philosopher must concern himself with th poli

being of others. According to Hobbes, this is the ma
the philosopher. See pp. 1L7-148,

S s
°>Ibid., p.lL8.
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Strauss also discerns this affinity of views:
- History. . . finally has for Hobbes the same

significance as sophistry had for Plato. According

to Platotls view also, there was a connexion betwesen

sophistry‘%%d what modern usage would call thistorical

interest?. : .
This Yconnexion" is that sophistry and history are primarily
concerned with the great rather than the true and the fitting,
the prime concern of philosophy. This accounts too for the
similarity in literary taste. Socrates prefers Buripides.

Nietzsche tells us, this is because Euripides reduced the:

stature of the hero from demigod to the ¥bourgeois mediocrity™

-

of the common man and always concluded with the deux-~ex-machina
- triuvmph of justice, Though inoompgrably inferior to Aeschylus
and Sophocles, Euripides was preferred because he vas less
-concernad with greatness and evinced a rational concern for
the fitting, for the triumph of juétice°57 The combined impact
of the new political thought and new theology also results in.
the common man as hero and the duly celebrated triumph of
Justice. This is especially true in the popuiar new art form
of the novel, |

0f course, the difference between Platc and Hobbes
overshadows all affinity. Strauss states this key difference:

Hobbes?! political philocosophy is. . . different from

Platot's, that in the latter exactness means the undistorted

reliability of the standards, while in the former, exact-
ness means unconditional applicability, applicability

under all circumstances, applicability in the extreme case,

58

56 1bid., p.149, n.5.

\Ji
-q

58 PPH, p.151. See Strauss! discussion of other

R e L

See section XI of Nistzsche's The Birth of Tragedy.
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Hobbes?! orientation is negztive: he does not reflect on

Platonic questions, like "What is the good and the fitting?¥

-
-

One of the salient featurbs of Belovmatlon theology is a.

_51m11ar negatvve orlo1tatlon. One‘knowu whe t_sﬁn is, wnat

not to-do, what to avoid in order not to be damned, but there -
is nothing one can do to assure salvation since works do’not
save. In both the new theology and in the new political
'philoso?hy, the aim 1s to mitigate man's corrupt nature ér the
natural inclination to corruption. -

The parallel also extends to a similar "dilemma®™ in
both the new theology and new rhilcsophy. Both are éxhoréative;
both dssert emphatically that what onc doés matters; both
insist that intentions matter. Yot the uneolag is predestinarian
‘and Hobbes! metaphysics deterministicc-'ﬁobbes, opposed to the

1

“substantlaLnsL" conception of mind and emphai in his denial

N
b

-6f natural hierérchy,-developo o monistic materialist-deterministic
metaphy81c.59 Tt is presupposed by his political teaching in
its denials of teleoclogy, hierarchy and soul,'buﬁ in what it
asserts; it destroys the central and basic antithesis of his

moral. teaching and political philosophyeéo

>9PPH, p.i68.

60 Tbld



Basil Willey observes

Jt had perhaps been theld', but it had hardly before
been so deeply felt, that 'Nature could move only along
one road to a pre-destined end?', and that 'in brief,
the act of creation had created not only the universe
but its whole future history. . . . The final establishment
of this law as the primary guiding principle in Nature
was the triumph of the seventeenth century. . . ' It
is not surprising, if this was so, that the seventeenth
century should have witnessed an attempt to subdue the
stubborn human will to the same greai law. There was
also a clear analogy between this scientific determinism
and the current predestinarian LhcoT@bj, God's tfore-
knowledge absolute! included, and his !'immutable decrees!
controlled, both the course of each sbom and the destiny .
of each soul. . . .Hobbes! Ieviathan is an admirable
illustration of this point; for in that work the deter-
minist philosopher uses all his powers to urge that man
can and must so affect the course of events. That he can
do so is shown in the Social Contreet, which converted
the life of man at ome blow from a welter of mutuval rapine
into an ordered commonwealth. That he must at all costs
continue to do so, by supporting in ewvery way the authority
of the Leviathan, is the purport of the whole argument,
and is illustrated by many a despairing reference to the
contemporary chaos., But the Contraci, the authoriity of
the Leviathan and the Civil VWar are all alike products
of determinism? True, but the point is that Hobbes writes
throughout as if these issues were fex men to decide.

In strict determinism there should, ¥ suppose, be no
passion for valuss which may be lost or preserved by
taking thought, for nothing is contizmgent upon human
volitions, But Hobbes! book, as we have seen, is nothing
if not suasive; he cares supremely for strong government,
and blames his opponents quite as lawvishly as if they
were completely answerable for their own actions. Hobbes
sees the need for determinism as a seientific hypothesis,
and also finds it most useful as a selvent for views he
dislikes, but where his own interests are deeply engaged
he leaves it out of account. It is meteworthy that
throughout the Ieviathan,although it is of course JmDJJC¢E,

PRt St

he haré]v makes more thap one direct r°ferenﬂe to 1t0

61 B,Williey, The Seventeenth Century BaCAvroupd,
(Garden City, New York: Doubleday Anchor Booiss, QSB) pp. 11L--115.
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Finally, we r»"’ster'this biographical connection

between Hobbes, and Locke, and Puritanism. (It is left to

last because its‘signiflcuuce is dubious.} Hobbes was

educated "in the Puritan spirit" at Purltan Magdalen hallo62

Barker tells us Locke "had been bred in Puritanism® and during

his sojourn in Holland his "circle® was composed mainly of

63 °

Dutch Calvinists and Huguenétsg
We have attémpted by facﬁsing on Hobbes and biblical

faith to illustrate the difficuvlty of drawing decisive con-~

¢lusions. on the issve of contention between Hegelianism and

Strauvss as to whether modernity is to be understocd as secularized

)

Christianity or as essentially a rejection of the biblical faith

tradition and a most radical modification ¢f classical politic

.J

philosophy.

62 ppH, p.31.

N 63 Barker, op.cit., p.xviii.Barker writes: %. . . he
E&ocko had in hinm the great Puritan sense of the supreme inport-
nce of the individual soul; the Puritan feeling for the soul's
right to determine its own relations to Ged, and to enjoy, at
the least, toleration from the State and from all auvthority in
s0 doing; tne Puritan instinct for setting bounds to the
State -~ 'thus far, and no farther?!; the Puritan echo of the
plea of Antigone when she cites the higher law, which is the
law of Neture and God, against the edicts of Creon. True,
these nobler elements were mixed in Locke, as they were mixed
in the nonconformity of the English middle class, with
ignobler things. The sacred right of proverty was somehow
included among the sanctities; and an individualism based on
religion was made to trail clouds of ingloriousness. That is
the penalty of making the solitary JHQIVLﬂmll thm pivot of 2ll

your thought.¥
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We have indicated the congruence of the Urevolutions®

and adduced affinities in the respective doctrines of the

new theology and the new political thought. We have pointed
to the impact their combination made on modernity. We have
;attempted to indicate why Strauss questions the Weber thesis
vhich asserts that the new theology is the primary inspiration
of modernity. Here is a good statement of that thesis (though

perhaps somewhat modified} by Troeltsch:

Calvinism, with its abolition of the absolute
goodness and rationality of the Divine activity into
mere seperate will-acts, connected by no inner necessity
and no metaphysical unity of substance, essentially
tends to the emphasizing of the individuval and empirical,
the renunciation ol the conceptions of absolute causality
and unity, the practically free and ubtilitarian indive-
iduval Judgement of all things. The influence of this
spirit is quite unmistakably the most important cause
of the empirical and positivist tendencies of the Anglo-~
Saxon spirit, which today find themselves in it as com-
patible with strong religious feelings, ethical discivline
and keep,intellectuality es they formerly did in Calvinism
itself,ok '

diametrically opposed view of A.C.McGiffert, & historian of
Christian theoclogy {and a distinguished student of A. Harnackls}:
“The Protestant Reformation was medieval, not modern, in its
spirit and interest. . . . Bondage to an external law of faith
and practice was for a long time as complete in Protestantism

as in Catholicism, and the one was as conservative in the field
of religious thought as the other., The immediate effect of the
modern spirit, when it began to make its influence felt in
Christianity, was as destructive of the new Protestantism as

6L Quoted by Grant, op.cit., p.21. Compare this



We have 1nd¢catﬁd again in thigs chapter as well as in many
other places throughout the paper {(notably Chapter II) why
Strauss challengés the assertion that Calvinism "tends" toward
that spirit which is "quite uvnmistakably the most impoftant
cause of Lhe emplflcal and positivist tendencies of the

Anglo~Saxon spirit." We may note that Strauss! charge that

the Weberlan underestimates the new social undérstanding

fostered by the new poljtvcaW philosophy may not appear very
cogent to one who understands modernity as essentially secularized
Christianity,65 The issues remain and will no doubt long be

debated. ST

of the old Catholicism. . . . Azainst mo¢evﬁ iews of every

kind, Protestantism set itself es uncompromisingly as Catholicisi.
That rationalism ultimately made its home in Protestantism

rather than in the older communion, was not because the former was
in principle more tolerant of divergero views, but because

the divisions within the Pro*ostanb rank made greater tolerance

a necessity. The break with the old ecclesiastical institu-

tion and the rise of new chirches independent of it and of each
other facilitated the graduval growth of a fireedom in religious
thought which could not have come had all Christendom re nzinad
under a single bCClQdeSfical control; but the break itself,
and not any particular UrlnCIOl“b laeuxnv to it, made the new
liberty DOSoWblC (iiy vnderiining) A. w,ucum:zert Protestant
Thought Before Kant, (New York: Harper Torch Books, 1 T19627F,
pp. 1856-187. -

65One won&er** Were the Weberian to carefully study
the writings of Hobbes and Locke, would he not be likely to
assert that he discerns therein mucn evidence of secularized
Calvinism?

_ <At the oral defense of this Thesis, Professor G.P.Grant
suggested that the identification of Troeltsch as a Weberian .
is misleading in that Strauss appears to eafeem Troeltsch as
dlbflnrulsnpd from Weberians. -
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Basil Willey sums up the issue of #Hobbes and Biblical

~

Faith" with proverbial English common sense. He says forth-

[¢V]
ot

righti?: Tt can hérdly fail to strike a modern reader that there
is a radicél incompatibility between the principles of Hobbes's
?hilosophy and those of any sort of Chriéti&nity, if‘not of aﬁy
sort ofxreligion}”éé But he is evidently wrong: it does fail

- to strike many moﬁern readers that way.

Can it be said that Hobbes! egaligérianism derives
from the biblical faith tradition? ﬁardly, in Hobbes! own view
{(which we noted at the outset is ﬁot taken as decisivé), The
éuggestion that egalitarianism derives from prophetic utberances
is paradoxical, for Hobbes, on the contrary, says that the
claim to revelation and prophecy 1is an assertioﬁ of superiority
(gloriatio); religion breeds inequality. Tmoplicitly opposing
Hegel'ts viéw‘he suggests Jews énd Christians assert a '"master

morality"; {vainly) convinced of their superiority they bred

]

politicai rebelliousness; The ‘Ymastership® asserted by adherents
of biblical faith was more repréhensible tﬂan the master norality
of the pagans which reflected (in a cultured way) the social
structure and political hiererchy of the‘establiéhed order, He
also implicitly challenges Hegel's assertion that Christianity

was the major milestone in the political progress of world

history; Hobbes sees it as having had an uncivilizing effect.

6
Willey, op.cit., p. 115.
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Is Hobbes! emphasis on shunning death and the modern
concern with the preservation of the individual rooted in

tis.

.Y
b

Christianity? Ve quoted Arendt's view wnich asserts that
This does noﬂ seem in harmony with Hobbes! own view. He appears
to regard Christianity, and especially tréditional Christianity,
as excessively 5ther~worldly, as mitigating the proper concern
with shunning death and as diverting man's attention away Trom
it to fancied entitiss and realums. Hobbés? is perhaps the
more pious view: he sees traditional Chrisgianity as the religion
of martyrs.

As ve have been emphasizing, none too subtly,

throughout the paper, by the repetitive use of the awkward
(o] iy 3 o T L

—

phrase Yavoidance of crosses, it is at least paradoxical that
the svoidance of crosses should be sald to be inspired by the

religion of the Cross.



CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION: . COLRENTS, CRITICISHS AND CONTEMPOR RARY CONCE YNS"
Classical political philosophy deliberately regected

technolog zing science, opposed the conquest of nature and

overcoming of chance, and frowned on universal enlightenment

because in its view such projects were unnatural and dehuman~
izing., What is central is not the fact that Greek science,

while precocious in "pure heavenly science," was conspicuously

arrested in the developnent of technclogy; the moot question

P

is why. We have seen that Strauss denies any progressivist
view which might suggest that Greek science was so arrested
because it was the infancy stage of later technologiéal
science -~ the view "that earlier thinkers could not possibly
have thouzght of'fuhdémental_possibilities'which came to the
center cof attention in later ages.”l Marxists agreé with
Strauss th ao'thb Greehs turned tqelr backs on technology,

and Strauss agrees with Marxists that oligarchs certainly

had selfish political economic interests in preserving

93]

slavery and in opposing technology. But Strauss, as we

1 NR, p.23.
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have seen,.denies this reveals the why of the classic philo-
sophic attitude toward technology..2

S. Sambursky, an historian of classical science, in ~
~large measure, corroborates Strauss' position. He writes: |

. « o the Ancient Greeks throughout a period of
eight hundred years made no attempt at systematic
experimentation. . . . It [CGreek science does not
aim at t he conquest and coatrol of nature, but is
motivated by purely intellectual curiosity. For
this reason technology finds no place in it. . . 2

He differentiates modern from classical science along Strauss!
line of demarcation, In the middle ages he finds no novelty

excepting "isolated sparks scattered through t he darkness of
centuries,” The 'real revolution' he attributes to the

Renaissance "awakening of man's desire for conquest, the

2 Grant discusses the respective views of larxists
and Strauss. O0Of Strauss! position he writes: "Strauss?
position assertis an eternal and unchangeable order in which
history takes its place and which is in no manner affected
by the events of nistorv. 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 human satisfaction, implies
the impossibility of truve human excellence. He argues as
follows: philosophy 1s the excellence of the soul. There
cannot be philosophy in this sense unless there is an eternal
and unchangeable order. Bubt the belief that one can dominate
the realm of necessity is to deny any eternal order which
‘transcends history and in which history takes 1ts place.
Therefore the desire to dominate necessity leads to the
denial of the possibility of human excellence. Grant,op.cit.,p.98.

: 3 8.Sambursky, The Physical World of the Greeks,
ons: v \Ze arc Kvga- Pe . L P Lol I
(London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1963}, 2-3




conquest and control of nature through science;¥ Ystriving
for power through knowledge™ "turned science into the

handmaid of technical progréssﬂlF He shows agein and again
that the Greeks had the know~hoﬁ for technology, but d id
"not apply it. For example, "Even though all the necessary
preconditions existed, steam;power was never exploited on a
technical scale nor were the elements put to any economic
use such as construction of windmills. . . ." Whatever
machines™ were developed were regarded as "éoys," trather

than means of harnessing the forces of nature for technical

exploitation.” As he says: "The ancient Greek believed

wn

fundementally that the world should be understood, but that

there was no need to change it."D -

funbltadhet )

-

He opposes the Marxist view with the example of
Egypt where great technological progress went hand-in-hand

—-

with slavery. He claims the Egyptian overshadowed not only

Greeks but even late Roman civilization in building
technology, and incdeed engineers today still gaze agape at

|-.4

Egvptian technology. He argues slavery encourages technolog
"how best to use great masses of men in large technical under-

takings raised further technical and organizational problems.

b 1vid., pp. 230-231.

> Ibid., p.230

6 1pid., p.226.
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.

Iike Streauss, he believes the Greek attitude is due to their
conviction that the mechanical is dehumanizing. He cites

Plato (Reoublic-5900} who speaks of that "tbase mechanic?

[

handicraft,® and ATJSbOble (Meuaphysics 9g0a ), who reasons

that inventérs of things useful to life!s necessities ars
less estimable than inventors whose ”brénches of knowledge
did not aim at utility‘”7 Aristotle~(in contrast to us
moderns) admires not ﬁhé ingenious Egyptian engineers but
their priests who devoted themselves to theoretical mathe~
matics. Sambursky comments:

Most instructives is the comparison that Aristotle -
-Graws between an various 11ds of SCA@HC@ and a man's
soclal status: 'But-as the man is free, we say, who
exists for his own sake and not for another’s, S0 we
pursue this (science c¢f first prir civleq) as the only

free science, for %L alone exists for its own sake.!
(Metaphysics 98ab)

-

bt
[&]

»T: (ﬁ

o

Sambursky (agein, in corroboration of Strauss) sees

~

‘this attitude comnected with the moral enphasis on moderation.

Strauss) that this is not peculiar

q

He points out {as ¢

i

0es

8.

to the Socratic tradition. Democritus, among others, also

stressed the necessity of restricting man'!s inclination
to devote too much of his limited strenvth to improving
his material conditions., !'One should realize that
“human life is weak and brief and mixed with many cares
and difficulties, in order that one may care only for
moderate possessions, and that hardship may be measurs
by the standard of one's needs.!

Bt e
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Sambursky suggests that modern science by contrast

0

to Greek science appears artificial and unnatural. He

writes:  "The essentiasl thing in an

D

xperiment is the iso-
lation of'a certain phenomenon in its puré form. + . .9
'Mechaﬁiés, for example, w1lch had a "decisive influence on
the basic methods and notions of physics," was based on
#the notion that fricticn or the resistanée of environment
ére to be considered as incidental interferences with T he
study of the phenomenon that illustrates a.na ural law or

hlo

principle in its pure form. For Aristotle, Ythe environment

was actually an intezral part of the phenomenon itself, and
he regarded the very idea of isolation as untenable.tll

-~

on of naturel which is

}_.‘-

ect

e

w

+
)

Another M"unnatural® kind of "d

Mphe theoretical counterpart of the experiment,™ is the

:_J.

modern mathematization of science., Samnbursky writes:

"fovement and rest are natural phenomena; but velocity, as

L
mathematically defined is the relation between two such

essentially different quantities as distance and time,ni?

10 1pid., pp. 233-23L.
11 1p34., p.233. -

12 1pid., p.24l.
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This unnatural %Ydissection of nature," Sambursky

tells us, "was. . , the result of man's changed attitude to

the cosmos® (and, we may add, to the soul). He writes:

The Greek had a profound awareness of the unity of
man and the cosmos, an awareness wiich was characterized
by his biological approach to the. world of matier.

The teleological pr1n01yle is essentizlly bioclogical
and anthropomorphic, so that the first basis for the
conception of order in the cosmos was found in the
system of the world of living things. Whereas we
are reducing biclogy te phvsico and chemistry, the
Greek appileq the concepts and thought processes of
biology to physical phenomensa,i3

This independent corroboration of Strauss! position
lends strong credence to Strauss! asseriion that the Gresks!?
attitude to_technology is deli beiate, deriving from their

pOlltLC&l philosophy. and philosophic coneedtion of science,

5
l’_gggg., pp. 241-242. In his Preface, Sambursky
writes: ", . ., while we attempt to transform the world into
an abstract mathematic @ntit} wiich transgresses the boun-
daries of the inorganic universe and infiltrates into biology
and the realm of man, the Greeks saw the cosmos as a living
organism; . « » Thus.the Greeks. . . were prevented for a
period of a thousand years, from making the rapid progress
that came about in a few decades of the seventeenth century.
From this time on, a picture of the cosmos evelved that
must be set ccawnut the bacx;round of a ecivilization based
on an interplay of science and uechnOWOgy, while the cosmcs
of the Gr eks emerged from a wo*ld whose Sﬂleuuwflc curiosity
remained untouched by any desire to conguer nature.”



wnich leads them to condemn technology as ﬁnnatural and

aehumanl ing. It also implicitly echoss Strauss?! call té
strive for a genuine understanding of this attitﬁde. If one
is going to explain it away or reduce i3 to more basic

“geschictliche” factors, material or geistliche, let it be

first understood what is being so reduced or explained. As
trauss puts it:

Even if it were true that we could understand
the classics better than they understood themselves,
we would become certain of our superiority only after
understanding them exactly as they understood themselves.
Otherwise we might misteke our suocriority to ou{ notion
of the classics for superiority to tke classics.

Strauss! call for 'return® presupposes what hoq@ve

-

.

calls the "theistic! notion of truth. AL first glance it
appears d t ned to fall on deaf ears. ¥Why should the pro-

gressivist bother to understand t he classics as they understood

4

themselves? One does not attempt to restrict his mentality

to infant bounds, even if it were possibie, in order to

that 2ll thought is "1ptevbr~tation," then one is primarily
interested in why and how a particular Minterpretation® is

expressive bf-willvto power. Or alternabtely put, a therapist

2

need only know enough about a patient'!s delusions to see how .

and why he is using them, Strauss! exhortation then appears

M or, p.195. -
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to the progressivist and the radical historicist as an
invitation to retrogreésion, delusion, or, at best, enter-
taining half-truths. Strauss is.awére of this. He .ap peals
precisely to the modernst concefn to aveid delusions and
helf-trut by asking tnﬂt‘tnc Dresvp0051tlons of modefnity

become the theme of contemporary philoscphic scrutiny. This

entails a non-modern, (i.e., non-historicist, non-progressivist)

L
T

attempt to understand the classics, against whom the father

of modernity raised the banner of their new philosophy and
science, It is evidently Strauss! conviction that if one
makes these -presuppositions the theme of pailosophic inquir

. 2

he will of his own philosopiic momenturm be drawn into the

attempt of a genuine understeanaing of the classics, because
he will come to see that modern presuppositions are modifi-
cations of classical thought. We may sav there are two steps

oack: first, transcending the limitations of modern thought
'éo as to meke it the object of investigation and/s=cor -

a Tl OTOU”h’Ollg attempt at understanding classic l political
philosopny. The first step, however, apparently requires the
view as a crutch or pole-vsa ul* to helpuone Tree onosélf

from modern biases, Wnat is accepted at fifst tentatively,

Strauss promises, will come to engage the investigator fully.

b

The result will be greater clarltj in viewing modernity and

in understanding the contenporary predicament resulting from it
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hopefully, the insights inspired by the study of the classics
will prove helpful in formulating the political recipes
for coming to grips with today'!s problems. Strauss feels
that the fate of our t imes makes this an urgent task because
the modern project and its optimism appear to have soured
into nihilism and despair., The same fate makes this kind
of study more feasible now than it was earlier. trauss
says why:

The genuine understanding of the political philo-
sophies which is then necessary may be said to have
been rendered possible by the shaking of all traditions;
the crisis of our time mey have the accidental advantage
of enabling us to understand in untraditional or fresh

manner what was hitherto understood only in a traditional
or cderivative manner, This may apply especially to

classical political philosophy which has been seen for
a considerable time only thrcugh the lenses of-midern

political philosophy and its various sucCcesSOrs.
Of 211 modern lenses through which the classics

are seen, the most radically modern are Hietzschels and that

0

of radical historicism {Heidegger). And yet Strauss would

¢

.

agree theirs is the most profound understanding of the
classics and of the fundamental questions with which they
are concerned. How would Strauss account for this paradox?

5

Furthermore, 1f, as Strauss admits, radical historicism

L]

results in the questioning of the most elementary premise

resupposed by philosophy, it would then appear to transcend

2
15 _C__I_\fi: P.9.
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the classical-modern opposition or‘justify its modern pre-
suppositions as conduciVe to raising the most profound
guestions. What does Strauss say? As we noted, Strauss
- does not underestimate radical hiétoricism nor is he lacking
in éppreciation of Nietzsche. The formidable strength of
his opponent is precisely its radicalism; Nietzsche and
radical historicism have Pseen through" modernity because
they have rejected most of the lenses 5f modernity and
atteipted to transcend it, It is precisely their success
in proclaining God and al% traditions of transcendence
Mdead that Strauss Vigoroﬁsly compatbts, Strauss writes:

Modern politicel philosophy presupposes Nature as
understood by modern naturel science and History as
understood by the modern historical awarensss. Even-
tually these presuppositions prove to be incompatible
with modern political philosophy. Thus one seems to
be confronted with the choice between abandoning
politicel philosophy-altogether %nd returning to
classical political philosophyul

- Radical-historicism transcends or opposes the modern lenses
of Science and History in these ways:

{1) It abandons the distinction between facts and
values, because every understanding, however theoretical,
implies specific evaluations. () It denies the authori-
tative character of modern science, wnich appears as
only one form among many of man's thinking orientation
in the world. (3) It refuses to regard the historical
process as fundamentally progressive, or, more generally
“stated, as reasonable. (4} It denies the relevance of
the evolutionist thesis by contending that the evolution
of man out _of non-man cannot make intclligible man'ts
humanity,t -

16 zbid., p.l.

.
17 wpp, p.26. :
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Nietzsche, unlike Heidegger, is concerned with the ”perﬁanent
characteristics of humanity such as the distinction“between‘”
the noble and base'; ;18 o this extent he even "transcendsw
nis owmn historiciséc ) .
Though Nietzsche and his epigones are the Penemy™
there are striking resemblances in the respective po itions
of Strauss and Nietzsche. Both experience deeply the revela-~
tion of fate., For both this revelation points to the c¢risis
of modernity -- its nihilism -- which both feel bound to
overcome, This turns both back to the C7abSLCS, Nlet ,sche
with a vengeance and Strauss with reverence., Both tame their
bearings from the Ypermanent Ch&fuCﬁGTlSL]C"".um nobility
and baseness. Botﬁ are disposed negatlvely uov-fa:c"d'e.g.;;rsllj.-=
tarianismu, Both oppose vehemently the universal homogensous
state and both acknowledge with apprehensivensss that it may
- well be on its way., Both see constitutional democracy as
a "rock dant °gaLn5u such inundation.l% Both recommend
poiitical céntrol or mastership of technolegy. Both concur
in the dizgnosis that modernity has abttempted to ¥kill God*”;m

-

to vitiate transcendence. Nietzsche believes the attesupt was

18 4.

19 wRrock dam® is Nietazsche's term. Nietzsche does
not appear equivocal in viewing democracy as a Yrock dam®
against despotic socizlism," though Jaspers discerns in.his
writings at least three very different estimates of democracy.
See Karl Jaspers?! Nietzsche, (Tucson: University of Arizona
Press, 1955), pp. 262-26L.. This is not to say Nietzsche thinks
the "dam" will or can hold. Is Strauss certain it can hold?
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successful and is irreversible (his historicist conviction].

Strauss believes the attempt:was»successful only in laying
TGod" low. Strauss urges resuscitation and rediscovery
ﬁhroﬁgh "return,” Straﬁss says that Nietzsche restores the
Platonic notion of the noble delusion, while holding to a
strictly esoteric theoretical analysis of 1ifel0(metaphysics).
Does Strauvss in effect do this? Strauss saﬁs that the

third "wave®” of modernity -- Nietgsche'!s --is the one ¥that

bears us today."21 How does he propose to effectively oppose
Nietzsche and his epigones Heldegger and ¥Weber? How can he?

He writes that Nietzsche's teaching and its inherent diffi-

-

culties "led to theexplicit renunciation of the very notion

of eternity.” He goes on:

Modern thought reaches its culmination, its highest
self-consciousness, in the most radical historicism,
i.e., in explicitly condemning to oblivicn the notion
of eternity. For oblivion of eternity, or, in other
words, estrangement from man's deepest desire and
therewith from the primary issues, is the price ‘which
modern man had to pay, from the very beginning for
attempting to be absolutely sovereign, to becomg the
master and owner of nature, to conguer chance.

Strauss asserts that political philosophy 3s *the rightful
I I oy g

gueen of social sciences, the sciences of men and of human

affairs®;23 but he acknowledges when confronted withthe

<0 NR, p.26. For Strauss! discussion of Nietzsche
and radiczl historicism, see there pp. 25-33.

22 Tpid., p.55.

DN
A

CH, p,l1.

Bmadeoman
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critique of radical historicism ¥the need for unbiased |
reconsideration of the most eleméntary premises whose
validity is presupposed by philosophy. n2k Strauss does not
engage in such metaphysical Yrecons ideration." Why then
~should thé modern ¥return®?. Should Strauss not offer some-
assurance that ”reéurn” wiil not be an exercise in futility?
Should he not offer met aphyulcal assurance of at least the
possibility of philosophy? Is not "recounsideration® prior
to Yreturn? Is Strauss,'iike Nietésche, relegatiné theoria
to t he esoﬁéric and promoting ¥"noble delusions”? This is
suggested by the implication tﬁat though t he médern project
was a graﬁdiose delusion the Vest waS'bhe better:for ite
But a2gainst this he writes: 3Even~by proving that a certain
fiew is indispensable for livingvfell, one proves merely
_that the view in gquestion is a salutary myth: one does not
proﬁe it to be true¢”25 And against Nietzsche he writes:
“PfUdence aﬁd tthis iower world?! cannot be sesn properly
ﬁithout scre kﬁowledge of 1 the.hivher world?! - withoub
genuine theoria. n26 And in praise of Kojsve he says:

His understgndinv does not pe rm%t him to rest

satisfied with the vulgur separation of theory Irom
practice. He knows too well that tqere never was and

2k yRr, p.31.

25 mid., p.b.

26 Ibidz, p032lo
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there never will be reagonable security for sound
practice except after theory has overcome the powerful
ebstacles to sound practice which originate in theo~
retical misconceptions of a certain kind.

Perhaps a quick little "return® will be helpful in
understanding his position. Against thé objection that
elassical political philosophy ié dated because it is tied
to an out~dated cosmology; Strauss says:

+ « « Socrates was so far from being committed to

a oPQC’Il” cosmology that his knowledge was xnowledbe
of ignorance. Knowledge of ignorance is not ignorance.
It is knowledge of the elusive characher of the t ruth,
-of the whole. Socrates, then, wviewsd man in the light
of the mysterious cmﬂrapubr of the whole. ‘He held
therefore that we are more familiar with t he situation
of man_ as man than with the ultimate causes of that
situation. We may also say he viewsd man in the light
of the unchangeable ideas, i.e., of the fundamental
and permanent problems. For to articulate the situation
of man means to articulate man's openness to the whole.
This understanding of the situation of man which ine-

"~ cludes, then, the quest for cosmology rather than a
selution to tho cosmological problem, was the foundation
of classical political philosophy.

He goes on:

Philosophy strives for knowledge of the whole. The
whole is the totality of the parts. The whole eludes
us bubt we know parts: we possess partial knowledge of
parts The knowledge which we posssss is characterized
by a funddn :ntal aua7lum which has mever been overcome.
At one pole we find knowledge of homogeneity: above all
in arlthmeolv, but also in the.other branches of mathe-
mqtlcs, and. derivatively in all prodactive arts or
erafts. At the oppos ite pole we‘PinC knowledge of
heterogeneity, and. in yar*zcuR r of heterogeneous ends;
the highest form of this kind of Knowlsdge is the art
of the statesman and of Lhe educator. The latter kind
of knowledge is supericr to the former for this reason.
As knowledge of the ends of human life, it 1s knowledge
of what makes human life complete or whole; it is
therefore knowledge of a whole, Kneiledge of tlie ends

27 T p.199.

—-
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of man implies knowledge of the human soul; and the
human soul is the only part of the whole which is open
to the whole and therefore more akin to the whole than
anything else is, But this knowledge -- the political
art in the highest sense ~~ 1s not knowledge of the
whole, It seems that knowledge of the whole would
have to c¢combine somehow political knowledge in the
highest sense with knowledge of homogeneity. And this
combination is not at our disposal. Hen are therefore
constantly tempted tc force the issue by imposing
unity on the phenomena, by absolutizing either
knowledge of homogeneity or knowledge of ends. Men
are constantly attracted and deluded by two opposite
charms: the charm of competence which is engendered by
mathematics and everything akin to mathematics, and
the charm of humble awe, which is engendered by medita-
tion on the human soul and its experiences. Philosophy
is characterized by the égntle, if firm, refusal to

, succumb to either charm.

Strauss here appears to intimate that his metaphysical.
position is that: metaphysics. is problematic. - Reeall his
saying: ". . , the philosopher ceases to be a philosopher
at the mément at which the tsubjective certainty! of a
solution becomes stronger ﬁﬁan is aﬁareness'of_ﬁhe problew

maﬁic'character of‘thatusolutiongﬁzg. Knowledge of the whole
is beyvond us. This may partiallyqexplain iwhy he does not
counter Hegel or Heidegger with an opposeé.MQtaphysicse He
does assume the classicalvconception ol philosophy is true
‘and that philosophy so conceived is possible. On the basis

of his assumptions he lays c¢laim to knowledge of the human

whole and asserts the truth of classical political principles,

28 wpp, pp. 38-40.

29 o1, p.210,
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His zssumptions, he admits, require "recomsideration.' Indeed
he is quite emphatic: ‘'mothing oughf to be said or‘déne which
would create the impreséion that uﬁbiased reconsideration of

the most elementary pfemises of philosophy is a merely academic

30

or historical affair.”” (One wonders whether this emphasis

is essentially moral;\that is; such "Yreconsideration¥ is good
for the soul because it directé men'éo lock up towaré the "Sun';
it préscribes intellectuval engagement on the highest and m&st )
profound level; it means questing for the eternal, aspiring to
the . vision of the Good , The Socratic position -~ Strauss!
position -~ hardly indicates that "reconsideration™ can iﬁ
principle lead to.the thneoretical demonstration of\ggg vhole
or'eternity,) Strauss attempts to show that c¢lassical polit-
ical philosophy, and the medern political philosophy which re-
tains some ties ﬁith it, is sugerior to thcse modern develoD=-
ments which radically dismiss and violate classical principles.
He.attempts to show that clzssical political philosophy is the
fknowledge of what makes human 1life whole,! knowledge of whatl
ﬁan is by nature ihclined,toward aﬁd what ﬁis limitations are;
~he claims it is the supreme and primary arﬁiculation of the
nature of political things. Strauss would emulate Socrat
exzmple., Socrates does not engage in mebaphysical combat. .Soc-
to indicate the .vulnerability of the opponentts

rates attenpls

position, its inadequacy and unsalutariness; and if he can, to

30
MR, p. 31l.
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unfold it dialectically to a point of self-contradiction.
Strauss we may say, attempts this in a historical vein {per-
haps seeing the history of sophy as a dialogue}. He

shows that Scienoe and History, though they claim pure meta~

physical status, or pure non~metaphy51va¢ status, grow out of

a new departure in political philosophy or theoretical science.
He indicates that the linea ge of these deséendants is é chain

of at least questionablepresuppositions. He tellingly points

to links in thaL chain which are conufadlcued by the deocondadts°
For example; he shows that Marxism is a d escendant of the
hlutOflCal s,c:hool'i which was the reactionary,anti~revoiutionary

conservatbtives. He shows that

<t

reaction of ”fat" capitalis

radical historicism'deriVes from an articulation of 'the ex-

- -perience of hLSUO”]” rnlun evinces both liberal and progres-

N

sivist biases; both liberals and progressivists are anathema
to radical historicism. He has, in the tradition of Socrates,

T, 47

attempted to Munpack?

f-2e

through a kind of historical dialectic
the presuppositions of Science and History, revealing their
vulnerability or their dogmatism; he hes attempted to indicate

inadeguacies and inconsistencies, especially of Science (in

al scilence positivism which we have

0
;«l.

his discussions of soc

5

only zlluded to}; and he has eloquently unﬂerbpored'bhe glar~

e

ing unsalutariness of History (Hegel and Heidegger}. If he
appears to devote himself more to damning the political un-
salutariness of his opponents! position than to offering meta -~

physical opposition, this is because consistent with his knowledge
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of the human whole, he is duty-bound to mitigate,as far
he is able, the harm which threatens his fellow citizens.
Considerations of saluteriness have a priority based on urgency,
especially when an eneny threatens. rauss advises his fel-
" low citizens to be on guard iu practice, i.e., in formulabling

3

foreign policy and in maintaining a keen edge of preparedness

01»

and on guard, in "uheO“y“ lest they underestimate the unscrud-

is iunsufficient

$s
m

vlousness of the enemy. But he realizes th
if the citizen does not have a clear sense of his state's own
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and vulnerable, In the ege of universal enlightenment, noble
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myths are unlikely to be effecitive in the long run. In any
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case nyth is only to be used in support of philosophy, to

bolster the rule of reason. Therefore, Strauss urges freturnt.
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grounds the theoretical support

coming "the powerful obstacles which oiriginate in t heoretical

31

mlscoucent ons of a certain kind."

If knowledge of the human whole is "supericr® and the

whole is elusive, how doecs this position differ from Hobbes!'?
(The contrast will ssrve to illuwaine Strauss! ition.)

¥ v sSe LG, DUIEUS S position.
Strauss says with reference to Hobbes:

e o« o if the human good becomes the
political science or ocidl science becone
portant kind of knowledge, as }rlqtﬁvﬂe had

. One cannot leave it, then,
with the idezlistic tradition in rﬂv‘“d to

e e e T a8 A T P St - e o
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0T, v.199.
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. and scope of political phjlosophy, His expectation
from political philosophy is lncomparabe greater
than the expectation of the c¢lassics. No Scipionic
dream illumined by a true vision of the whole reminds
his readgrs of the ultimate futility of all that men
can do,-

(Is the "true vision of the whole® the vision of its

L

n-
scruﬁabiiity and elusiveﬁess?)B3 ~The difference then between
the two positions is that Hogges and moderns generally, in
effect, deny the whole; all there is as far as we need be

concerned is the human good. Socrates,; however, suggests

V.

that openness to the whole, intimations of it, though not

knowledge of it, is necessary to human wholeness. The

peveleueadii e inieiod

the human whole and especially its limits. Openness to the
‘whole, to the eternal -~ the boncern with completencss and
permanency ~- is the ultimate source of virtue and is what
differentiates the classics fron the modern, It is questing
for the vision of the Good which enables us to see more
clearly and to realize more fully the human good, This

indicates why modern political philosophy, in attenuating

or denying this more than and higher than,beccomes immoderate;

loses that which indicetes limits and conduces to moderation. *

32 NR, p.177.

33 Lu hardly seems sc. Yet according to his articu-
lation of the Socratic position quoted above, in the vision
of the whole one glimpses its elusive and mysterious character.

3k 3ec rauss? "0n Platols Republic!: There he writes:
"The doctrine of 1d as which Socrates expounds to his inter-
locutors is very hax d to understand; to begin with, it is
utterly incredible, not to say that it appears to be fantastic. .
No one has ever succeeded in giving a setisfactory or clear
account of this doctrine uf»LQeaq." (Cm, v.119; He concludes:
"The situation at the end of ths F blic corresponds
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A

Thece 1nt1matlon° of StraUSQf m031tzon, tnovgn seen.

through a gla%g darfly, do make clear Lnat Strauss! opposition

precisely to the situation at the end of the first book,

where Socrates makes clear that he has proved that justice

- is salutary without knowing the What or nature of Jjustice., + . .
The teaching of the RﬂgpbWWQ reaaralng Justice can ve true
although it is not complete, insofar as the nature of
~Justice depends decisively on the nabture of the city -~ for
even the trans-~political cannob be understood as such except
if the city is understeood -- and the city is completely
intelligible because its limits can be made perfectly mani-
fest: to see these limits, one need not have answered the
guestion reg ard¢ng the wque' it is sufficlent for the purpose
£o have raised the guestion regarding thse Jho“vg As Cicerc

has observed, the }eﬁuollu does not bring to light the best
possible TGWLmC but rainer thie nature of uolLtncal things -=

the nature of the cily. Socrates makes ciear in the 5@?29&10
of what character the eity would have %o be in order to
satisfy the hjgheSu need of man. By lztting us see that the
city constructed in accordance with this roqu:rement is not
possible, he lets us see the essential limits, the nature,
“of the city." (my underlining) CM, p.138. There is evidently
a dlelnCtlon between Stravss? Unuerstmmq7av of the Socratic
position and Aristotle'!s position. Aﬁunfdlng to Aristotle,
knowledge of the human whole is nob superior!; Aristotle
claims lesq Tignorance? or, he finds. the whole more intel=-
ligible, Strauss intimates that for Aristotle the whole is
Hlower"™ than it is for Plato: "Plato amd Aristotle agree
that in the highest, the perfect knower and the perLGCL

known must be united; but whereas according to Aristotle

the highest is knowledge or thought thiaking itself,
raccording to Plato the highest is beyond the difference
between knower and known or 1s not a thinking being. It

also becomes questionable whether the h¢;hebu as Plato under-
stands it is still properly called an idea; Socrates uses
the idea of the good! and 'the good! synonymously (505a2-b3)."
{CM,p.119.,} The validity and cogency -of the objection to -
classical political science on the growmds of its integral
connoction to outdated cosmology is ackmowledged by Strauss
{in omne place) in reference to Aristotlz, He writes: "From
the point of view of Aristotle -- and wio could dare to

claim to be a better judge in this matisr than Aristotle? —-
the issue between the mechznical and the teleological ccn-
ception of the universe is decided by the manner in which

the problem of the heavens, the heaveniy bodies, and their




to Nietzsche overshadowsﬂ%he*fesemblanceﬂm Strauss is“

‘the passidnate partisan of the rule of reason; the political
philosophy he champions is rooted iﬁ'the"moncéﬁtion of man

as essentially.rational,~for whom ¥God" is wery much ¥alive,®
if mysterious, for whom the transcéndeﬁ% eternal~orde£ is “
accessible at least insofar as it reflects tellingly on

human excellence and huwman limitation and xeveals the human

whole, Strauss probebly cannot reach angd does not address

motion is solved. Now in this respect, which from Aristotle’s
own point of view was a decisive one, the dssue seems to
have been decided in favoer of the nonvelzological conception
of the universe. . « . This means that psople were forced to
accept a fundamental, typically modern, dwalism of a non-~
teleological natural science and a teleolegical science of
man, This is the position which the modern followers of
Thomas Aquinas, among others, are forced %o take, a position
‘wnich presupposes a break with the comprenonsive view of
"Aristotle as well as that of Thomas Aguinzs himself. The
fundamental dilemma, in whose grip we are, is caused by the
victory of modern natural science. An adeguate solution to
the problem of natural right cannot be fouud before this
basic problem has been solved.¥ NR, p.&. But contrast:
"Let us then turn to the nmodern criticisa of Aristotle’s
principle, It doss not suffice to say that the new, anti-
Aristotelian science of the seventeenth-century rejected
final causes, for the. classical materialists had done the
same and yet not denied, as the mocdern anti-Aristotelians
did, that the good life is the life acceording To nature and
“that 'Nature has made the necessary things easy to supply.'?
LM, p.L2. He appears to be saying here that the validity of.
the objection is not the basic ground of the moderuns! rejection
of Aristotle; rather it is 'ithe resolve to iiberalte man. . .
by his own sustained effort, or in other wwwrds the modern
denial of eternity and of the mysteriocus mhole.” CM, p.4R.
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himself to the eblgoncs of Nv tzsche; they are, to use
Heldegger?s term, "verfallen.” Men like Webor who assume
Yreality is an 1nf1n1ue and- éa ningless. « o« chaos,"35'
_énd men like Heidegger who condemn "to oblivion the‘notion
of eternity,”36 Strauvss does not spéak to but against,
in order to'ﬁitigate their influenée, that their tribe
may not increase, He speaks to moderns who care about
the political things and to moderns who are committed to
rational truth; he speaks es] pecially to North American
social scientists who combine in themselves both a commit-
ment to @rpth.and the caring about political things, in
particular about the liberal democratic heritage. Unfortu-
nately many of then dé not seem to cbnsciously combine
these in their rational thinking; on the contrary, they
conscientiously deny the rational warrant of the values
they cherish and live by. It is primarily to them that
trauss recommends "return' -« making the suppositions of
their science the theme.of their rational considerations,
He urges them to awake to the realization that ”history‘
of political philosophy and not logic, proves to be the
pursﬁit concerned with the presuppositions of social

501ence,”37 Strauss argues that classical political
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science is the Ynatural® starting point of contemporary
political science both because it is the "prinmary form of
political science because the common sense understanding

38

of political things is primary®™® and because the Ygenealogy

of (their) morals® reaches bacﬁ to classical foundations.
But let ué return from Yreturn® to the difficulties.

trauss has written studies of ﬁedievai thought but has

said little about medieval political life, against which

modernity arose. {(This may be due to his general disine

clination to discuss Christianity. ))9 Here is a little

38 Ibid., p.12. Strauss writes: "The sclentific
understanding implies. . . a break with the pre-scientific
understanding, yet at the same time it remzins dependent on
-the pre-~scientific understanding. Réegerdless of whether
the superiocrity of the scientific understanding to the
~pre-scientific uncerbtanding can be demomstrated or not,
the scilentific understanding is secondary or derivative,

Hence, social science cannot reach clarity about its doﬁngs

if it does not possess a coherent and comprehensive under-
standing of what is frcquently called tho common sense view

of polltlcal things, i.e., if it does not primarily understand

the political things as they are experienced by the citizen

-or statesman; only if it possesses such & coherent and com-
prehensive understanding of its basis or matrix can it possibly
show the legitimacy, and make intelligiblie the character, of

that peculier modification of the primavv understanding of
political things which is their scientific understanding.'{pp.ll-1

-~

™

N

39 Grant, op.cit., p.109. Grant conjecturally accounts
for Streuss?! reticence on the role of biblical faith in the
modern world. . Grant writes: "It is . . - the case that in the
western world what remnants of sacred resiraints still linger
in the minds of men are most often connected with the practice
of the two religions, Judaism and Christianity, which alone
are indigenous to the western world. Therefore, even if
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that he dces say:

By Machiavelli's time the c¢lassical tradition
had undergone profound changes. . . » Moral virtue
had been transfigured into Christian charity.
Throuvgh this man's responsibility to his fellow
men and for his fellow men, his fellow creatures,
bhad been infinitely increased. Concern with the
salvation of men's immortal souls seemed to permit,
nay, to require courses of action which would
have aDpcarod to the cla051cs, and which did afpeaw
to Machiavelli, to be inhuman and cruel. .

Did the sense of Christian mission incline toward the
fesolve to “liberateﬁ man by forceful human efforts?

(This question is no£ rhetorical.) The moré basic éuestion
‘is perhaps this one: If'the Church engaged in courses of
action, in-good. conscience, which would- have appeared to

" the classics as Yinhumnan and cruel," does this not indicate

a significant modification of classical pelitical teaching

U)

by the Church?  Bvidently Strauss is convinced this modifi-
cation was not'"radical," that it was far less significant

than the moalflca ions of the -classical tradition wrought

by modern political thought. We acknowledge the absence

Strauss should in fact think that the Biblical categories
have besen in part responsible for a false and therefore
dangerous conception of nature among modern philosophers,
he weuld not necegsarnly think it wise to speak openly or
forc1oly about the matter. -

L0 }ﬁ?‘g’ Do lils
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of an examination of the modifications wrought by the
medieval Church in classical political philosophy and
_confess it may constituﬁe.a laék in our discussion of
modernity.

There is arzapparént inconsistency in Strausé’
demand for non—historicist historical understanding. ‘Is
his disgcussion of modernity and his consideration of modern
thinkers not blatantly historicist?l That is, his method
of inguiry asks the guestion, What'are they after? rather
than, Is their teaching true? Straués would justify this
because modern political'thiﬁkers themselves, according to
Strauss, fuse the two. OStrauss asserts that modern thought
is essentially politicized philosophy and therefors an
histbriéist understanding of it is apposite, whereas clas-
sical thought represents a ?ure aspiration for trﬁth,
Strauss writes with reference to classical thought:

« « « the discovery of nature is identical with

the actualization of a. human possibility which, at
least according to its own interpretation, is

trans-historical, trans-social, trans-moral, and
trans-religious.™

k1 VHistoricisi® here does not mean one who subscribes
to "the dogma that the mind of the individuval is incapable
of liberating itself from the opinions which rule his society.¥

-

b2 NR, p.89.
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He quotes Whitehead:

After Aristotle, ethical and religicus interests
_ began to influence metaphysical conclusions. . . .
It may be doubted whether any properly general meta-
physics can ever, without the i1llicit introduction
of other considerations, get much further than
Aristotle .43

From this point of view, which sees the classics as the
only UYpure¥ quest for truth, modern thinkers appear as
sophists., Strauss writes:

_ Originally, philosophy had been the humanizing
quest for the eternal order, and hence it had been
a pure source of humans inspiration and aspiration.

- Since the seventeenth century, philosophy has be-
come a weapon, and hence an instrument. . . . the
politicization of philosophy consisis precisely in
this, that the differencs between intellectuals and
philosophers -- a difference formerly known as the
difference between gentleman and rhilosophers, on
the one hand, and the difference betwsen sophists
or rhetoricians and philoscphers, on the other —-
becomes blurred and finally diseppears.hh

For the understanding of sophists, historicism is most appro-

priate; at least as primary to a genuine understanding of

mocderns is the question ~~ What are they after? a guestion
which in Strauss'! view is illegitimate im reference to the
classics who are not "after™ anything but truth, Does this

help to explain at all why Strauss does mot sufficiently

register righteous indignation at the spectacle of rapine

i A

run rampant during the reign of the natural law t radition?
Hardly. Strauss does not highlight the hestialities of

this pericd, He devotes himself tc undsrscoring the urgency

——.—

i
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of the medern political situation. 'He indicates that
the massive atrocities of National Socialism and Stalinisnm
are the products of the critical 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 without reason, that Hegel's
rule [Philosophy of Right brand of liberalisml over
Germany came Lo an end oniy on the day that Hitler

came to power. . . . All German dl&$1tlSAaCL10nS
with modernity pointed toward a Tuird Reich.4d

This sentence, "The action most characteristic of the
'Middle Ages is the Crusades; it may be said to have cul~
minated not accidentally in the murder of whole Jewish
communities,¥ is quickly followed by this pdinted reminder:

The German Jews owed their emancipation to the
French Revolution or its effects., They were given
7 full political rights for the first time by the

Weimar Republic. The Weimar Repubiic was succeszded
by the only German regine thatl ever was anywhere --
which had no other clear o%mncwnlﬂ gxcept muraerous
hatred of. the Jews, for 'Aryan?! had no clear meaning
other than ‘non—Jewishe74 -

trauss, it seems, does not want the reader to linger over

the wn?erencc that the natuvral low tradition does not
k5 ser, p.2.
L6
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preclude wholesale massacres.¥? This rey also be due in
part to the sense of urgency he feels about the predicament
of the VWest today. He writes:

The crisis of liberal democracy has become con-
cealed by a ritual which calls itself methodology
or logic., This almost willful blindness to the
crisis of liberal democracy is part of that crisis.

No wonder then that the new political science has
nothing to say against those who unhesitatingly prefer
surrender, that is, the abandonment of liberal demo-
cracy, te war,

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
Machiavellil's teaching was graceful, subtle and

- ecolourful., .Nor is it Neronian. HNevertheless one
may say of it that it fiddles while Rome burns.
It is excused by two facts: it does not know that

it fiddles, and it does not know thatRome burns .48
Strauss then, if we take his analogy seriously, isvcryihg
"Firel”™ In a‘fire, expedience and salutariness have un-
ﬁéual.importan:ea' Strauss is saying that the urgency of
the crisis demands the highest priority for political

philosophy, even if its metaphysical foundations may require

¥reconsideration.” The crisis demands a salutary Presolution®

47 Stravss certainly does not want to speak ill of
Catholic Christianity which in the middle ages, he says,
"was the bond of soclety.™ (SCR, p.3) He clearly does not
want to do this because he admires Catholic adherence to the
natural law tradition. {See NR, pp. 7-8)

48 181, p.223.
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even if its metaphygicai defeﬁse cannot be secured theore-
tically, quickly or easily. (This is iliustrated bio-
graphically: Strauss and many obher refugees wﬂo studied
philosophy in Furope, upon arrival in North America,
became social scientists out of the sense of urgency which
convinced them that the political questions must be given
priority over the Heideggeresan type of qntblogiéal investi~
gation, however important and perhaps centrai that may be
ultimately.) |

Strauss tells us not to expect "that a fresh under-
standing of classical political thlo<op 1y will supply us

. . - A
with recipes for today'ls use. " 9 Whet t hen may we expect

he classical demand for political

ot

to glean? He does stress
contrel of technology. Grant expresses the difficulty in

zeipe s

(‘)

transforming this into a "r

My difficulty in comprehending Strauss! position
lies not then in giving some meaning to the idea
that the dominant leaders of our scciety are comnmitted
to unlimited technological progress, buf rather in
understanding what it meant to the classical political
philosophers not to be so committed, and even more in
understanding what it ﬂould mean not Lo he so committe
in the contemporary world.”

d

Grant asks by what criteria determinations of political

control are to be made., He concludes: “Strauss'! position

would be easier to understand if he would explicate the

classical teaching on this matter. oL {Should the telephone

~

59 ¢, p.ad.

0 ‘s
> Grant, op.cit., p.10L.
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have been banned or avia tion discouraged? Grant is right;

it is extremely difficult to think this.} Grant also sug-

gests Strauss might have more fully discussed what limiting

of technology weould mean to "the poor, the diseased, the

hungry and the tired." He quotes Feuerbacht!s dictun,

.“compassion is before thought“ and insists Strauss "must

come to terms with the lmpllc tlons of this phase in full

explicitness,”52
Another difficulty is Machiavellits cogent criti-

0

cism that the limitation of technology is impossible even

for a utopian Republic when confronted with an enemy; and

Strauss has to agree. He writes:

They lthe cla551csj hzad to admit that the moral-
polJtlcaL supervision &6f inventions by the good and
wise city is necessarily limited by the need of

adaptation to the pracitices of morally inferior cities
vhich scorn such supsrvision. . . . They had to admit
in other words that in an important respect the good
city has to take its bearings by the practice of bad
cities or that the bad impose their law on the good,.

Strauss recommends to the West ageinst Communism the posture

of the Republicls guardians toward Dtranavrs, that of

watchful savage dogso54 This means ine ffect no limitations

52 Jbid., p.103. Grant notes: 9“Strauss is clearly
aware of this fact. One could wish, however, that he had

drawn out the implications of it int he present controversy.m

23 TOM, p.298.

54 CH, p.5.
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on technology. This looking to classical politicél science
from the context of today and the foresseable future would
not only not discourage, but would encoﬁrage, rapld tech-
"nological advances.”?? Strauss would suggest that at least
such technological advances would be purpbsive, father than
technology for technology!s sake°56 But this would be

naive: it matters little ﬂow purposive was the origin of

the technological endeavour once it gains momentum, Strauss
seems to recognize this in calling attention to the classical
‘Bopinion that there occur periodic cataclysms. . . ﬁWhidﬂ

[

took care of any apprehension regarding an excessive

55 Strauss does say: ¥. . . that 1t is not inventions
as such but the use of science for such inventions which ren-
ders impossible the good city in the c¢lassical sense. From -
the point of view of the classics, such use of science 1s
excluded by t he nature of science as a theoretical pursult.V
(T0M, p.299) Sambursky confirms this by moting that the -
techniques developed for wuse in war, "the child of urgent
necessity, could have bécome the nuclsus of considerable and
many-sided techpolog'cal develcpments. . . . but in fact
there is no sign cof a development of tnls kind which m1gx
well have chonﬁeq ancient QO”le}." {(The Physical World of
the urceku, pp. 229-230.) It is exceedingly difficult o
corniceive of how we would "un-t echnojoglﬂm“ science even were
it pogs:gle in principle.. It would certainly not be possible
in practice especizlly when an enemy threatens.

56 Grant, cit., p.101l.Grant writes: "It would
appear to me tanat technological progress is now being pursued
not first and foremost to free all men from work and disease,
but for the investigation and conquest of the infinite spaces
around us. The vastness of such a task suggests that modern
scclety is comnitted to unlimited ubcnnmi pical progress for

its own sake.M

1S
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development of technology or regarding the danger that man's .

inventions might become his masters and his destroyers,“57‘
This opinion Strauss notes %has been rendered incredible by
the experience of the last éenturiés.""The»classics not
only cannot instruct us as how to limit_technology; it
appears they scorn the biblically inspired hope for universal
peace and encourage particularist waspishmeése' (On the other
hand the classical emphasis on striving for moral excellence
is indeed in tune with the biblical visiom of the conditions
of universal pesace.} It seens even Hobbes encourages a nmore
pacific attitude thén the classics. Strauss indicates
Hobbes? view:
| Peace. . . requires, in additior o the peaceable
attitude, the coercive power of the state which insures
security, But the peaceable attitude, the alttitude of
trust and faith of itself tends by itself towsrd e
"Situation in which 3t can become fully active.?
Is this Ypeaceable attitude” recommended by the classics?
Strauss ﬁrites of the confréntation&today'between Bast aﬁd
West: "The only restraint in which the West can put some
confidénce is the tyrant's fear of‘the Westts imroase
military powera“59 Perhép34this needs mwre-emphamis than
the pacific inciination, but even Hobbes, for all his

Machiavellian realism, nevertheless underscores the

°7 101, p.299,
58 3R, p.235.

59 ‘_C_,Iﬁ! pﬂ5ﬁ

oy

i

TR T

g

[ U ——

s Bt e P E T *



237

importance of the pacific attitude aloné with power, VAs
Strauss puts it: Y"The pacific attitude and the power of
the state support~each.other in t-urn."60 Hobbes recommends
this attitude even toward "robbers.“Si This pawnapq SLém
gests 1t might be well to éuestion ﬁhether'the pr1n31ples
of cléssical social science are an ummixed blessing.

- It should be noted that Strauss is not prescribing
a radical 'mew cure.,” Neither is Strauss venting anti-

social ire, Grant notes that Strauss implies “that the

¢t

.-philoscpher who recognizes that society is comﬁitted to. .
an unwise pursuit must not fzll into the temb‘ ation of
escaping into anti-social dreams, 02 Strauss appears to
fina Western democracy more ”rundéwn"‘than basically sick.
It suffers a malaise of spirit, & kiﬁd af theoretical
neﬁrasthenia, rendering it listless and depressed inthe

absence of a sense of purpose and conducing to various

‘forms of degradation. A cirisis of the spirit endangers the
whole organism; loss of purpose makes one susceptible to

pathological purpcese. As Nietzsche says: "wman would sooner
have the void for his purpose than be veid of purpose.? 63

-

e g e—

60 {Strauss! paraphrase of Hobbes} SCR, p.235.

61 JTbid., op. 231,-236. Hobbes advises that one keep
onetls promises even to criminals, even when one can break
them with impunity.

62 Grant, op. t,, p.102.

Poctlsiid
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3 The Genealogy of Morals, Section XAVIII.
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Strauss would strive to lend reasonable security to the
sound practice of constitubional democracy by restoring

its spirituval political heritage, the base of its soundness
and the source of its strength. Strauss does not pretend
to "transcend” or to innovate. He lays no claim to origin-~
aliéy. He is~not presenting his own "brand" of philosophy
{in contrast to, say, Heidegger or Whiﬁehea&), He seeks

of

s

to reinforce an already well-entrenched modern traditio:
natural right. He would do this not by adding something
but by returning to its roots for reinvigoration.

The "lesson® it seems Strauss would have us relearn
from classical poliﬁical thought is méﬁeration, moderation
of our political ambitions and moderation of our selfishness:
- the two-fold moderation of love of one's own. In Strauss?
view modern political thovght is excessively ambitious and
grossly immoderate. The collapse of the modern project,
we noted; was due to such excessive universal political
ambitions; this'resulted in traumatic disenchantment, {See
the Introduction above.) The modern tendency to understand
happiness in terms of affluence also has coeme under question

as a result of the failure of the moders pro,ject.,é‘{'r

64 (Tt will be recalled) Strauss writes: ". . . for
the foreseeable future, political sociefy remains.what it
has always been; a partial or particular society whose mosth
urgent and primary task is its self-preservation and whose
highest task is its self-improvement. #4s for the meaning
of self-improvement, we may observe that the same experience
wﬁich ha% made the West doubtful of the wiablility of a world
society has made it doubtful of the belief that affliuvence
is the su ffiClCﬁu and even niecessary comdition of happiness

. A
and justice: affluence does not cure the daeuest eVWISoh(C% p.bH)

e
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Affiuvence deces not satisfy. Comfortable self-preservation
is found wanting. Strauss appears to suggest that the
well-entrenched rights of #life, liberty and the pursuit

of happiness" be supplemented by duties, that we learn to

moderate our claim to the unrestrained pursuit of affluence

in a manner which would not seriously impinge on our basic

rights. As a result of a "return™ to classical thought

the direction of our Yself~improvement! may become clearer
and the meaning of ¥happiness"y more ¥filled-in.®

" For a crowvning exemple of the growing conviction

‘of the need to moderate political expectatiocns, we offer

these excerpts from a recent article by the liberal pundit
Rlchard Rovere (We are not here concerned with the pros
and c¢ons of the policies discussed; Lhe point being made

is that there is a growing rezlization that excessive
political expsctations often lead not to panaceas but in
the direction of Pandorals box.) Rovere writes of the late

Sen

Q)

tor Robert Taft:

« » s his conservatism in domestic matters seenmed
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 individuelism.
Today, his rightist view of Qederam power is heard
not only on the right but on the left -- especially
the New Left ~- and frequently inthe center. He wanted
to restrain federal power not becauss he thought it evil
in principle but because of what he regarded as its
limitations -- its inability to be effective in a
country as large and diverse as the United States. . .+ &
A1l he objected to was the a ssunption that the federal
bureaucracy, operating out of a bigb]y provincial city
on the Atlantic coast, was competent to establish and
carry out sound policy Tor a continsntal nation approach-
ing 2 ”opaiab¢o of twe hundred millicn sculse.
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Of his isclationism, Rovere says:

e « o his views on forc:gﬁ poli cy were not dissimilar
to those of many of today's radicals and liberals. He
simply did not believe, he oald that the United Sta*e
.could police the world or had an y‘husineos trving to

do so. -

)

Rovere comments:

If Taft's conservatism could be described as intel-
lectually sterille and socially callous a quarter century
ago, some of its fundamental assumptions have int he
years since his death gained wide acceptance, . . . The
central goverrﬂcb can pass laws and amass funds for
good works of meny kinds -- education, the abatement of
poverty, urban renewal -~ but it seldom any longer comes
‘close to achieving the goals it seeks, and as often as
not deepens the problems it hopes o s0lve. o« o « o 4+ &
° . L] e » L] . ] » . @ L] ® Ll L] » . » @ . a a s » °® * . »
there is today not only a lack of confidence in the

~-central government but a feeling that it menaces the

world and incresses human sulfering within the American

society itself, . . . Something like the highway program

is oppressive in its cousequences, and it had rLchy
TR alded a"numoar of vested interests, but the intent

of its initiators was uezzén being a responss to what

was held to be a social need. IMuch the same can be

said of most of the other progrems that are working

against the ends of thelr designers.©

As Rovere indicates, benign intentions wirich are translated
into technological solutions to major human problems invariably
go awry. This mav be said to reflect Stravss! understanding

of modernity that we have atbtempted to essay hers: the road

to hell is paved with good intentions.

65 R.Rovere, "Letter from Washipgton," The New Yorker
{July 18, 1970}, pp. 72-7
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