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PREFACE TO HOBBES POLITISCHE
WISSENSCHAFT*

Leo Strauss

The present study ofHobbes, which now appears for the first time

in the German original, was composed in 1934-35 in England and

published in 1936 in English translation. Ernest Barker wrote a

preface for the English edition and I added an introductory note,

which may now be replaced by the following comments:
The leading thought of my Hobbes book arose from positive and

negative stimuli received while I still lived in Germany. The first time

I heard about Hobbes in a way that caused me to take notice was in

the lectures of Julius Ebbinghaus on the social teaching of the

Reformation and the Enlightenment, given in Freiburg im Breisgau in

the summer semester of 1922. Ebbinghaus appreciated in an uncon

ventional way the originality of Hobbes; in his lively presentation,
Hobbes'

teaching became not merely plastic but vital. He was any

thing but a Hobbesian; if my memory does not deceive me, he

already believed at that time that the significant part of
Hobbes'

teaching had been "sublated
in"

["aufgehoben"] the Kantian

philosophy. Carl Schmitt, in quite unconscious opposition to

Ebbinghaus, asserted in his essay, "The Concept of the
Political"

["Der Begriff des Politischen"] (Archiv fur Sozialwissenschaft und

Sozialpolitik, 1927), that Hobbes is "by far the greatest and perhaps

the only truly systematic political
thinker."

Schmitt's judgment

about the greatness and the significance of Hobbes, a judgment

which corresponded to my feelings or taste at that time, strength

ened, understandably, my interest in Hobbes.

My study of Hobbes began in the context of an investigation of

the origins of biblical criticism in the 17th century, namely of

Spinoza's Theological-Political Treatise. The re
-awakening

of the

ology, which for me is marked by the names of Karl Barth and Franz

Rosenzweig, appeared to make it necessary to investigate how far

the critique of orthodox
theologyJewish and Christiandeserved

to be victorious. Since then the theological-political problem has

remained the theme of my investigations. As far as the political,

especially, is concerned, the contrast between Hobbes and Spinoza

seemed to me at that time to be more important, more illuminating,

than their agreement. In any case, I believed that I had learned,
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through my first study of Hobbes, that the prior accounts and

apercus had not done justice to what is decisive in him.

When a fate that was in a certain way kind drove me to England

and I gained in this way access to sources which cannot be studied

elsewhere, I saw the opportunity not to limit my work to an analysis

of the teaching of the mature Hobbes but to investigate at the same

time how and from what source this teaching had been formed in

Hobbes'

mind. This double intention gave the present study its

character.

Philosophic interest in theology linked me with Gerhard Kriiger;

his review of my Spinoza book expressed my intention and result

more clearly than I myself had
done.1

The final sentence of his

Kant
book,2

which corresponded completely to my view at that

time and with which I would still today, with certain reservations,

agree, explains why I directed myself wholly to the "true
politics"3

and why I did not write about Hobbes as a Hobbesian. Insight into

the necessity of understanding the dispute of the ancients and the

moderns more thoroughly and more exactly than had previously

been done, before one decided for the modern or the ultra-modern,

linked me with Jacob Klein; his "Die griechische Logistik und die

Entstehung der
Algebra"

(Quellen und Studien zur Geschichte der

Mathematik, Astronomie und Physik, Band 3, Heft
1-2),4

a masterly

and exemplary investigation led by this insight, received the dis

tinction of being passed over in near total silence in our
everything-

but-silent era.

As far as the defects of the present book are concerned, I have

tacitly corrected them, so far as they have become known, in Nat

ural Right and History (Chapter V, A) and in my critique of Polin's

Hobbes Book {What is Political Philosophy?, pp. 170-96). Only in

the latter publication (p. 176, note) did I succeed in laying bare the

simple leading thought of
Hobbes'

teaching about man. For obscure

reasons Hobbes himself never did this; his famous clarity is limited

to his conclusions, while his presuppositions are shrouded in ob

scurity. His obscurity is, of course, not in every respect involuntary.

What I stated thirteen years ago in the Preface to the American

edition of the present book I will still allow to stand. I said then

. . . [The remaining three paragraphs of this preface are a German

translation of the "Preface to the American
Edition"

of The Politi

cal Philosophy of Hobbes (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,

1952).]



Hobbes politische Wissenschaft 3

*Neuwied am Rhein und Berlin: Hermann Luchterhand Verlag, 1965.

The translation of the
"Preface"

is by Donald J. Maletz; all footnotes have

been supplied by the translator. The translation has benefitted considerably

from suggestions made by Joseph Cropsey.
The bibliography of writings by Leo Strauss in Interpretation, V/2, Winter,

1975, does not indicate that the German edition of this work is preceded by a

new preface.

Acknowledgment is gratefully extended to the University of Chicago Press

for permission to publish this translation.

1
Kriiger's review of

Strauss'

Die Religionskritik Spinozas als Grundlage seiner

Bibelwissenschaft: Untersuchungen zu Spinozas Theologisch-politischen Traktat

(Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1930) is in the Deutsche Literaturzeitung, 1931,

Heft 51 (December 20), p. 2407.
2
The last several paragraphs of Kriiger's Philosophie und Moral in der Kant-

ischen Kritik (Tubingen: Verlag J.C.B. Mohr, 1931), attempt to state the basis

for a "philosophical, that is, unlimited
questioning,"

in the light of the fact that,

since Kant, "the aporias of the Enlightenment have become greater"; he argues

that "Kant's problem is thoroughly
contemporary,"

in that "The unpenetrated

opposition of
'dogmatism'

and
'skepticism'

has become prominent in thought as

in life itself with new sharpness, while the living and unifying tradition, upon

which the Enlightenment fed, has disappeared and been replaced by the histori

cism of
knowledge."

The concluding sentences of the book may be translated

as follows: "The question will only be in reality unlimited, if it inquires into the

good in the knowledge of the historical passion. Let the answer to this question

and thus also the Christian answer of Augustinebe left undecided. That the

decisive question remains true, even if it finds no answer, can be taught him who

questions thus by the example of
Socrates."

3This term occurs in Kant's "Zum Ewigen
Frieden,"

Anhang, I, end, in:

Immanuel Kant, Kleinere Schriften zur Geschichtsphilosophie Ethik und

Politik, ed. Karl Vorlander (Hamburg: Felix Meiner Verlag, 1964), p. 162. See

the translation of "Perpetual
Peace"

in: Immanuel Kant, On History, ed. Lewis

White Beck (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill Company, Inc., 1963), p. 128.

4Jacob Klein, Greek Mathematical Thought and the Origin ofAlgebra, trans.

Eva Brann (Cambridge, Mass.: M.I.T. Press, 1968).





FALSTAFF IN THE VALLEY OF THE SHADOW OF DEATH

MICHAEL PLATT

University ofDallas, Irving, Texas

Sir John Falstaff is almost absent from Henry V. We do not see

him; we only hear about him and then only when he is dying. From

his comparative absence we might conclude that Falstaff and his

death have nothing to do with Henry V and his celebrated victory

at Agincourt. From the similar absence of Henry from Falstaff s

death bed we might similarly conclude that Falstaff has been for

gotten by Shakespeare's most famous English prince. Such conclu

sions would be satisfying if it were not for the fact that both these

absences are conspicuous ones. Knowing of our fondness for Falstaff,
the Epilogue of 2 Henry IV promised us a continuation of "the
story"

with "Sir John in
it"

and only jested that he might die "of

a
sweat."1

Henry V gives us less of Falstaff than we expected and the

little it gives is disappointing; we were fond of the living Falstaff;
we get Falstaff dying. His absence from life is as conspicuous as his

absence from the play; there is just enough of him in both to call

attention to his absence. The same is true of Henry's absence from

Falstaff's death bed, for comments by those who are present draw

attention to Henry's absence (2.1.84 and 117-22; 2.3.40). It is true

that not all surfaces have depths. Those, however, which are marked

by conspicuous absences hint that they do; by so doing they invite

the reader to look deeper. Without assuring results, they give enough

evidence to justify an inquiry.

Yet even the surface of the death of Falstaff is hard to under

stand. For one thing it is entrusted to report rather than immediate

presentation. This is mildly astonishing. The scene of Falstaff dying
would undoubtedly have been a great scene, moving large portions

of the audience and remaining long in their minds. The great scene

Shakespeare could have
written2

must have been sacrificed for

some good reason, but it is not easy to see what it is. Shakespeare

has also endangered the scene he does present by entrusting it to a
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very unreliable reporter, scatterbrained Hostess Quickly. The gift

of speech to such a woman is risky, at least for an author who cher

ishes intelligibility. The elisions, elipses, shifts of direction, sighs,

and countless errors of her prose make one think of a small boat

in a big storm. Still, giving the death of Falstaff to Hostess Quickly
is less risky than it first seems. Her more palpable mistakes will make

the reader or listener aware of the difference between hearsay and

eyewitness; it will alert him to the difficulty of learning what

really happened to Falstaff. To encourage such inquiry Shake

speare has Falstaff's page boy present at his death and has him

correct the Hostess (2.3.29). Being a woman and a sensual one as

well, Hostess Quickly denies or diminishes that part of Falstaff's

last speeches which dealt with women. According to the Boy, Fal

staff warned against women as well as sack, calling women devils

incarnate. Herself distracted, Mistress Quickly would distract others

by taking
"incarnation"

as carnation, a color (2.3.30-31). But

the Boy will not be diverted into a discussion about Falstaff's favor

ite or unfavorite colors.

'A said once the devil would have him about women.

(2.3.32)

Witness Quickly begins to give ground:

'A did in some sort, indeed, handle women;

(2.3.33)

but tries to slip away with

but then he was rheumatic, and talked of theWhore ofBabylon.

(2.3.33-35)

Previous to this exchange, the Hostess has been unable to report all

those portions of Falstaff's end which made reference to Biblical

religion (e.g., "Arthur's
bosom,"

of which more in a moment).

Now, when it suits her, she is able to come out with the whore of

Babylon. It would seem that her previous mistakes do not reveal

an ignorance of the Bible, rather the opposite. Precisely because

she has just seen a wretched sinner dying in terror and because she

knows her Bible with the fear it calls for is she so given to mistakes.
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It is not surprising that it is the Boy, a steadier witness, who reports

something else she omits:

Do you not remember 'a saw a flea stick upon Bardolph's nose, and 'a said it

was a black soul burning in hell? (2.3.36-37)

Recalling the witty old Falstaff, we are tempted to think that Fal

staff had retained his wit in the face of the afterlife, that he was

being sportive with both the terrors of hell and Bardolph's com

plexion. We would like to think so. There seemed to be a perpetual

gaiety about Falstaff, casting out fear whenever he appeared. The

memory of this gaiety makes Bardolph, the butt of many of his

jokes, want to be with him whether he is in heaven or hell (2.3.7-8);
for Bardolph the jests of Falstaff cast out even the fear of hell. Yet

Bardolph has reason to know otherwise. Falstaff looked at Bar

dolph but he did not see Bardolph, he saw souls burning in hell.

Was Falstaff deluded? We are only permitted to say so if we can

prove that there is no such thing as hell and that it is not possible

for a dying man to see into the estate he is about to enter. We can

only say that the fear of hell cast out all of Falstaff's gaiety. That

Falstaff did not make a witty end is apparent from the
Hostess'

report. This truth emerges despite the intentions of the Hostess;
her report is introduced to contradict the possibility, mentioned

in Bardolph's wish (2.3.7-8), that Falstaff is right now in hell. It is

a frightening thought and so she begins:

Nay sure, he's not in hell! He's in Arthur's bosom, if ever man went to

Arthur's bosom. 'A made a finer end, and went away an it had been any
chris-

tom child. 'A parted ev'n just between twelve and one, ev'n at the turning
o'

th'

tide. For after I saw him fumble with the sheets, and play with flowers, and

smile upon his finger's end, I knew there was but one way; for his nose was as

sharp as a pen, and 'a babbled of green fields. 'How now, Sir
John?'

quote I.

"What, man? be
o'

good
cheer.'

So 'a cried out 'God, God,
God!'

three or

four times. Now I, to comfort him, bid him 'a should not think ofGod; I hoped

there was no need to trouble himself with any such thoughts yet. So 'a bade

me lay more clothes on his feet. I put my hand into the bed and felt them, and

they were as cold as any stone. Then I felt to his knees, and so upward and up

ward, and all was as cold as any stone. (2.3.9-24)

Here truth must emerge in spite of its reporter. The first of her

many errors is the phrase, "Arthur's bosom"; she intends to say
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"Abraham's
bosom,"

for it is there that dying members of the

tribe are supposedly gathered. Her metamorphosis of a Hebrew

patriarch into an English prince belongs to her slippery tongue,

not Falstaff's. The kind of error this is cues us for a much larger

one which follows. The Hostess reports that Falstaffs nose was as

sharp as a pen (apparently a sign of rapidly approaching
death).

Then the unemended text of the Folio (which most editors regard

as superior to the 1600 quarto and its
progeny3

) reads:

for his nose was as sharp as a pen, and 'a table ofgreen fields. (2.3.15-16, my

italics)

The phrase I have italicized has given rise to the most famous emen

dation in all of Shakespeare, one which has seemed both necessary

and satisfying. Unsatisfied with the text as it is, Lewis Theobald

suggested that it must have read "and a babbled of green
fields."4

It seems to me that this emendation is
unnecessary.5

The unemended

text "a table of green
fields"

is obscure but it is obscure because the

defects of the Hostess were bound to make it obscure. The ears of

the Hostess heard Falstaff trying to recite the Twenty-third
Psalm.6

We must hear the dying Falstaff, in the shadow of death, consider

ing his life in the light or the darkness awaiting him, trying to drink

the comfort of the familiar psalm ofKing David:

The Lord is my shepherd; I shall not want.

He maketh me to lie down in green pastures :

he leadeth me beside the still waters.

He restoreth my soul:

he leadeth me in the paths of righteousness for his name's sake.

Yea, though I walk through the valley of the shadow of death,
I will fear no evil: for thou art with me;

thy rod and thy staff they comfort me.

Thou preparest a table before me in the presence of mine enemies:

thou anointest my head with oil;

, my cup runneth over.

Surely goodness and mercy shall follow me all the days ofmy life:

and I will dwell in the house of the Lord for
ever.7

Perhaps the feverish Falstaff was able to recite only snatches, perhaps
he broke off in despair, perhaps the Hostess was so afraid of the
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scene before her that she refused to recognize the psalm. In any case,

the Hostess has converted the "green
pastures"

of the psalm to

"green
fields"

and, dimly hearing the line about "thou preparest a

table before me in the presence of mine
enemies,"

she has put the

table before the "green
pastures."

The result, "a table of green

fields,"
is a kind of kenning of the whole psalm, a kenning not from

a poet but from a pathetically frightened woman. That there is

something frightening in "a table of green
fields"

for the Hostess

is indicated by her very next words:
"

'How now, Sir
John?'

quoth

I. 'What, man? be
o'

good
cheer.'"

It is Falstaffwho has said some

thing about a table and green fields and the Hostess saw nothing

cheerful in those words. Her encouragement was a reply to Falstaff's

recitation of the Twenty-third Psalm. The actress who takes the

part of the frightened Hostess faces something very difficult in these

lines. She must draw a long breath after remarking that his nose was

as sharp as a pen. The audience must realize that Falstaff was coming

to his end. Then the actress must utter "a table of green
fields"

so

that the audience realizes she is impersonating Falstaff, as if Falstaff

with his pen-sharp nose was exclaiming or mumbling snatches of the

psalm and the actress must confirm the audience in this under

standing by returning to the Hostess's own voice, asking, "How

now, Sir
John?"

with fluster and a tremble in her tone. It is a diffi

cult passage and it is understandable if the actress is tempted to

resort to Theobald's emendation. What happened next is hard to

know with precision. Either Falstaff replied to the Hostess's wish

that he be of good cheer with the words, "God, God,
God,"

or,

entirely oblivious of her wish, he said, "God, God,
God."

No other

part of the account of Falstaff's death suggests that he was much

interested in speaking with those around him, so one is inclined to

think that he was oblivious of the Hostess; he knew he had nothing

to be cheerful about. The same reasons incline one to believe that

his words, "God, God,
God,"

are a plea rather than a curse. Either

way, the terror comes through, if anything, the terror is magnified

by the efforts of the Hostess to be cheerful, if Falstaff finished the

Twenty-third Psalm, he did not taste the comfort it vouchsafes.

In his death there is nothing of still waters, of fearing no evil, of the

cup running over, of green pastures, or of a table prepared in the

presence of one's enemies. Falstaff knew himself to be in the valley

of the shadow of death and it filled him with
dread.8

By filling
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him with dread it fills Mistress Quickly, too. It is as difficult for

plump Jack, one sensualist, one lover of sack and women, to face

the terrors of eternal punishment as it is for another sensualist,

Mistress Quickly, to report them. Shakespeare shows us not only

the winds from heaven but the poplars shivering on earth. More

exactly, we only know of those terrifying winds from observing

the shivering poplars. Shakespeare's indirect mode of presentation

seems to imitate death itself, for it is death which most makes us

feel the absence of a person as conspicuous. Yet Shakespeare only

imitates death to make us feel the terror of damnation.

Despite her flaws, the Hostess is capable of great accuracy, or

rather a great accuracy can shine through her. She makes a gesture

which goes right to the center of Falstaff. She says she put her hand

into Falstaff's bed and found his feet as cold as any stone. Then she

felt to his knees "and so upward and upward, and all was as cold as

any
stone."

The heat she sought had fled. Her report ends on the

word
"stone."

It ends with her hand somewhere above Falstaff's

knee seeking heat, the son of life. In making this gesture and iter

ating the word
"stone"

the Hostess trips over Shakespeare's
bawdy.9

"Stone"

is a word for testicle.10 We see her feeling Falstaff amor

ously, trying to rouse him. Since we are not supposed to laugh in

the presence of those gripped by fear or misery, we suppress this

irreverent fancy. If we share the fear gripping Falstaff, some of our

own fear will escape in a nervous laugh.

It is by making us feel the terrors of damnation that the death of

Falstaff prepares us to understand how Falstaff is in "the
story"

ofHenry V.

The death of Falstaff is one of three scenes in Henry V to show

us men preparing to die. The first of these (2.3) immediately pre

cedes Falstaff's death; in it we see several traitors prepare for death

penitently, easily, and quickly. Henry is conspicuous in this scene;

it is he who unmasks them, sentences them, hears their prayers,

and assists them to death. The last of the three scenes to show us

men preparing for death (4.1) comes long after Falstaff's death; in
it we see the men of Henry's English army, on the eve ofAgincourt,

preparing for death. Here too Henry is conspicuous, even when

hidden; with his majesty cloaked, he is able to assist his soldiers

in their preparation for death. Shortly after, he makes his own

preparation unassisted. Henry is conspicuously present in two of



Falstaff in the Valley of the Shadow 11

these scenes, and conspicuously absent from the third, the death

of Falstaff. The latter shows us the problem of death, pure and

simple, the former scenes show us the problem of death as under

stood and shaped by the prince or political man. Preparation for

death is the core of Henry's political religion. The battle of Agin-

court must be fought by men much like Falstaff, men whose bravery
is never fearless, men who have a weakness for sack, for late sleep,

for women, who, unable to correct these
"weaknesses,"

live in

mortal terror of a God who punishes these weaknesses with eternal

damnation. The wish that fitfully recurs to Englishmen the night

before Agincourt, the wish to enjoy the night of a private man, is

none other than the wish to live the life of Falstaff. The tavern is a

long way from Agincourt. if their wishes (4.3.16-67; 4.1 passim;

cf. 2.3.10) point to Falstaff, so do their terrors. The same terrors

which scatter Falstaff's gaiety andwit are the ones Williams speaks of:

But if the cause be not good, the king himself hath a heavy reckoning to make

when all those legs and arms and heads, chopped off in a battle, shall join to

gether at the latter day and cry all, 'We died at such a
place,'

some swearing,

some crying for a surgeon, some upon their wives left poor behind them, some

upon the debts they owe, some upon their children rawly left. I am afeard

there are few die well that die in a battle; for how can they charitably dispose

of anything when blood is their argument? Now, if these men do not die well,

it will be a black matter for the king that led them to it; who to disobey were

against all proportion of subjection. (4.1.127-38)

In making these terrors an instrument of political religion and an

engine of military valor, Henry shows that he has learned from the

death of Falstaff. Even though he was not present at that death,

received no report of it, and never speaks of it, he has learned from

it. How can this be? First, one must ask whether it is really true that

Henry never speaks of Falstaff's death. He seems to speak of it when

he teaches Williams and even puts it in the very center of his teaching:

Therefore should every soldier in the wars do as every sick man in his bed-

wash every mote out of his conscience; and dying so, death is to him advantage;

(4.1.168-170)

In other words, every soldier should imitate the only vivid example

of a sick man in his ward in the play. Every soldier should imitate

Falstaff. It can only be that Henry knows of Falstaff's death because
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Henry always knew of his death. Indeed, this is so. Long ago Henry
remarked to Falstaff, "Thou owest God a

death"
(1 Henry IV,

5.1.126). Again, his final words to Falstaff began, "I know thee

not, old man. Fall to thy
prayers"

(2 Henry IV, 5.5.48). Henry did

not need to be present at the death of Falstaff, nor did he need to

get a report of it, in order to know
it.1 x

The army of the new

English prince has the soul of Falstaff, and so the Prince can never

forget the way Falstaffs die if he wishes to command a victorious

army. Falstaff is part of his education that he can afford to forget

only if he is willing to forget his crown and his life.

Another feature of this scene calls for comment. The account of

the death of Falstaff seems designed to recall other deaths. For

example, the peculiar gesture of the Hostess, moving her hand up

Falstaffs body, calls to mind the death of Socrates as reported in

Plato's
Phaedo.12

After Socrates took the hemlock everyone present

broke into passionate weeping, everyone except Socrates, who said:

Why, that was my main reason for sending away the women, to prevent this

sort of disturbance, because I am told that one should make one's end in a

tranquil frame of mind. Calm yourselves and try to be brave. (117e)

The reporter, Phaedo, continues his narrative:

This made us feel ashamed, and we controlled our tears. Socrates walked

about, and presently, saying that his legs were heavy, lay down on his backthat

was what the man recommended. The manhe was the same one who had

administered the poisonkept his hand upon Socrates, and after a little while

examined his feet and legs, then pinched his foot hard and asked if he felt it.

Socrates said no. Then he did the same to his legs, and moving gradually upward

in this way, let us see that he was getting cold and numb. Presently he felt him
again and said that when it reached the heart, Socrates would be gone.

The coldness was spreading about as far as his waist when Socrates uncovered

his face, for he had covered it up, and saidthey were his last wordsCrito,

we ought to offer a cock to Asclepius. See to it, and don't forget.

No, it shall be done, said Crito. Are you sure that there is nothing else?

Socrates made no reply to this question, but after a little while he stirred,

and when the man uncovered him, his eyes were fixed. When Crito saw this,

he closed the mouth and eyes.

Such, Echecrates, was the end of our comrade, who was, we may fairly say,
of all those whom we knew in our time, the bravest and also the wisest and most

upright
man.14

(117e-118a)

If the gesture of moving one's hand up a dying man's body were a
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common feature of famous death scenes, say if it appeared in the

reports of the deaths of Achilleus, Archimedes, Caesar, Christ, Njal,

Thomas Aquinas, or Werther, then we could dismiss this resemblance

as an accident, but since no other death scene known to us save these

two, of Falstaff and of Socrates, contains this gesture, it is hard to

believe that Shakespeare did not intend this resemblance and, there

fore, intend some of his audience to recognize it.1 5

That Shakespeare wishes us to investigate this comparison is

suggested by the many hints he has dropped long before the death

of Falstaff. While impersonating his father, Prince Hal himself called

Falstaff "That villainous abominable misleader of
youth"

(1 Henry
IV, 2.4.439) . . . the very charge often made against

Socrates,16
and

one of the two formal charges brought against him by Meletus,

Anytus, and
Lycon.17

Like Socrates, Falstaff is accused of making
the worse appear the better reason.18

Falstaff asks the Socratic

question, what is a thing? With his question, what is honor?, Fal

staff calls into question the life of the gentleman.19

All the deeds

and speeches and laughter of Falstaff seem to ask,What is courage?,

the very question which arises when Socrates meets with the dis

tinguished generals Laches and Nicias in the Laches. Like Socrates,
Falstaff serves in his country's armies and, like Socrates, he serves on

foot rather than on
horse.20

Falstaff says he is witty and the cause

of wit in other men (2 Henry IV, 1.2.6) ; the friends of Socrates think

that he is wise and the cause of wisdom in themselves. Falstaff drinks

much and so can
Socrates.2 1

Neither Falstaff nor Socrates is beauti

ful, yet both exercise an extraordinary attraction upon other
men.22

These things suggest that Shakespeare wishes us to compare Falstaff

and Socrates.

If, as it seems, Shakespeare intends us to investigate the resem

blance between Falstaff and Socrates, still, he has not made it easy.

What Shakespeare thought of Socrates would seem to be unavailable

to us. Outside his plays he says nothing of Socrates and in them he

never portrays him. He only alludes or gestures towards Socrates. So

we must study the relation of Falstaff and Socrates without distin

guishing
Shakespeare's Socrates and the real Socrates. The real

Socrates! That it is not easy to understand Socrates would seem to

be evident from the various labors of minds greater than ours:

Xenophon, Aristophanes, Plato, Diogenes, Laertius, Cicero, Mon

taigne, Hegel, Kierkegaard, Nietzsche, and Strauss.
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Nevertheless, a beginning seems possible. Since Shakespeare makes

his most explicit and decisive allusion to Socrates in the course of

the report of Falstaff's
death,23

it would seem that he means us to

begin with the last minutes. We have before us those minutes and

the last minutes of Socrates. Beginning here means beginning near

death. Already we may have discovered something
important.

Socrates speaks of the philosophic life as one of constant preparation

for death. According to this Socratic remark, the life of Falstaff

cannot be philosophic. But according to a favorite author of Shake

speare (Montaigne), philosophy is not preparation for death; it is

unphilosophic to pay death such constant attention. Hence, it

would seem that to decide this point we must think the question

through. The first result of our comparison appears: Shakespeare

means each of us to think about death, about the afterlife, about

the fear of both, and about what view it is best for us to take toward

these
things.24

Both deaths are reported deaths and in both the reporter is de

cidedly inferior to the person who dies. All Socratic dialogues take

place between Socrates and his inferiors; in other words, there is

no Socratic dialogue between Socrates and Plato. Accordingly, we

find that Plato is not present at the death of Socrates. It can only

be that he does not need to be present, that he would learn nothing
new from being present, and that he already knows about that death.
As the most intelligent pupil of Socrates, Plato, does not witness his

death, so the most intelligent pupil or companion of Falstaff is

absent from his death. Indeed, as we have seen, Henry did not need

to be present at the death of Falstaff in order to learn what can be

learned from that death.

According to the jailor, Socrates dies when the poison reaches his

heart; by contrast, Falstaff dies when coldness reaches his organs of
generation. What does this mean? What difference between the two

is indicated by the difference between heart and genitals? One may
begin to answer these questions by recalling the most obvious differ
ence between the two deaths: the terror of Falstaff and the equa

nimity of Socrates. Faced with death Falstaff cries out; Socrates

discourses as he has always done. Falstaff's terror rests upon a

certain kind of opinion or knowledge, available only through revela

tion. But according to Socrates, we really do not know what follows
life;25

those who fear the afterlife suppose too much; here too our
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best wisdom is a kind of ignorance. Thus we are reminded of the

difference between philosophy and religion.

This difference between the heart and the genitals corresponds to

the different place of women and womanish things in the two

reports. The death of Falstaff is reported by a woman and, despite

her obfuscation, we learn that Falstaff warned those at his deathbed

about women. The death of Socrates is reported by a man and only

men are present at that death, for Socrates had taken the precaution

to exclude all women from his cell, including his wife. Nevertheless,

most of the men cried anyway. Weeping is more of a womanish than

a mannish thing. The difference between men and women is not so

great as the difference between philosophers and non-philosophers.

Socrates did not weep; he did not cry out; he did not wail or gnash

his teeth.26

According to Socrates, too great attachment to life is

a womanish thing. Though alive and married, Socrates is not very

attached to either life or wife. Though Falstaff was a bachelor, we

cannot say the same of him. Once he pursued women, now he warns

against them in womanish fear. Ancient metaphysics understands

truth or the ideas as male rather than female: unchanging, self-suf

ficient, immortal; and the ancient philosopher understands himself

as an image of this truth. It is a modern metaphysician who suspects

that truth might be a
woman,2 7

and it is the founder of modern

political philosophy who tells us that the god presiding over human

things is Fortuna and a
woman.28

The order visible in Henry F is

neither ancient nor modern; it is a mixture of an ancient metaphysics

taught as a revealed religion and a modern mode of politics; this

mixture is only possible because, while there is certainty that there

is an unchanging, self-sufficient, and immortal god, he is also un

knowable. The name of his unknowableness is Fortuna.

A very great ancient prince to whom Henry is frequently com

pared2 9
was not only educated by a philosopher but stood in a

direct studious line to Socrates. Alexander was the pupil of the pupil

of the pupil of Socrates. While a very great ancient prince looked to

Socrates, a modern prince will look to the likes of Falstaff. Modern

politics begins low, with things as they are deemed to be, with

Falstaff; ancient politics never lost sight of the high, with considera

tion of the noble and just things, with Socrates. Ancient cities seem

to have existed for the sake of virtue, as theatres in which excellence

could shine; modern countries seem to exist for the sake of pleasure
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and liberty, for what Hobbes called self-preservation and what Locke

called comfortable self-preservation. But Falstaff is not yet a bour

geois for he still fears the afterlife as much as he fears violent death.

Between ancient and modern regimes and morals, there stands Chris

tianity. Falstaff dies as a Christian, in terror of the afterlife. The

most powerful passion in him is not thirst for the sweetness of life

or enjoyment of the mere sentiment of
existence,30 but terror of

supernatural punishment. Though this terror is not powerful enough

to make Falstaff or his kind moderate, it can make him immoderate

in (the passion of) fear. While Christianity attacked the ancient love

of honor as a "splendid
vice,"

Falstaff attacks it as a
"word."

The

Christian attack on honor is ascetic and lean; that of Falstaff is lux

urious and fat. Though the life of Falstaff is very far from that of

St. Francis, it is not as far as possible. Falstaff cannot throw off

Christian terrors; the result is big appetites and big fears; to hide

from one's fears one drinks, wenches, and jests, but sack and women

fill one with dread, so one drinks and wenches and jests. The pleas

ures of this modern man are never thoughtless, carefree,
serene.31

Falstaff is no Barnadine.

The modern prince must start with Falstaff and by judiciously balanc

ing fears against fears, appetites against appetites, bring peace. In modern

regimes the virtues will hold an instrumental, though indispensable, place.

Yet there is one place where the life of the modern prince touches the

sphere of Socrates and the philosophic way of life; it is friendship. We do

Falstaff wrong if we do not see along with the low things in him the things

which are very high indeed. The love which audiences and characters feel

for him is a tribute to his wit, for it liberates us from all the profitable

servitudes of the world. For friendship one needs leisure, some release from

the realm of necessity, and each jest of Falstaff provides this condition.

During his life (though not his last days) Falstaff's wit separated men

briefly and ever so slightly from a most powerful force in their lives, opin

ion. As such, Falstaff is not inferior to Socrates, but he is not so complete.

Falstaff sees through things and he disenchants, but he does not seem able

to replace the enchantments he destroys with something better, either with
a new and more beneficial enchantment32 or with a glimpse of truly en

chanting things. While the modern prince desires a disenchanting friend
like Falstaff, he also desires a sober friend like Williams. What was united
in Socrates seems dispersed into Falstaff and Williams. The juxtaposition
of Falstaff and Socrates in Henry V points to something which is relatively
unchanged by the difference between ancient and modern public life, ancient
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and modern religion, ancient and modern thought; what is relatively un

changed is friendship. At least this part of private life seems unaffected by
the big changes we have mentioned and this itself has in turn some affect

upon public matters. Modern princes are moderated and improved by their
wish to have the likes of Falstaff and Williams as friends.

The dying Falstaff cries out; the living Falstaff was wont to laugh. He

used to laugh much and cause much laughter in other men. He reminds one

more of the laughing Democritus than the weeping Heraclitus. The greatest

laugh Falstaff provided began with the cowardice or love of life he ex

hibited at Gad's Hill, but it culminated with his witty acquittal from the

charge of cowardice (1 Henry IV, 2.4.253). If we turn to Socrates we find

that he never wept or cried out and that he laughed only a few times. The

Phaedo is filled with the long arguments with which Socrates tried to soothe

and charm his death-fearing interlocutors (Phaedo, 77e-78a); how little

these men are able to take these arguments seriously, how little they are

soothed, is suggested by the two remarks they make which prompt Socrates

to laugh gently. The second of these occurs at the end of the discussion

(Phaedo, 115c-e; cf. 84d). Though Crito has heard all that Socrates has

said, still he asks: "How shall we bury
you'?"

To which Socrates replies,

"Any way you like, that is, if you can catch me and I don't slip through

your
fingers."

The narrative continues:

He laughed gently as he spoke, and turning to us went on: 'I can't persuade

Crito that I am this Socrates here who is talking to you now and marshalling

all the arguments; he thinks that I am the one whom he will see presently lying

dead; and he asks how he is to bury me! As for my long and elaborate expla

nation that when I have drunk the poison I shall remain with you no longer,

but depart to a state of heavenly happiness, this attempt to console both you

and myself seems to be wasted on
him.33

Socrates laughs at Crito; his laughter is at the expense of those who cling

to life. According to Socrates, it is not philosophic to weep; philosophers

may laugh but not weep. According to Socrates, then, the laughter of Fal

staff approaches philosophy, but his crying out
"God"

three or four times

retreats from it. Thomas More, who knew something about Socratic philos

ophy and was wont to jest, was also a Christian saint. Awaiting execution

in the Tower, he wrote a Dialogue of Comfort Against Tribulation and in

it he writes:

To prove that this life is no laughing time, but rather a time of weeping, we

find that our Saviour himself wept twice or thrice; but never find we that he

laughed so much as once. I will not swear that he never did; but in the leastwise
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he left us no example of it. But on the other side, he left us example of

weeping.34

Exactly the opposite is true of Socrates. Socrates never weeps and laughs

twice or thrice. The living Falstaff bears some resemblance to Socrates;

dying, he resembles Christ.

Both Falstaff and Socrates are dissemblers. Falstaff pretends to be

more than he is, especially to be more brave than he is, while Socrates

pretends to be less. Falstaff is a braggart; there is no name for its opposite

and so we can only say that Socrates is ironic. To understand the irony of

Socrates we must free ourselves from the modern understanding which

confuses irony with insult. The irony of Socrates is not sarcasm. Socrates

hides his meaning and his excellence; should his interlocutors perceive that

excellence and that meaning they would no longer be
protected.35 The ironic

manner of Socrates is a superficial sign of a deep reflection upon both

writing and human nature.36 For the majority of listeners, the non-philoso

phers, the speeches of Socrates are meant to be taken at face value, but for

a very few listeners the irony of those speeches is intended to be perceived.

The dissembling of Socrates then is meant to divide his audience.

It would seem then that his dissembling is very different from that of

the boaster's who surely will not wish his boasts to be seen for the hollow

things they are. If this is so, then we must hesitate to call Falstaff a genuine

boaster or an ordinary boaster, for it would seem that he wishes to have

his pretenses and boasts uncovered. A man who wants a reputation and who

boasts to get it does not wish anyone to see the discrepancy between his

deeds and his words; should that discrepancy be discovered he will hide

his face, lower his head, put his tail between his departing legs, or lash out

sullenly. When Falstaff is unmasked after Gad's Hill, he never grows

ashamed or sullen. He has nothing in him of the red-faced animal; to him

honor is a word; he is shameless. Hence, he cannot be a braggart for the

braggart loves honor. How is it that he seems to be a braggart? He is an

entertainer and to entertain men he takes the part of the bragger. Thus it

is that his bragging and pretending are always meant in the end to give men

the pleasure of discovery. If after Gad's Hill Falstaff began by saying that

he was set upon by fourteen men in buckram, we might think him a gen

uine boaster and liar; that he in fact changes the number of assailants with

each new sentence tells us that he is perfectly aware of the transparency
of his tale; it is hard to doubt that a man of his wit did not know what

pleasure he was giving and did not purpose that pleasure. Someone who

wished his lie about men in buckram to be believed would have chosen

one number and stuck to it. Study his other boasts and deceptions and you

will see that he always cooperates with those who wish to unmask and
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expose him. Here is his real deception. He would not wish these men to

know that he wishes to be unmasked. Deeper than his wish to be thought

brave is his wish to entertain.

The entertainer is both a master and a slave. The entertainer has only

to drop a word to make a spontaneous convulsion grip his listeners. The

mastery present in making people laugh is more easily apparent in the

phenomenon of tickling. Children and those who care for them enjoy

tickling. Among them one hears the expression, "tickle you to
death."

Children struggle to be the one doing the tickling. Awkward uncles fall

back upon their one trick; a few tickles will break the ice, a few more will

put someone "in
stitches."

Anyone who has been held down and tickled

for a long while knows what it is to be helpless, what it is to be ready to

say
"uncle."

The man who can make others laugh, at a greater distance,

with words rather than bony fingers, remains, despite the change of means,

an uncle or master. There is something spontaneous in laughter, like sneez

ing or other bodily reflexes. To be able to make that happen in another

person is a kind of mastery. But if the entertainer like Falstaff is a master,

he is also a slave. The occupation of making others laugh is absorbing.

Everyone knows a crude example of this; everyone has met a man who

cannot stop cracking jokes, who finally makes jokes about how bad his

jokes are, how he is not getting a rise tonight, how he will soon be taken

off the air. For the man who is really witty, who succeeds with his jests, it

is even more hard to break the habit thin for a dull-witted fellow. Yet each

is slavish; the one in a crude, the other in a sad manner. Both need an

audience in order to continue their way of life. The case of the man with

real wit is the sadder of the two because his great gifts are wasted; he

drowns the solitude necessary for mental endeavor, which his wit ought to

be able to endure, in perpetual jests. In this way he is likely to blunt his

gifts; if he wishes to be always making men laugh he must keep within the

bounds of what they think
laughable.37 In this way he also becomes the

servant or slave of their opinions. Himself a slave, he enslaves others and

all the more because of his great
gifts.38

The element of mastery in making men laugh brings the entertainer

close to the ruler; it brings Falstaff close to Henry. Seeing his effect upon

others, the entertainer will come to enjoy it; soon he will seek to increase

it, bringing more and more men under his humorous sovereignty, attaching

more and more retainers with the silken strings of his jests. The place where

he drinks will become his tavern, himself an attraction, drawing others

there. Still, as much as any king, he will lack liberty. He will not easily

surrender or abdicate the center of attention he now occupies (was there

ever a jester who wished to share the same stage with another?). To cling

to his warm tavern throne he may not care how much he now causes men



20 Interpretation

to laugh at him as he once caused them to laugh at his wit. He will more

and more play to the ruder majority of his
audience.39 When a man enter

tains an audience it is hard to tell the ruler from the ruled. When an Eliza

beth asks for "more
Falstaff"

is she exercising rule or Falstaff? And what

of Shakespeare?

If Falstaff is in most ways the antithesis of Socrates and classical

political philosophy, he is not however the antithesis of all of antiquity. In

their quarrel with the ancients, the moderns found allies among the ancients

themselves. Modern physics found an ally in Epicurean physics; the founder

of modern political philosophy, Machiavelli, found an ally in that half of

Xenophon devote to Cyrus while ignoring the half devoted to Socrates.

The covert disciples of Machiavelli found an ally in Tacitus. But in the

pages of Plautus and Terence, modern men discovered themselves; true,

they also discovered themselves in the letters of Cicero and were thrilled

with the tales of Plutarch. But the taste for Cicero and the admiration for

Plutarch belong to the first blush of modernity. Who. now reads Plutarch

the way Montaigne read him or the way Rousseau still did, with the thrill

of virtue burning in his heart? Modernity prefers Plautus to Plutarch. From

the vantage point of the French Revolution and the proclamation of the

equal rights of man, Hegel discerned the important achievements of reason

to owe more to slaves than to
masters.40 Hegel discerned what the taste of

modernity had long ago chosen. In the slaves and braggart warriors of

Plautus and Terence modernity saw itself; probably the most favored tag
of the early humanists of Europe is out of Terence: homo sum: humani nil

a me alienum
puto.41 Montaigne had this maxim carved on one of the rafters

of his study in the tower of his chateau and one hears it repeated today
wherever there are humanists.42 We understand the genealogy of modernity
better when we come to know that these words proceed from the mouth of

a gentleman who objects to another gentleman who has undertaken menial

labor. According to the speaker, laboring is for slaves.

Since Falstaff was, from the beginning, the favorite character in
Shakespeare,43 it is safe to say that audiences have always preferred Falstaff

to Caesar. It is a good illustration of modern taste. It also accords with a

choice of Plautus over Plutarch, for as Plutarch stands behind Shakespeare's
Caesar, the multitude of slaves and braggart warriors in Plautus stand

behind Falstaff. The character types Plautus left dispersed, the tricky slave

and the braggart warrior, Shakespeare succeeded in combining and thereby
won the taste of modernity. The combination could have resulted in a

tricky warrior, an Odysseus, but instead we have a bragging slave. A

bragging slave, unlike a bragging warrior, purposes his own discovery; in
the discovery of his bragging he hopes to explode honor and laugh it to
tatters. The life of honor is the life of the master. As a slave, Falstaff is
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not like the tricky slave in Plautus; he does not beat his masters to the

spoils. Instead he conquers the class of masters, gentlemen, knights, nobles

in principle. His bragging and his trickery are merely instrumental to his

slavishness. (Lest this seem an insulting inaccuracy, we must remember

that the life of a house slave was not unlike that of a modern bourgeois;

both have to work for a living and prefer to leave honor to others.) But if

he is fundamentally a slave he is unlike any slave in Plautus because he is

a philosophic slave. Montaigne and others professed to discover philosophy

in the mouths of Plautine slaves; with Falstaff one does not need to profess.

Shakespeare has Falstaff say something true about himself when he

has him remark that he is not only witty in himself but the cause of wit in

other men (2 Henry IV, 1.2.6). This moment of self-knowledge is rare

for Falstaff. Falstaff always knows that he is the cause of wit in other men

and he forgets that he is witty in himself. He is deaf to the call of wit in

his own ear. It is a dreadful thing to fear and the wit of Falstaff cannot

protect him from the afterlife. He was too much the cause of wit and

laughter in other men and not enough witty in himself. He spent lavishly
of his lavish gifts. For what? To entertain men, to entertain the prince. If

Falstaff is a part of Shakespeare, as he surely is, then he is also a warning.

It is not truly witty to be always the cause of wit in other men. It is very

hard to be true to oneself or true to other men. To be true to both oneself

and other men is harder still.

One of the few things in ordinary life which points to truth is laughter;

there, right out in the open, are all the fears, dreads, questions, and ten

sions44

which point to and call for a quest for truth. However, the very

nearness of laughter to the quest for truth is its utility for common life.

Truth is silenced as well as glimpsed in laughter. Via a laugh a path to

truth suddenly opens, but only for a second; soon it is closed by the very

same laugh. The long laughs of the perpetually laughing are tombstones of

thought. Even more than Falstaff, Shakespeare has been the cause of wit in

other men. He has noticed that when men laugh they do not also think. He

has laughed about this and he has thought about it. He has thought about

those who like to make other men laugh and suspects that, though they

could not make others laugh without great wit, they too like to laugh at their

own jokes and they too do not think when they laugh. It would seem that

according to Shakespeare it is not at all easy to laugh and think at the same

time.

If the death of Falstaff is designed to recall the death of Socrates, it is

also designed to recall the death of King David. Again, the gesture of the

Hostess points the way. The test of whether Falstaff is quick or dead is

whether his organs of generation put forth heat. If they are as cold as any

stone, Falstaff is truly dead. The twenty-third Psalm, which Falstaff tried
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to recite, bears the superscription, "A Psalm of
David."

Orthodox opinion

attributes all or the majority of the Psalms to David. Nor is this foolish.

Just before David speaks his last words he is called "the sweet psalmist of

Israel"

(2 Samuel, 23.1). It is natural, then, when he hears Falstaff trying

to recite one of David's psalms to think of David and to wonder if he made

a death like Falstaff's. Of the old and ailing David in his bed we read:

Now king David was old and stricken in years;

and they covered him with clothes, but he gat no heat.

Wherefore his servants said unto him,

Let there be sought for my lord the king a young virgin :

and let her stand before the king, and let her cherish him,

and let her lie in thy bosom, that my lord the king may get heat.

So they sought for a fair damsel throughout all the coasts of Israel,

and found Abishag a Shunammite, and brought her to the king.

And the damsel was very fair, and cherished the king, and ministered to him:

but the king knew her not. (I Kings, 1.11.4)

The test of whether David is nearer death than life is whether his organs

of generation put forth heat. There is no easier test for this than whether the

King "gat
heat"

with the maiden Abishag. Though she ministered to him,

no doubt passing her hand upward above the knee, David gat no heat.

What are we to make of this resemblance? Is there a connection between

King David and his Israel and King Henry and his England? Under David

the nation of Israel prospered and under his son, Solomon, the nation waxed

so rich that the temple was established. For the Jews of that ancient time,

Judaism was a political religion in a political state. The God of Abraham

established his Chosen on a particular land and granted to them the mon

archy they requested and the monarchs they deserved. The first and most

astonishing victory of David was his victory over Goliath and the Philis

tines; the victory of Henry V over the French is no less surprising and

remarkable. As a prince
should,45

David constantly practiced the art of war.

The resemblance between the deaths of Falstaff and David brings to

light one great difference. Falstaff dies a Christian death, in terror of dam

nation, while David dies quietly without a cry or an oath. He does not warn

against sack and he does not regard the lovely Shunammite damsel as a

devil incarnate. While Falstaff fears terrible punishments for his venereal

sins, David is not ashamed of the broadness with which he cast his seed.

His adulterous union with Bathsheba is blessed with a child. One under

stands how the Hebrew prince's view of life and death differs from both

the Christian Falstaff's and the philosopher
Socrates'

if one recalls how

David bore the death of this child, the fruit of his union with Bathsheba:
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And Nathan departed unto his house.

And the Lord struck the child that Uriah's wife bare unto David, and it was

very sick.

David therefore besought God for the child;

and David fasted, and went in, and lay all night upon the earth.

And the elders of his house arose, and went to him, to raise him up from the

earth:

but he would not. neither did he eat bread with them.

And it came to pass on the seventh day, that the child died.

And the servants of David feared to tell him that the child was dead:

for they said, Behold, while the child was yet alive, we spake unto him. and he

would not hearken unto our voice:

how will he then vex himself, if we tell him that the child is dead?

But when David saw that his servants whispered, David perceived that the child

was dead:

therefore David said unto his servants. Is the child dead? And they said. He is

dead.

Then David arose from the earth, and washed, and anointed himself, and

changed his apparel, and came into the house of the Lord, and worshipped:

then he came to his own house: and when he required, they set bread before

him, and he did eat.

Then said his servants unto him. What thing is this that thou hast done? thou

didst fast and weep for the child, while it was alive;

but when the child was dead, thou didst rise and eat bread.

And he said, While the child was yet alive. I fasted and wept:

for I said. Who can tell whether God will be gracious to me, that the child may

live?

But now he is dead, wherefore should I fast? can I bring him back again?

I shall go to him, but he shall not return to me.

(2 Samuel, 12.15-12.23)

David is neither a philosopher nor a Christian. Unlike Socrates he weeps

for the sick child and he comforts the mother; unlike the Christian he does

not brood upon his sin. Of David's own death, we hear only this:

So David slept with his fathers,

and was buried in the city of David. (/ Kings. 2.10)

David sleeps with his fathers. To employ a phrase, coined by Christ,

mauled by the Hostess Quickly, and plucked from Falstaff's favorite par

able, David sleeps "in the bosom of
Abraham"

(Luke. 16.19-16.31; cf.

2 Henry IV, 4.4.61). David's death is not very different from the death of

Abraham:
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And these are the days of the years of Abraham's life which he lived,

an hundred threescore and fifteen years.

Then Abraham gave up the ghost, and died in a good old age, an old man, and

full of years;

and was gathered to his people. (Genesis, 25.7-8)

The calmness of these deaths and the gladness of the psalmist in the

twenty-third Psalm must seem remarkable and unattainable to a Christian.

The Hebrew scriptures know of a shoel but not of the hell which terrifies

the Christian. This signal difference between the Hebrews and the Chris

tians is well illustrated by how a Christian people translate the Hebrew

scriptures into their vernacular tongue. The example of the twenty-third

Psalm, since it is recited by Falstaff, is to hand. The original Hebrew psalm

has nothing to do with the fear of the afterlife. The phrase "valley of the

shadow of
death"

is very beautiful to Christian ears but it does not translate

the Hebrew; a more correct translation for the Hebrew would be "deep

gloom"; the Hebrew words refer to deep ravines which cut the sheep pas

tures of the East and on whose sides lurk the enemies of the flock. Similarly,

the phrase translated "for
ever"

in the final line of the Psalm could more

truly be rendered "for length of
days."46

Unless the modern prince can

efface this signal difference, by extinguishing the fear of hell from his own

heart as well as his
subjects'

modern principalities will be unable to resemble

the ancient Hebrew principality. David could begin with the "fear of the

Lord"; Henry is constrained to begin with the fear of hell.47

Henry's own death is neither reported nor presented in Henry V. We

learn of it only en passant in the Epilogue which focuses upon the bad

fortune which overwhelmed the realm under the infant son of Henry. How

ever, judging from Henry's preparation on the eve of Agincourt, it was a

death more like Falstaff's than David's or Abraham's or
Socrates'

We

conclude then that in the twin pillars of the West, in Jerusalem and in

Athens, we find examples of good deaths. Yet it would be a Machiavellian

blasphemy to suggest that since the advent of Christ good deaths have been
hard to find.48

1

All references to Shakespeare are to the one volume Penguin Shakespeare ed

ited by Alfred Harbage (Baltimore: Penguin Books, 1969). Arabic numbers refer to

Act, Scene, and line in this edition.

An earlier version of this essay was delivered at the University of Vermont
(1975); the Hastings Center for Biomedical Ethics (1975); and at the Northeastern
Political Science Association meeting (1978); this version is adapted from a manu
script entitled "Shakespeare's English

Prince."
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Certain points made in the present essay were the basis of my response to

Professor J. Leeds Barroll's "Shakespeare and the Black
Death"

at the Shakespeare

in a Comparative Perspective Conference at Texas Tech (1979).

2
1 am grateful to Professor Robert G. Hunter for this point.

3
See the Arden editor's

"Introduction,"

section 10.

'Shakespeare Restored: or, a Specimen of the Many Errors (1726; rpt. New

York: Augustus Kelley, 1970), pp. 137-38.
5

While the emendation of Theobald seems unnecessary, there is something right

about it, for someone is babbling, be it Falstaff or the Hostess or both. However,

Theobald's emendation has the demerit of erasing "a
table"

and making the reference

to the twenty-third Psalm more obscure than the unemended text justifies. A con

venient review of the various solutions proposed to emend or construe this line is

found in Ephim G. Fogel,
"

'A Table of Green
Fields'

A Defense of the Folio Read
ing,"

Shakespeare Quarterly, IX, 1958, pp. 485-492. Professor Fogel defends the

Folio by glossing the line as the very picture of greenness.

"

I am grateful to Professor Robert G. Hunter for pointing out to me that Falstaff

is trying to recite this psalm. The Penguin Editor, Alfred Harbage, makes the same

point in his marginal note. He puts the hostess's mistake down to "defective religious

education."

I would put it down to just the opposite; fear of the Lord is "the begin

ning of
wisdom"

(Proverbs, 9.10) and the reason why she makes mistakes.

'I have used the King James Version (1611). A check of the versions of this

Psalm available to Shakespeare and familiar to his first audience does not alter the

interpretation offered here. These versions are conveniently gathered in the revised

edition of the Norton Anthology of English Literature (pp. 852-54).

8

To grant that Falstaff does die a desperate death would be fatal to the view of

Falstaff's character recently advanced by Roy Battenhouse ("Falstaff as Parodist and

Perhaps Holy
Fool"

PMLA, 90, No. 1 (January, 1975), pp. 32-52.). To Battenhouse

it is a good (i.e., contented) Christian death (p. 46) for it follows a good Christian

life. For the life of Falstaff, Battenhouse offers this apology: his intentions were

always charitable. It is part of charity to hide one's charitable intentions. Out of

charity Falstaff chose the role of Fool and in that role often quoted scripture. His

charitable purpose? To mock kings like Henry IV and to instruct princes like Hal.

What crimes and cruelties, what vices and flaws you may find in him you must put

down to mere show. When he spoke to his recruits as "cannon
fodder"

it was only

to make a comment on the times. When the Prince found that wine bill, it was not

evidence of immoderation; Falstaff put it there on purpose. Falstaff was a reborn

Christian and we can even suggest when he was reborn (p. 49). This apology is

disturbing for it asks us to accept as an excuse for a crime or a vice the plea "I did it

to mock
others."

The interpretation of which this apology is the central part is uncon

vincing. From the evident truth that much of what Falstaff does and says does mock

and instruct, it does not follow that he purposes all the instruction, nor that the in-

sruction is always or ever Christian; nor does it follow that he leads an exemplary

Christian life. I believe that Falstaff would be amused by Battenhouse's ingenious

apology but not while he was dying. Then he needed an apology, but then he feared

God, and because he did, he dared not defend his life with transparent evasions, how

ever witty. His cry of "God, God,
God,"

should remind us of the death of Christ (as

reported by Matthew) and by so doing remind us that Christ did not die a contented

death. I am grateful to tutor Laurence Berns of St. John's College for emphasizing

the deliberate resemblance between Falstaff's cry and Christ's.

8
1 am grateful to a lecture by Professor Robert G. Hunter for this point.
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10
Eric Partridge, Shakespeare's Bawdy, (New York: E. P. Dutton, 1960), s.v.

11

If we wish to guess the kind and extent of the Prince's grief at Falstaff's death

we have only to look back to another battlefield. At Shrewsbury Henry slew Hotspur

and found Falstaff
"dead"

nearby:

What, old acquaintaince? Could not all this flesh

Keep in a little life, Poor Jack, farewell!

I could have better spared a better man.

O, I should have a heavy miss of thee

If I were much in love with vanity.

Death hath not struck so fat a deer to-day,

Though many dearer, in this bloody fray.

Embowelled will I see thee by-and-by;

Till then in blood by noble Percy lie.

(7 Henry IV, 5.4.101-09)

Henry cannot be present at the death of Falstaff or express grief for him for

another reason: ceremony. It is not only that doing so would compromise his new

reputation; commanding and befriending are incompatible. When Henry replaces

Falstaff with Fluellen as a sign of the change from Hal to Henry, he never befriends

Fluellen the way he did Falstaff.

12

Sometime after I first discovered this resemblance I discovered that others had

done so (Prof. David Lowenthal of Boston College and tutor Lawrence Berns, St.

Johns College). Then from Prof. McFarland's book, mentioned below, I learned of

still others. It seems that the first to discover this resemblance publicly was John

Robert Moore ("Shakespeare's Henry
V,"

Explicator 1 [June, 1943], item 61). See

also The Explicator, Vol. II, 3, item 19 (Dec. 1943); Katherine Roller's "Falstaff and

the Art of
Dying"

Modern Language Notes LX (1945), pp. 383-86; Roger Lloyd's

"Socrates and
Falstaff"

Time and Tide, Vol. 39 (1958), pp. 219-20.
13
Quoted in the translation of Hugh Tredennick from The Collected Dialogues

of Plato, ed. Edith Hamilton and Huntington Cairns (Princeton: Princeton University

Press, 1961), p. 97.
14

Ibid. pp. 97-98.
13

A recent book by Thomas McFarland, Shakespeare's Pastoral Comedy (Chapel

Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1972) contains an appendix which takes

note of the resemblance of Falstaff's death to Socrates'. According to Professor Mc

Farland, Falstaff is a pastoral character and contributes a pastoral critique of the

political world inhabited and ruled by Henry V. McFarland construes the death of

Falstaff as pastoral in flavor (with flowers and green fields), regards Socrates as pas

toral too (p. 182), says that "the death of Falstaff serves no intrinsic function in

Henry
V"

(p. 183), and believes that both Socrates and Falstaff "die as a result of

censure by their social
order"

(p. 182). Except for the resemblance between the

deaths of Socrates and Falstaff, none of this account will bear scrutiny. Socrates dies

not from the censure of his society, he has endured that for many years, but from the

vote of the legally assembled jury of the demos of Athens. Nor does Falstaff die of

censure; he dies of a sweat, of an unusual illness; if there is censure which contributes

to his death, then that censure must come from God. To maintain that the death of

Falstaff is somehow
"pastoral"

one must ignore the dread and darkness closing in on

Falstaff; more specifically, one must ignore the fact that Falstaff is trying to say the

twenty-third Psalm. To maintain that Socrates is somehow a figure from pastoral one
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must ignore the express words of Socrates in Phaedrus 230d where Socrates says that

trees and open country have nothing to teach him, whereas men in cities do. Here,

the weakness of McFarland's assertion is suggested by the fact that its only supports

are two quotations from recent books of literary criticism, one devoted to Tasso and

Shakespeare, the other to Marvell (p. 182). In addition, one wonders what is meant

by an "intrinsic
function"

as opposed to a function simply. Be that as it may, not even

McFarland himself believes that the death of Falstaff has no place or function in

Henry V, since he elsewhere argues that it serves to criticize the political world of

Henry V.

'"

Aristophanes, The Clouds; Socrates refers to these early charges in the be

ginning of his Apology (according to Plato) at 18a-e.

1T

In
Socrates'

Apology according to Plato we only know the charges through

Socrates'

words and his refutation; one should compare his statement of the charges

(e.g., Apology, 24b) with the account given in Diogenes
Laertius'

Life of Socrates

(section 40). It is significant that while, for example, Falstaff is accused of being a

"white bearded
Satan"

he is not, like Socrates, accused of impiety, of disbelieving the

gods of the land and introducing new gods.

n

E.g., cf. 2 Henry IV, 2.1.104 ff. with Apology, 18b.

"E.g., cf. / Henry IV, 5.1.133 and surrounding with Republic especially 619b

in the myth of Er where it is reported that the soul of the gentleman chooses the

worst and most tyrannical life despite his good habituation in his previous life.

20

Cf. / Henry IV, 3.3.178 with Symposium, 22 1 ; Montaigne contrasts the

strained virtue of Cato with the natural virtue of Socrates: "Car, en Caton, on void

bien a clair que c'est une alleure tendue bien loing au dcssus des communes: aux

braves exploits de sa vie, et en sa mort, on le sent tousjours monte sur ses grands

chevaux. Celtuy-cy (Socrates) ralle a terre, el d'un pas moi et ordinaire traicte les

plus utiles discours; et se conduict et a la mort et aux plus espineuses traverses qui se

puissent presenter au trein de la vie
humaine."

(Essai.s, III, 12, end of second para

graph.)

21

Symposium, 220a.
22

Symposium, 215b and ff.

23
From Shakespeare's single explicit reference to Socrates we might only gather

that he understands Socrates not as the founder of classical political philosophy or as

the example of the philosophic life but as the henpecked husband par excellence

(Taming of the Shrew, 1.2.69).

The third connection between Shakespeare and Socrates is Hamlet's "To be or

not to be .

"

soliloquy; as D.G. James (The Dream of Learning [Oxford: Clarendon

Press, 1951], p. 56-62) has noticed, Hamlet's dilemma and much of his imagery

derive from the Apology via Montaigne's "Of
Physiognomy."

About that dilemma we

might say this: Socrates does not imagine a dream filled sleep as one of the two

possible states which follow death. Hamlet does. Hamlet has heard ghostly revela

tions; in the Ghost and the dread he inspires Shakespeare seems to have portrayed

Christianity and the problems it makes for princes, men, and growing philosophers.

Where does the Ghost go on the divided line? Indeed, it is a mote to trouble the

mind's eye. Meeting it makes Hamlet contemn "your

2J

My thoughts on these matters are to be found in a dialogue "Looking At the

Body,"

Hastings Center Reports, V (April, 1975), pp. 21-28. (a dialogue)

2''

Apology, 29a.
'-'"
Friedrich Nietzsche, Gdtzen-Ddmmerung, No. 1, "Das Problem des Sokrates":
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"Selbst Sokrates sagte, als er starb: 'leben das heisst lange krank sein: ich bin dem

Heilande Asklepios einen Hahn
schuldig.'

Selbst Sokrates hatte es
satt."

Cf. Frohliche

Wissenschaft, No. 340 and No. 36.

21

Nietzsche, Jenseits von Gut und Bose,
"Vorrede,"

first sentence.

28

Machiavelli, Prince, Chapter XXV, final paragraph.
29

It is Fluellen who makes most of the comparisons and Ronald S. Berman has

taken Fluellen's hints as Shakespeare's in his article, "Shakespeare's Alexander: Henry
V"

College English, 23, No. 7 (1961-62), pp. 532-539.

30
So well described by condemned Claudio, "this sensible warm

motion"

(Measure for Measure, 3.1.120).
31
Whenever the wit of Falstaff scores through Biblical allusion, it exposes Biblical

fear.
32
Consider the laws; Falstaff is a mocker of the laws; like the God of Battles he

weakens the force of law in modern political regimes; however much Socrates lib

erates individuals from opinion (doxa) he does not seem to liberate them from the

laws (nomoi); in the Crito he seems to teach unconditional obedience to laws, even to

laws unjustly executed.

33

Precisely the same distinction is known to the gravedigger in Hamlet (5.1.120-

129).
34
Edited by Monica Stevens (London: Sheed and Ward, 1951), p. 134. I am

grateful to Leo Strauss for pointing out both this passage and its pertinence to

Socrates.

35
Jacob Klein, A Commentary on Plato's Meno (Chapel Hill: North Carolina

University Press, 1965), pp. 3-31 and Leo Strauss, The City and Man (Chicago:

University of Chicago Press, 1964), pp. 50-62.
3C

Phaedrus, 274d-277a.
37

If one wishes to know a man who, though wishing to make men laugh, did not

intend to keep within the bounds of what men think laughable, one has only to turn

to Nietzsche. More exactly, the wit of Nietzsche aims to metamorphose present man,

all too human man, into a superman with laughter. One might also consider Socrates

who only laughed at the "wrong
places"

and laughed alone.

38
On the way in which the entertainer is the valet of corrupt publics and a fifth

wheel to good ones, see Rousseau's Letter to M. D'Alembert on the Theatre in the

translation of Allan Bloom (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1960), especially

section IV.

'"Though the entertainer is a far different thing from the lecturer, still one

should consider the lecturer and his jokes. The joke at the beginning of the lecture sets

not only the audience at ease but the lecturer. At the beginning it takes away a bit of

the solitude he has prepared in. In the course of the lecture it may allow him to

locate and judge his audience before he meets them in dialogue. This reminds us of

a resemblance between Falstaff and Socrates which we had neglected until now:

neither takes money for the wit he provides.

40

The Phenomenology of Mind, Baillie translation (New York: Harper, 1967),
pp. 229-240. Cf. Diderot, Jacques le Fataliste.

41

Terence, Heauton Timorumenos, 11.
42

From the point of view of humanism, Dostoyevsky does a devilish thing when

he has the Devil who visits Ivan Karamazov declare, "Satan sum et nihil humanum a

me alienum
puto."

Ivan had wanted to know how the Devil can have rheumatism and

in the sentence just preceding the one we have quoted the Devil explained, "Why not,
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if I sometimes assume a human form. When I do, I suffer the
consequences.''

It

would seem that Dostoyevsky knew the immediate context of the line his Devil alters

from Terence. No doubt his Devil knew the blasphemous resemblance between his

declaration and the passion of Christ. I quote the David Magarshack translation of

The Brothers Karamazov (Penguin Books) Vol. 2. p. 751. Five pages later the Devil

quotes
Descartes'

le pense done je suis with approval.

43

G. E. Bentley, Shakespeare and Jonson: Their Reputations in the Seventeenth

Century Compared, (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1945), pp. 119-29.
44

Let the reader attend a banquet or smoker and, refraining from the stimulants

offered and imbibed, study the jests, toasts, and speeches together with the laughter

they evince and see if, at the end of the evening, he has not discovered what lies not

far below these jests and toasts, and the several senses in which philosophy is needed.
4"'

Machiavelli praises David in the Prince (XIII); it was a republican regime in

Florence, in which Machiavelli held office, which commissioned Michelangelo's David

to stand in the Piazza della Signoria; Machiavelli seems to have this statue in mind

in Discourses, 1.11, end of the fourth paragraph, for the block of marble furnished

by the city to Michelangelo was marred; cf. what Machiavelli makes of David, em

ploying the single Biblical quotation in the work, in Discourses, 1
.26,

at the be

ginning. (Strauss, Thoughts on Machiavelli) What David does by ordering Uriah the

Hittite into the worst part of the battle should be compared and also contrasted with

what Williams alleges the King may be doing in ordering his subjects to fight at

Agincourt and what Henry actually orders them to do to the prisoners. Mistress

Quickly's mistake of Arthur's bosom for Abraham's accords well with the spirit of

Henry's political religion; Henry is much more like Arthur than Abraham. Arthur

united the countries of the North in a war against Rome; like Henry, he came from

Wales (4.1.51) and like Henry he failed to perpetuate his kingdom.
4li
See The Psalms: Hebrew text and English translation with commentary by A.

Cohen (London: Soncino Press, 1945), s.v. Here the Geneva translation, the one best

known to Shakespeare and his audience, is more faithful; it has "a long
season."

"

Here is the place to mention the relation of Falstaff to Oldcastle. Oldcastle, we

know, died a martyr. Up until Henry V the wit of Falstaff mocks the morality of those

Christians who might die martyrs. If honor is a word not worth dying for, is not

"Christ"

also a word? No wonder the living descendants of Oldcastle objected to

Falstaff's earlier name. But in Henry V it turns out that the man who mocks the

religion of the martyr does not disbelieve in the God Oldcastle died for. Like any

Christian martyr he dies with "God, God,
God"

on his trembling lips.

"Consider Hamlet 3.1.56-88, and The Tempest 1.1.49.
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REASON AND OBLIGATION IN LEVIATHAN

John F. Wilson

University of Hawaii

Students of Hobbes's political philosophy of late have been con

cerned, even preoccupied, with the question of his doctrine or theory of

obligation. They have been less concerned with his understanding of reason,

and practically unconcerned with the logical relationship between reason

and obligation. In this essay, confined for the most part to the study of

Leviathan, I will argue, first, that in Hobbes's thought obligation depends

upon reason, and therefore that what he means by obligation is unintellig

ible without a thorough consideration of what he holds reason to be; second,

that he puts forth not a single notion of reason, and thus of obligation, but

rather three notions of each; third, that these notions are not consistent and,

given Hobbes's philosophical base, cannot be made consistent; and fourth,

that one who follows Hobbes's arguments closely is forced to conclude that

he solves the problem of obligation in a non-philosophical and quite sur

prising way that is of some practical interest. Although the explicit discus

sion is limited to an analysis of reason and obligation, it will perhaps shed

some light on the character of Leviathan as a whole.

Motion

Logically, Hobbes begins with motion. The first fact about the world

is that it is made up of things in motion. In defining liberty, he says :

Liberty, or freedom, signifieth, properly, the absence of opposition; by opposi

tion, I mean external impediments of motion; and may be applied no less to

irrational, and inanimate creatures, than to rational. For whatsoever is so tied,

or environed, as it cannot move but within a certain space, which space is deter

mined by the opposition of some external body, we say it hath not liberty to go

further. And so of all living creatures, whilst they are imprisoned, or restrained,

with walls, or chains; and of the water whilst it is kept in by banks, or vessels,

that otherwise would spread itself into a larger space, we used to say, they are

not at liberty, to move in such manner, as without those external impediments

they would. But when the impediment of motion is in the constitution of the

thing itself, we use not to say, it wants the liberty; but the power to move; as

when a stone lieth still, or a man is fastened to his bed by sickness. (XXI.

1 36-37)
1

There are two great divisions of things here, first into the inanimate
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and the animate, and then, through the division of the latter, into the irra

tional and the rational. Each kind of thing named has, in principle, both

power and liberty. Power is the absence of internal impediments to motion;

liberty is the absence of external impediments to motion. Both power and

liberty are conditions of motion. The absence of liberty negates power; the

presence of liberty allows power to translate itself into motion. Liberty is

thus the condition of effective power; that is, power actualized in motion.

Power and liberty differ in this: power inheres in the thing itself; liberty
does not inhere in the thing but rather defines an environmental condition

in which power is unconstrained and is actualized as motion. In short,

power is the positive condition of motion; liberty is the negative condition

of motion.

Liberty may be predicted only of bodies. Hobbes argues,
"

. when

the words free, and liberty, are applied to any thing but bodies, they are

abused; for that which is not subject to motion, is not subject to impedi
ment"

(XXI, 137). The reasoning is this: only bodies are subject to

motion: but only that which is subject to motion is subject to impediment:

therefore only bodies are subject to impediment. Since only that which is

subject to impediment may be in a condition in which impediments are

absent, only bodies can properly be said to be free, or at liberty.
"Liberty"

in the strict sense means "the condition of a body, and only a body, in which

that body is unopposed, that is, in which there is no external impediment

to the motion of that
body."

Two questions must be given further consideration. First, does body

necessarily imply power? and, second, does power necessarily imply mo

tion? Although Hobbes does not define either body or power in general,

the opening passages of Chapter XXI suggest, first, that every body qua

body possesses power and, second, that power if and when unimpeded is

translated into or produces motion. Apparently, the normal condition of

bodies which by definition possess power is in motion, that is, at liberty.

This presentation of the scheme of things suggests that the natural condition

of men set forth in Chapter XIII is a special case of the natural condition

of things generally. All things are bodies, possess power, and are naturally

at liberty and in motion. Hobbes's remarks in Chapter II are not com

pletely unequivocal but suggest substantially the same thesis:

That when a thing lies still, unless somewhat else stir it, it will lie still for ever.

is a truth that no man doubts of. But that when a thing is in motion, it will

eternally be in motion, unless somewhat else stay it. though the reason be the

same, namely, that nothing can change itself, is not so easily assented to. For

men measure, not only other men. but all other things, by themselves; and

because they find themselves subject after motion to pain, and lassitude, think



32 Interpretation

everything else grows weary of motion, and seeks repose of its own accord; little

considering, whether it be not some other motion, wherein that desire of rest

they find in themselves, consisteth.

When a body is once in motion, it moveth, unless something else hinder it,

eternally; and whatsoever hindereth it, cannot in an instant, but in time, and by

degrees, quite extinguish it. (II, 8-9)

Hobbes presents a theory of inertia and in the same breath questions it.

The theory and common sense say that things at rest remain at rest; but is

it not possible that common sense is deceived, and that rest is merely

another kind of motion? Hobbes's argument, here as in Chapter XXI,

tends toward an affirmation of the normality if not the ubiquity of motion.

Probably underlying the tendency of the argument is the premise that body

necessarily implies power; and the further premise that power implies

motion, not necessarily but normally given the prevalence of liberty. Liberty
appears to be the natural condition of bodies, and, with power, is one of

the two preconditions of motion.

The world of bodies is a simple one. If the bodies have power as they

probably do and, in addition, are at liberty, then they are in motion. If a

body is externally impeded, then its motion changes or ends. Whether the

world of men, either naturally or within a commonwealth, is in principle

any more complex is what we must now examine.

Men

Chapter XIV is the transition from the natural world of men to the

world of men within the commonwealth. It begins with Hobbes's definition

of the right of nature:

The right of nature, which writers commonly call jus naturale, is the liberty each

hath, to use his own power, as he will himself, for the preservation of his own

nature; that is to say, of his own life; and consequently, of doing any thing,
which in his own judgment, and reason, he shall conceive to be the aptest means

thereunto. (XIV, 84)

Generally, the power of any body is that which allows it to be in motion.

Whether power is defined as "the absence of internal impediments to
motion"

or as "the positive condition of
motion,"

the consequence of un

impeded power is motion. In Chapter X, Hobbes defines "the power of a
man"

as "his present means to obtain some future
good"

(X, 56). These
means are the faculties of body or of mind. Whether they are rational or

irrational, men are animate beings who have minds. The passage defining
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the right of nature allows that a man has liberty to use judgment and

reason, faculties which Hobbes ranks highest among the natural "virtues
intellectual,"

to preserve his own nature, "To preserve his own
nature"

or

"to obtain some future
good"

means more or less exactly to stay in motion:

. the felicity of this life, consisteth not in the repose of a mind satisfied. For

there is no such finis ultimus, utmost aim, nor summum bonum, greatest good,
as is spoken of in the books of the old moral philosophers. Nor can a man any
more live, whose desires are at an end, than he, whose senses and imaginations

are at a stand. Felicity is a continual progress of the desire, from one object to

another; the attaining of the former, being still but the way to the latter. (XI, 63)

Happiness is the maintenance of motion. There are two kinds of

motion specific to animals: the first, vital motion, "begun in generation,

and continued without interruption through their whole life; such as are

the course of the blood, the pulse . .

.";
the second, "animal motion, other

wise called voluntary motion; as to go, to speak, to move any of our limbs,
in such manner as is first fancied in our

minds"

(VI, 31). Happiness, at

least for animals generally and, so far, for men is the maintenance of both

these kinds of motion. Explicitly, it is, first, the maintenance of life simply,

and, second, the continual attaining of and subsequent progress, i.e., re

placement or change, in the things "first fancied in our
minds."

Because the will figures in Hobbes's definition of the right of nature.

the relationship between desire, voluntary motion, and happiness must be

discussed further. Imagination is "decaying
sense"

(II, 9); or, "the relics

of . . . motion, remaining after
sense"

(VI, 31); or, that which is fancied

in our minds; or, pictures in our minds that have been placed there by
previous seeing. Imagination "is the first internal beginning of all volun

tary motion"; Hobbes calls these first "small beginnings of
motion"

en

deavour (VI, 31). Voluntary motion begins with a picture in our mind of

some thing. The picture, otherwise named imagination or endeavour, is

itself motion. Apparently this means that an endeavour is both the "moving
picture"

in our mind and the first small beginnings of motion toward the

thing represented by the moving
picture.- If the endeavour is toward that

which causes it, it is called appetite or desire; if away, aversion. Thus, the

beginning of voluntary motion is movement toward or movement away

from some thing pictured in our mind. Hobbes calls the succession of pic

tures of things desired or feared, deliberation; and goes on to define the will

as the last appetite or aversion in deliberating. The will, like everything else

considered so far, is motion. It differs from the various motions that precede

it only in that it is decisive motion. It brings deliberation to an end. The

thing deliberated about "is either done, or thought
impossible"

(VI, 37).
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The thing pictured is pursued or avoided decisively. Pictures in the mind

are succeeded either by movement toward or away, or by new pictures.

Happiness is the repetition of imagination, endeavor, deliberation, will,

and attainment. It is logically possible that an animate being imagine only

its own continued existence, and attain that represented by this image re

peatedly by the appropriate voluntary motion. In this case, happiness is

the sequence of voluntary motion which serves again and again to main

tain vital motion. On the other hand, happiness may be the repetition of

this cycle with respect to successively different objects of desire over and

above the maintenance of life. In either case, happiness is defined primarily

by the continuing repetition of the cycle, and secondarily that is, on an

interim basis by the attaining of a given object of desire.

In considering the passage of the right of nature thus far, nothing has

been found to distinguish men from other animals. All animals have both

vital and voluntary motion; possess minds; and, logically at least, are

capable of happiness. Before discussing the passage as a whole, the last of

its elements, judgment and reason, must be considered. To do so brings us

to the greatest of the questions that Hobbes's thinking raises. Granted that

men are not naturally political animals, are they naturally rational animals?

Does their possession of or participation in reason distinguish them from

beasts? Does it provide them with knowledge of a specific end which is

different from the ends of beasts? Are there laws or rules or norms acces

sible to human reason that define that end and point out the means to its

attainment? Are men as bound by knowledge of these laws? We find im

plicit here the question of obligation, so interesting to students of Hobbes;

and learn at once that the question of obligation depends upon the logically
prior question of the status of reason. Because the question of the status of

reason is decisive, we must be most careful in considering Hobbes's under

standing of reason, and of judgment.

Minds

Hobbes distinguishes between thought and reason or, in his words,

between "mental
discourse"

and "discourse in
words."

Mental discourse, or

"train of
thoughts,"

is the "succession of one thought to
another"

(II, 13).

Mental discourse is motion in the mind, beginning in sense, and continuing
thereafter:

All fancies are motions within us, relics of those made in the sense: and those

motions that immediately succeeded one another in the sense, continue also

together after sense: insomuch as the former coming again to take place, and

be predominant, the latter followeth, by coherence of the matter moved, in such

manner, as water upon a plane table is drawn which way any one part of it is

guided by the finger. But because in sense, to one and the same thing perceived,
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sometimes one thing, sometimes another succeedeth, it comes to pass in time,

that in the imagining of any thing, there is no certainty what we shall imagine

next; only this is certain, it shall be something that succeeded the same before,
at one time or another. (III. 14)

The succession of one image by another is thought. Thought begins in

sense. Images are formed by motion, and are succeeded by other images

formed by different motion. The succession of images is retained, although

the strength of their motion diminishes with time. Remembering is recalling

to mind the succession of images; foreseeing is a kind of remembering where

one tries to anticipate a consequent image or images when a given image

is again introduced into the mind by sense. But a given image is not always

followed by the same sequence of images. Thus attempted foresight, or

prudence, is always uncertain: ". . . such conjecture, through the difficulty
of observing all circumstances, be very fallacious . . ; the future being but

a fiction of the mind, applying the sequels of actions past, to the actions

that are present; which with most certainty is done by him that has most

experience, but not with certainty
enough."

(Ill, 16) Again, each thing
here is but motion. Memory and foresight are kinds of thought: thought is

the succession of images: images are motions in the mind induced by the

motion of external bodies.

Trains of thought differ. Some are unguided, some regulated. Those

that are regulated are given coherence and order by what Hobbes calls a

passionate thought. A passionate thought is an image that rules the mind.

It represents some thing that we desire greatly; that is, some thing that has

made a deep and lasting impression: ". the impression made by such

things as we desire, or fear, is strong, and permanent, or, if it cease for a

time, of quick return:". (Ill, 14). The passionate thought is the beginning
of regulated thinking. The strong image sets in motion the train of thought

that calls up the various means to the thing represented by the passionate

thought, and, "by the greatness of the
impression,"

returns thought to the

way if it begins to wander. When the complete sequence of means has been

discovered, the passionate thought and regulated thinking have done their

work; and thought is succeeded by voluntary action intended to secure the

thing represented by the passionate thought. Regulated thought, like all

thought, is images, of means and, especially, of a greatly desired end. Thus,

it is no more certain than any other thought: but it is more persistent or

constant.

Those who are comparatively good at thinking are said to possess

natural wit:

. I mean, that wit, which is gotten by use only and experience; without

method, culture, or instruction. This natural wit. consisteth principally in two
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things; celerity of imagining, that is, swift succession of one thought to another,

and steady direction to some approved end. On the contrary a slow imagination,

maketh that defect, or fault of the mind, which is commonly called Dullness,

stupidity, and sometimes by other names that signify slowness of motion, or

difficulty to be moved. (VIII, 43).

Apparently the fundamental difference here, between natural wit and nat

ural dullness, is a difference in quickness. "And this difference of quickness,

is caused by a difference of men's passions; that love and dislike, some one

thing, some another: and therefore some men's thoughts run one way, some

another"

(VIII, 43). Some animate beings, in this case men, are naturally

inclined toward some objects, others toward other objects. The motion of

or imparted by some of these objects is fast; that of others is slow. Fast

motion in the object causes correspondingly fast motion in the mind of the

one attracted, and slow motion slow. Thus, a mind described as being nat

urally witty is a mind attracted to objects that are quick; a mind described

as naturally dull is a mind attracted toward objects that are
slow.3 Hobbes

does not explicate the relationship between celerity of imagining and steady

direction, but it may be this. Steady direction results from the domination

of thinking by a passionate thought. A passionate thought, we know, is a

thought that produces a strong and permanent impression. Perhaps it is the

case that only fast motion imparts to the mind a strong and permanent

impression. If it is, this explains the relationship between celerity and

steady direction.

Good judgment is the ability to see the difference in a succession of

thoughts. ". . . [T]hey that observe their differences, and dissimilitudes;

which is called distinguishing, and discerning, and fudging between thing
and thing; in case, such discerning be not easy, are said to have a good

judgment"

(VIII, 43). Hobbes's discussion of good judgment is difficult.

In one sense, good judgment is a purely theoretical virtue. A succession of

images is present in the mind: good judgment is the ability to see differences

in these images which would go unnoticed by most individuals who had

the same images induced in their minds. But good judgment appears to be

very close, on the one hand, to that "steady direction to some approved
end"

which is part of natural wit as such; and, on the other, to prudence.

In both steady direction and prudence, what is required is the ability to

connect the differences observed to exist between images to one's own ends

or designs. Hobbes calls good judgment with respect to "times, persons, and
places"

discretion. Literally, discretion is discrimination; but to the extent

to which discretion is related to steady direction and prudence it is not

merely the ability to discriminate between times, places, and persons, but

this ability when it is subordinated to the attainment of one's own ends or
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designs, or to the conception of an end or design based upon the distinctions

perceived in a given situation. It is the ability to see the relationship between

images presently given and images that are means to some image that is an

interim end, and to see the relationship quickly. There is a harmony here

between good fancy and good judgment, that is, between the ability to see

similarities in this case, similarities between present images and possible

images and to see differences: and also an apparent relationship between

quickness and steadiness. Generally, Hobbes tends to associate closely

natural wit, good judgment, discretion, and prudence; and to identify each

of these natural intellectual virtues with the steady, successful pursuit of

one's own passionate thoughts. He tends to place in the forefront of obser

vation the inarticulate question inarticulate because in images rather than

in words "How may this situation benefit
me?"

Good judgment, then, is the ability to see and make use of differences.

and is probably the greater part of natural wit. Natural wit, in turn, is a

kind of thought, namely that which is quick and steady. Thought is motion

in the mind, and is not specific to human beings. Neither do human beings

have any kind of motion that is unique to their minds: ". . . besides sense,

and thoughts, and the train of thoughts, the mind of man has no other

motion; though by the help of speech, and method, the same faculties may

be improved to such a height, as to distinguish men from all other living
creatures"

(IV, 17). Thus, it is precisely not thought or natural wit or good

judgment that distinguishes man from all other living creatures. That is, it

is not the fact or the operation or the comparative natural excellence of

mind that distinguishes man. Man may be a rational animal Hobbes

argues that he is but he is not rational because he possesses a mind dif

ferent in principle from the minds of other living creatures.

Reason

Of the various qualities or faculties mentioned in defining the right of

nature liberty, power, will, judgment, and reason only reason remains

to be discussed. In Leviathan, Hobbes derives his understanding of reason

from the Latin ratio, calculation. Reason is calculation, and explicitly addi

tion and subtraction. Generally, it is the addition and subtraction of "what

soever can enter into or be considered into an account, and be added one

to another and leave a (IV, 22); or, again, of "all manner of

things that can be added together, and taken one out of
another"

(V, 25).

In its most usual sense, reason "is adding and subtracting, of the conse

quences of general names agreed upon for the marking and signifying of

our own thoughts; I say marking them when we reckon by ourselves, and

signifying, when we demonstrate or approve our reckonings to other
men"

(V, 25-26).
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The relationship between thought and reason must be considered. To

understand this, we must understand the more general relationship implicit

here, that between external things, thoughts (or images in the mind, or

conceptions), and names or words. In speaking of "Inconstant
names,"

Hobbes says,

The names of such things, as affect us, that is, which please and displease us,

because all men be not alike affected with the same thing, nor the same man at

all times, are in the common discourses of men of inconstant signification. For

seeing all names are imposed to signify our conceptions, and all our affections

are but conceptions, when we conceive the same things differently, we can hardly
avoid different naming of them. For though the nature of that we conceive, be

the same; yet the diversity of our reception of it, in respect of different consti

tutions of body, and prejudices of opinion, gives everything a tincture of our

different passions. And therefore in reasoning a man must take heed of words;

which besides the signification of what we imagine of their nature, have a signi

fication also of the nature, disposition, and interest of the speaker. (IV, 24)

Hobbes argues that words are not grounded in the external world. In

common discourse, words are used to signify thoughts. Thoughts are mo

tions in the mind; that is, images of external things induced by the motion

of those things. Images vary with different constitutions of body and preju

dices of opinion. A given external thing does not induce the same motion

in two different minds. Names represent images, not things. Since the

images vary, the names applied to the images vary as well. Thus, in "com
mon"

discourse there is no certain relationship between things, conceptions,

and words. The supposition of different constitutions of body and preju

dices of opinion severs names and things, and causes names to be linked

with imagination rather than with external things.

Given Hobbes's argument, to the extent to which words are based in

thought or imagination they must vary more or less widely as images vary

in different minds. This variation logically destroys the possibility of com

mon discourse, grounded in experience, about the natural or external world,
because in effect it destroys the common external world. In other words,

it destroys the possibility of an empirical natural science. In Chapter XXXI,

Hobbes substantially concedes this: "... [I]n this natural kingdom of God,
there is no other way to know anything, but by natural reason, that is, from
the principles of natural science; which are so far from teaching us anything
of God's nature, as they cannot teach us our own nature, nor the nature of

the smallest creature
living"

(XXXI, 239).

This situation makes it impossible to ground reason in thought. If

reason is made to depend upon thought, then the names and other symbols
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employed in reasoning will vary more or less widely from thinker to

thinker, and from time to time, and make reasoning practically impossible.

Here we are speaking of reason strictly, or what Hobbes calls "acquired
wit."

Natural wit, or natural reason, is grounded in motion; is in principle

inarticulate; and is variable and thus uncertain. Names stand between nat

ural wit and acquired wit, between the common discourse of ordinary men

and reason proper. Hobbes speaks of names being
"imposed,"

but argues

that there is nothing in the external world upon which to impose other than

proper names: ". . . some (names) are common to many things, man, horse,

tree; every of which, though but one name, is nevertheless the name of

divers particular things; in respect of all which together, it is called an

universal; there being nothing in the world universal but names; for the

things named are every one of them individual and
singular"

(IV, 19). This

argument is consistent with his understanding of thought: each thought is

a particular thought, and names in this sense mark thoughts. The
"language"

implied here is one of names only, based upon individual things imagined

in individual minds.

Hobbes's understanding of thought extends motion as far as the words

used in ordinary language. To provide a discourse free of motion, and thus

certain, it is necessary to sever words from dependence upon sense; and to

identify reason, truth and science not with names derived from things but

with the construction of
definitions.4 Hobbes says, "The use and end of

reason, is not the finding of the sum and truth of one, or a few conse

quences, remote from the first definitions, and settled significations of names,

but to begin at these, and proceed from one consequence to
another"

(V,

26); and, again, "reason is not, as sense and memory, born with us; nor

gotten by experience only, as prudence is; but attained by industry; first in

apt imposing of names; and secondly by getting a good and orderly method

in proceeding from the elements, which are names, to assertions made by

connexion of one of them to another; and so to syllogisms. . . (V. 29).

Hobbes is unconcerned in fact with imposing names, since science employs

words "of general and, as we have seen, there is nothing gen

eral in the world that corresponds to general words. But he is very con

cerned with definitions. Reasoning begins with definitions, science depends

upon definitions: ". . . the light of human minds is perspicuous words, but

by exact definitions first snuffed, and purged from
ambiguity"

(V, 30). But

snuffing and purging ambiguity
from definitions is no simple task, especially

given the "want of a right reason constituted by
nature"

(V, 26). Hobbes

gives various suggestions, explicit and otherwise, on how to define. We can

inspect minutely our own motions, in the belief that they are the same in

others; we can examine the definitions of former authors, correct their
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negligent usage, or substitute our own; we can set up an arbiter or judge if

there is disagreement, and let his reason serve as the reason of all; we can

conduct exercises in etymology, to recover the original meaning of a word;

we can reflect upon whether a term is self-evident.

The multiplicity of these devices psychological, traditional, political,

philological, and logical indicates a situation where reason is denied to

have either a natural or supernatural ground, and is understood to be purely

human. Reason is human in a quite narrow sense: it is arbitrary. It begins

with definitions formulated by human beings, and proceeds to deduce con

clusions from those definitions. The definitions themselves are not genuinely

open to question, because there is no independent that is, non-human

standard by which to judge them. Two things follow from this. First, human

reason is not now considered a species of reason, but rather the whole of

reason. Second, reason and reasoning is transformed from being funda

mentally philosophical to being fundamentally political: arbitration replaces

inquiry.

There is a further implication, full of practical significance. Most

human beings do not reason to any great extent or in any meaningful way:

And the most part of men, though they have the use of reasoning a little way,

as in numbering to some degree; yet it serves them to little use in common life;

in which they govern themselves, some better, some worse, according to their

differences of experience, quickness of memory, and inclinations to several ends;

but specially according to good or evil fortune, and the errors of one another.

For as for science, or certain rules of their actions, they are so far from it, that

they know not what it is. (V, 29)

Hobbes's highly restrictive definition of reason denies that name to the

thought of most men, including their judgment and prudence. There is a

reason for this, that reaches to the core of Hobbes's basic argument. Whether

or not conceived of in terms of images, judgment and prudence are uncer

tain when measured against the standard of deductive reasoning. Hobbes

aims at certainty, and thus must deny the name reason to forms of thought

that do not conform to the model of deductive reason. But, in so doing, he

gives rise to paradox and irony. The paradox: reason, understood as purely

human, is so defined as to deny the name rational, and thus human, to

almost all men. The irony: the standard of rationality, and thus humanity,

is a rigid, abstract definition of reason which understands reason to be un

grounded and thus philosophically indefensible.

The elements of the right of nature may now be gathered together.

Two of them, will and judgment, are motion, as is life itself. Power is the

positive condition of motion; liberty is the negative condition of motion. The
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term
"reason"

is difficult to interpret. Natural wit, or quick and steady

thinking, of which judgment is a portion, is motion. Acquired wit, or reason

proper, is calculation from settled definitions which produces certain con

clusions. Natural wit and acquired wit are not species of the genus
"reason."

They have nothing in common. One is motion, the other calculation from

fixed definitions wholly incongruous and unintelligible in a world of motion.

Acquired wit does not begin in and develop from natural wit; neither does

it oppose natural wit. Natural wit is silent; but acquired wit is not so much

speech as the manipulation of symbols, among them names, which results

in science. On each side, the relationship between speech and reason is

broken. In principle, neither natural wit nor acquired wit has any need of

speech. On either hand, Hobbes presents silent worlds: the one, the silent

world of motion; the other, the silent world of science.

To which, natural wit or acquired wit, does Hobbes refer when he

speaks of reason at the outset of C. XIV?; or, at the conclusion of C. XIII,

when he says that certain "passions . . . incline men to peace. . . And

reason suggesteth convenient articles of peace . . . (XIII, 84)? Strictly

speaking, he must be referring to acquired wit: nothing else is reason. But

this supposition, demanded by Hobbes's definition of reason, is textually

incongruous and logically impossible. In C. XIII, Hobbes speaks of the

"natural condition of
mankind"

not the "State of
Nature"

where there

is "no knowledge of the face of the earth; no account of time; no arts; no

society."

In this condition, men are equal. Hobbes grounds this natural

equality in part upon equality in prudence, which "is but experience; which

equal time, equally bestows on all men"; and sets aside "the arts grounded

upon words, and especially that skill of proceeding upon general and in

fallible rules, called science; which very few have, and but in few
things"

(XIII, 80). If very few men are capable of science under the best of con

ditions, how likely is it that any will be capable of it under the worst? The

answer must be, it is extremely unlikely, if not absolutely impossible, that

any man outside organized society possesses
acquired

wit.5 But it is not only

improbable but logically impossible that men naturally or in their natural

condition possess acquired wit. Some men like some other animate

beings naturally possess natural
wit."

By definition, no man naturally

possesses acquired wit. A certain ambiguity is introduced by Hobbes's sub

stitution of the term "the natural condition of
mankind"

for the "State of

Nature."

But the basic argument is clear enough: men do not naturally

possess acquired wit, that is, reason and science.

What, then, does
"reason"

mean in the definition of the right of

nature? The logic of the argument of Leviathan through C. XIII demands

that reason be identified with (some degree of) natural wit. This reduces
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the right of nature to unimpeded motion, since, naturally,
judgment and

reason are not other than motion. As such, Hobbes's definition of the right

of nature is no more than a statement of this presumed fact: all bodies are

naturally or, more probably, normally at liberty, that is, in motion. But the

tendency of the argument in C. XIV and XV demands at least that reason

not be equated with natural wit. This permits Hobbes to speak of reason

"dictating"

laws of nature that is, "general rules of
reason,"

or, again,

"immutable and
eternal"

rules to human beings. Natural wit, the quick

and steady succession of individual images, is incapable of generality and

certainty.

The argument here casts doubt, however, on the assumption that

Hobbes, if he is not speaking of natural wit, must be speaking of acquired

wit. The term
"dictate,"

and the figure of reason dictating to human beings

(or some part of them), is noteworthy. It suggests the voice of reason,

independent of human beings, counseling them to right or at least expedient

action. Hobbes prepares the way for this suggestion, although hardly with

great or even requisite care, by appearing, at the end of C. XIII, to divide

the natural faculties of men into passion and reason. This apparent division

is, of course, unfounded. To the extent to which his argument permits him

to speak of natural reason at all, Hobbes must equate reason and passion,

since both are motion. But the division, while logically unsound, is indis

pensable. It breaks up Hobbes's scientific argument, which reduces human

beings to matter in motion and makes the right of nature a law of behavior

applicable to all bodies. Further, it replaces the precise terms "natural
wit"

and "acquired
wit"

with the less precise term
"reason."

Reason in this less

exact sense may be thought of as specifically human, possessed by or par

ticipated in by all or most men; and the right of nature may be considered

uniquely human or at least different with respect to different species. In

short, the suggestion that passion and reason are different in kind and that

both are among the natural faculties of men allows Hobbes to present an

apparently traditional natural law argument apparently based upon tradi

tional assumptions.

It is not enough to say that Hobbes is ambivalent in his understanding

of what reason is. The situation is not that simple. It is more accurate to

say that, in Leviathan, there is a dominant notion of reason and two sub

ordinate notions. The dominant notion is that reason is ratio, calculation

from fixed definitions. As such, reason is human and conventional. Words

mean what human beings, individually or collectively, want them to mean.

Viewed in this light, Leviathan is a book of definitions that its author hopes

and intends will be put into practice. The first, scientific, subordinate notion

is that reason is natural. In this understanding, reason is thought and, when

it is quick and steady, natural wit. Its basis is matter in motion, manifested
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as images induced into minds by external objects. The second subordinate

notion is that reason is supernatural and unconventional, that is, indepen

dent both of particularistic motion and human imposition or agreement.

Reason in this sense appears as the voice in the soul which speaks in terms

of general precepts and counsels right or prudent action. This reason prob

ably should be called divine, but also may be thought of as moral.

//

Obligation

These considerations bear upon the question of obligation. What

reason is determines how those who are reasonable or rational may be

obliged. To sketch the picture in a preliminary way: if reason is images in

the mind, then obligation must be caused by or due to these images; if

reason is conventional and based upon agreement among men, so too must

obligation be due to agreement; if reason is a divine voice in the soul, obli

gation must be due to divine things as they are made known to men. In

each case, the kind of obligation follows the form of reason. There can be

no kind of obligation for which there is not both a source of the obligation

and a way in which human beings apprehend that is, know that which

issues forth from the source. But, in order to see this clearly, and to under

stand in detail the relationship between kinds of obligation and forms of

reason, we must begin by considering what Hobbes means when he uses

the word
"obligation."

Hobbes defines obligation in contradistinction to liberty. As we have

seen, liberty is "the absence of opposition; by opposition, I mean external

impediments of
motion."

Hobbes does not appear to mean that the absence

of external impediments to motion is a species of liberty, while liberty gen

erally is the absence of external impediments. Rather, the term liberty when

used
"properly"'

means the absence of external impediments to motion.

There are two reasons for this. First, Hobbes's fundamental philosophical

view is of a world of bodies normally in motion. Second, he is defining the

word
"opposition"

etymologicalfy. The Latin root is oppono, which means

to place against. Strictly, placing against can be done only with physical or

material things; any other use of the word
"opposition"

is less than com

pletely strict.

If liberty is the absence of external impediments to motion, it follows

that obligation is the presence of external impediments to motion. Hobbes

does not say this; that is, he does not draw out fully the definition of obli

gation in contradistinction to the fully drawn-out definition of liberty. This

has two consequences. First, the strictly physical or material nature of

liberty is more apparent than the strictly physical or material nature of
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obligation. Second, the contradistinction between liberty and obligation is

not completely apparent in English. It is much more apparent when the

Latin roots of the words are considered. The root of liberty is liber, from

the verb libero, to set free; the root of obligation is obligatus, derived from

the verb ligo, to tie up. The contrast between libero and ligo is apparent, as

is the contrast between being set free and being tied up. This is not to say

that Hobbes's logic follows exactly the logic of the Latin roots : it does not.

For Hobbes, apparently the normal condition is being free, the abnormal

condition being bound; but to be set free presupposes having been tied up.

But, this aside, there are two general points implicit here. First, in treating

liberty and obligation Hobbes creates a framework of definitions at a high

level of abstraction. This conforms to the model of reason that presents

reason as human and begins with settled definitions. Whether Hobbes con

sistently maintains these definitions remains to be seen, but it is of interest

that this is the notion of reason implicit. Second, Hobbes's method of at

taining exact definitions free from ambiguity is etymological. Reason is

human: words are ungrounded except in other words, but their meaning is

not merely arbitrary or immediately political; rather, deference is paid to

roots, a method which makes clearer and more simple words which have

become burdened with ambiguity as they have changed over time and with

use.

This provides the framework of Hobbes's understanding of obligation,

and discloses the form of reason and method of definition implicit in it. If,

in Leviathan, Hobbes is perfectly consistent or unambiguous, obligation

must mean the presence of external impediments to motion. The protracted

scholarly debate about Hobbes's understanding of obligation implies that

he is neither perfectly consistent or perfectly unambiguous. But there is

another implication that must be discussed before considering in detail

what Hobbes means by obligation. It bears upon the question of the forms

of reason. The act of defining obligation is a form of reason. It is reason

proper or acquired wit, which begins with unambiguous definitions and

proceeds deductively to science. But the definition of obligation also im

plies a form of reason, one wholly inconsistent with the form of reason

inherent in the act of defining itself. Liberty and obligation as defined by
Hobbes are relevant to a world of bodies in motion, which reduces to a

world of motion simply, and to only that world. In this world, the only
possible form of reason is natural wit or, to be less precise so that all minds

may be included, natural reason. This reason is motion in the mind, present

in each individual mind as images. At most, some sounds names are

attached to individual passing images by individuals. In such a world, and

given such an understanding of reason, reason proper, or acquired wit, and

science are impossible.
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This distinction, between the form of reason implied by defining and

that implied by a given definition, is perhaps fine, but it is basic to Hobbes's
argument in Leviathan. In the "Author's

Introduction,"

and again in C.

XXIX, Hobbes distinguishes between men as matter and men as makers, or

artificers. Speaking of the causes of the dissolution of a commonwealth, he
says:

. . when they came to be dissolved, not by external violence, but intestine dis

order, the fault is not in men, as they are the matter; but as they are the makers,

and orderers of them. For men, as they become at last weary of irregular

jostling, and hewing one another, and desire with all their hearts, to conform

themselves into one firm and lasting edifice: so for want, both of the art of

making fit laws, to square their actions by, and also of humility, and patience,

to suffer the rude and cumbersome points of their present greatness to be taken

off, they cannot without the help of a very able architect, be compiled into other

than a crazy building, such as hardly lasting out their own time, must assuredly
fall upon the heads of their posterity. (XXIX, 210)

The distinction between men as makers and men as matter parallels that

between the acquired wit that leads to science and natural wit or, more

generally, natural reason. More than this: Hobbes's distinctions allow us

and in fact almost compel us to understand that men considered as matter

possess natural reason and only natural reason, while only men who are

makers possess acquired wit or reason proper. The architect has a funda

mentally different form of reason than those who are to live in the house,

and he uses that reason to build the house. The house is built of words,

words as defined by the maker who is one of the few if not the only one

who possesses the arts grounded upon words. What place have the artless?

They are matter. They live in the house built of words; but can they under

stand the words, much less define them in the first place? How can they?

They think in images, images which are ever-shifting. If they build, they

build crazily, not upon the settled signification of words but upon ever-

shifting images. But, can one build upon motion? The political as well as

the scientific significance of the doctrine that the thought of almost all men

is nothing but motion comes to light: nothing can be built upon it. Men

may be removed from their natural condition, into Leviathan; but, if they

possess only natural reason, they will not build Leviathan.

The natural condition of men, as of all things, is at liberty. Liberty is

the absence of external impediments to motion. If men are to be removed

from their natural condition, external impediments to motion must be pre

sented. That is, men must be obliged in the strict general sense of that term

as used by Hobbes. In what Warrender calls "a notable passage from the

Leviathan"

Hobbes
says:7
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A law of nature, lex naturalis, is a precept or general rule, found out by reason,

by which a man is forbidden to do that, which is destructive of his life, or

taketh away the means of preserving the same; and to omit that, by which he

thinketh it may be best preserved. For though they that speak of this subject,

use to confound jus, and lex, right and law: yet they ought to be distinguished;

because right, consisteth in liberty to do, or to forbear: whereas law, deter-

mineth, and bindeth to one of them: so that law, and right, differ as much, as

obligation, and liberty; which in one and the same matter are inconsistent.

(XIV, 84)

Careful attention is necessary here, especially to Hobbes's language and

its implications. At first glance, one of the things the passage seems to say

is that a law of nature obliges. A man is forbidden by the law of nature to

do that which is destructive of his life. We may think, to be forbidden is

to be bound, or to have an external impediment placed in our way. But, if

this is true, it is only metaphorically true. At most, a word is only meta

phorically an external impediment to motion. Literally, a word is not a

physical impediment to motion. It is only an impediment given the assump

tion of a different form of reason than that ascribed to men either as makers

or as matter. To be forbidden presumes that we hear and understand the

voice that forbids us. The reason implied here is the same as that reason

that dictates to us. It is divine or moral reason, known to men as the voice

in the soul.

This is not to deny that the passage may be interpreted to say that a

law of nature obliges. It may be so interpreted; but if it is the disproportion

between the form of reason implied and the strict definition of obligation

goes unnoticed. Hobbes's discussion of the laws of nature implies a form

of reason which is neither human nor natural. Human knowledge of the

laws of nature rests upon two assumptions: first, that the laws of nature

emanate from an extra-human, supernatural source; second, that human

beings are capable of apprehending the voice that issues forth from that

source. Hobbes's definition of obligation is the flat rejection of this under

standing of things. External impediments to motion imply a world of bodies

normally in motion,
"obliged"

that is, bound only when they meet with

a physical or material obstacle that stops their motion. Strictly speaking,
we are confused if we say that laws of nature oblige. The confusion arises

because, in this passage, law appears to be either equivalent to obligation

or a species of obligation, probably the species peculiar to human beings.

But the laws of nature strictly understood as the voice of supernatural

reason in the soul cannot oblige the beings or entities to which Hobbes's

strict definition of obligation can apply. Although these beings may have

minds, they do not have the kinds of minds that hear voices, or at least not
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supernatural voices. Their minds see images. If they are to be obliged, they
must be obliged not by laws of nature a precept or general rule but by
images which impede motion. But even .this statement is not strictly accu

rate, because a dominant image, or passionate thought in the mind by
definition is not an external impediment to motion. If the beings that make

up Hobbes's world of motion are to be obliged, they must be physically

bound by some obstacle external to them. Taking Hobbes's argument on

its own terms and following it exactly, the only obligation is physical

obligation.

It may be objected, what of Hobbes's statement that "right consisteth

in liberty to do, or to forbear: whereas law, determineth, and bindeth to

one of them: so that law, and right, differ as much, as obligation, and

liberty; which in one and the same matter are inconsistent"? Does not this

mean that law is either equivalent to obligation or a species of it, most

probably the latter?; and that right is either equivalent to liberty or a species

of it, again most probably the latter? Then, are we not provided by Hobbes

with a basis for saying that law and right are the species of obligation and

liberty peculiar to human beings?; thus arguing, with Warrender, that there

is such a thing as "moral obligation, which controls voluntary actions, as

when men are bound by natural law to seek peace or keep covenants. .

Again, this interpretation is possible, and plausible given this single state

ment, but there are decisive objections to it.

First, as we have seen at length, there is no basis for it in Hobbes's

general argument. Men and their minds have not been distinguished from

other beings and their minds so that there is a ground for asserting that there

is a kind of obligation that applies only to human beings.

Second, Hobbes's language concerning right in the statement is a

subtle but decisive change from his definition of the right of nature in the

passage that almost immediately precedes it. Right, says Hobbes, "consis

teth in liberty to do, or to
forbear."

The implication is that right is speci

fically human, since it consists of freedom of choice. Presumably among

the things that may be chosen are life and death, or at least the means that

probably result in one or the other. But there is no such freedom of choice

implied in the definition of the right of nature, which explicitly mentions

men. The right of nature is the liberty to preserve ourselves. It is not the

liberty not to preserve ourselves. Not only is no freedom of choice implied;

no choice at all is implied, except the choice of means to preserve ourselves.

If the right of nature consisted of genuine choice, "to do, or to
forbear,"

then human beings could choose to live or to die. But, if human beings

could choose to live or to die, and thus had to weigh practically the relative

goodness of life and death, none of the laws of nature stated by Hobbes
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would be intelligible. The laws of nature as stated are derivatives from a

more fundamental law of nature, which is unstated. That law is "Preserve

yourself!"

which means, "Preserve your life, which is This funda

mental law of nature has significance beyond the fact that it underlies the

laws of nature which Hobbes does state, including the "first, and funda

mental law of
nature."

"Preserve
yourself!"

is the foundation of what

Hobbes terms the laws of nature because it is certain, or at least so
Hobbes

thinks. In that sense, the fundamental though
unstated law of nature is what

we have come to think of as a scientific law. In principle, it is true every

where and always. All things governed by the law obey it automatically,

without reflection or choice.

Given this interpretation, Hobbes's statement that law and right differ

as much as obligation and liberty is misleading, at least as far as the law

of nature and the right of nature are concerned. In their strict signification,

obligation and liberty genuinely differ. To be obliged is to be restrained

from moving; to be at liberty is to be unrestrained. In its basic statement,

the law of nature says "Preserve
yourself!"

The right of nature is defined,

broadly, as a condition of unrestrained motion. If it has a specifically

human definition, probably that definition is, the unrestrained exercise of

the means to self-preservation. Far from the law of nature and the right

of nature being basically different, the right of nature is the condition for

acting upon the law of nature. True, in principle they differ categorically:

one is a condition, the other a command, and as such imply fundamentally

different worlds. But, practically, they are perfectly complementary, espe

cially if the fundamental law of nature is thought of not as a command

from an external source but as an impulse toward the maintenance of
life.0

The right of nature defines the condition that makes it possible to act

without restraint upon that impulse. Even if the law of nature is thought of

as a command, to argue that it is a species of obligation is inconsistent with

, one of Hobbes's most fundamental theses. To command a human being
or any other being that can hear commands to preserve himself is not,

given Hobbes's understanding of human beings and things generally, to

bind or restrain him in any way. Rather, it is completely superfluous, since

that is what these beings attempt to do in any case. It is precisely the cer

tainty of the fundamental law of nature that prevents it from presenting a

possible moral dilemma, and thus binding, or restricting a natural or

normal
tendency.10

A further comment on these relationships is necessary. Given the

understanding that a law of nature is a rule followed unreflectively that

is, automatically by all bodies in motion, the distinction between obliga

tion and liberty disappears. All bodies behave as the law of nature says
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they must behave. Normally, they move; they are bound to move; they

cannot do other than move. In this understanding of a law of nature, the

word
"bound"

means, "compelled, in the normal scheme of
things."

Again

the command "Preserve
yourself!"

is superfluous. What you are a part of

a world in motion, a world undifferentiated in principle necessitates that

you obey implicitly and thus are bound by the law of nature, which is hardly
more than the law of motion. Here, reason is natural reason. It binds the

mind to the image of life, which is the image of unrestrained motion. The

laws of nature, and especially the unstated basic law of nature, are con

sonant with this understanding of the world and this understanding of

reason. They neither follow from fixed definitions, such as the fixed defini

tions that contradistinguish liberty and obligation, nor do they emanate

from a supernatural source that specifically binds human beings to moral

laws and thus differentiates them from all other beings. That is, the burden

of Hobbes's laws of nature, as distinguished from his definition of a law of

nature, rests upon not human reason acquired wit or divine reason, but

natural reason. This doctrinal substratum gives a consistency to Hobbes's

discussion, the constancy that marks Leviathan up until the point that the

notion of specifically human laws of nature is introduced. This consistency

is broken both by the introduction of a notion of reason as supernatural

and extra-human, and by the acquired wit that by definition contradistin

guishes obligation and liberty. In other words: the definition of a law of

nature imples divine reason; obligation and liberty are defined by human

reason, but imply natural reason. Thus, the definition of a law of nature

is inconsistent with both the mode of defining obligation and with what is

implied by the definition of obligation. But the burden of the laws of nature,

and especially their basic premise or basic command is consistent with

the form of reason natural reason implied by the definition of obliga

tion. It is this basic reduction, to matter in motion and the normal tendency

of matter in motion, that suggests the radical change that is occurring in

Hobbes's time and continues to occur beyond his time in what is meant by
a law of nature; and that provides the underlying consistency to Hobbes's

view of things, if not to his explicit argument.

Dilemmas

In the passage we have been considering for some time, many things

in Hobbes's thought come together. The laws of nature, and obligation,

come together. Implicitly, the three notions of reason natural, human,

and divine come together. The mixture is exceedingly complicated. Diver

gent understandings of the composition of the world, and of human beings,

are forced together. The best that can be done is to sort them out, show
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their respective bases, and indicate their inconsistency. As we have seen,

the answer to the question, "Do the laws of nature
oblige?"

is "It depends

upon what is meant by 'the laws of
nature,'

and what is meant by
'oblige.' "

There are definitions of each of these terms, explicitly or implicitly present

in Leviathan, that enable us to answer the question
"yes"

or
"no."

These

definitions are underlain by different forms of reason, themselves in turn

underlain by different understandings of the world. The situation may be

sketched as follows:

Understanding of

Form of Reason Kind of Obligation Laws of Nature

Divine Duty Moral, Specifically Human

Human Contractual

Natural Physical Necessity Modern Scientific

No difficulties develop as long as one of two conditions is met: first, that

we stay on the same level, when considering reason or obligation or the

laws of nature; second, if we theorize that the world is more complex than

any one of these levels is, and that certain beings share in and reflect that

complexity, that then we understand these beings as complex or compound

beings. Hobbes's difficulties arise because he does not heed either of these

conditions. He does not remain on a single level or defend without wavering

a single thesis; and he does not consider the beings that he discusses in terms

of reason, obligation, and the laws of nature to be complex or compound

beings. While sometimes the implication of one or another of his statements

for example, his definition of a law of nature implies that human beings

are compound, Hobbes does not develop a theory of the soul which sup

ports such an implication: on the contrary, he presents a theory of human

beings that not only does not distinguish between qualitatively different

portions of the soul for example, a portion that hears voices as distinct

from a portion that sees images but does not even differentiate in principle

between bodies and souls.11

At this point, the logic of Leviathan has broken down. It is logically
impossible to go from the natural world of men to civil society using any

one of Hobbes's three notions of reason. If the thesis of natural reason is

consistently maintained, a condition of other than sheerly physical obliga

tion is impossible. If the thesis of human reason is maintained, obligation

strictly understood is again sheerly physical, but obligation practically
understood is wholly conventional. If the thesis of divine reason is main

tained, in principle adherence to the laws of nature is perfect. This is the

most perplexing situation of all, since Hobbes's understanding of the es-
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sence of a law of nature a divine command that binds moral creatures is

inconsistent with either of his divergent understandings of the content of

the laws of nature first, observed regularities in the behavior of unre

flecting, non-choosing beings and, second, maxims of self-interest that

conduce to self-preservation whether or not within civil society. In short.

the thesis of natural reason yields no moral obligation and no civil society;

the thesis of human reason, while it may produce civil society, yields no

natural condition, no laws of nature, and no moral obligation; and the

thesis of divine reason in theory makes civil society unnecessary, and in

practice may or may not yield civil society. Our sketch may be continued

as follows:

Condition of Men

(Theoretically) Perfect Harmony

(Practically) Whatever Conduces to

Self-Preservation; Constant Individ

ual Reassessment of Utility of Any

Given Situation

In Civil Society; Consent Given and

Maintained Due to Fear of Power

ful Sovereign

Unorganized Beings Unreflectively

Maintaining Motion

Understanding

Form of Kind of of Laws

Reason Obligation of Nature

Divine Duty Moral,

Specifically

Human

Human Contractual

Natural Physical

Necessity

Modern

Scientific

Of these three models, the middle one most closely fits the kind of

human situation advocated and, to a lesser extent, presented in Leviathan.

Reason is human. Men are divided into makers and matter. The maker

defines what words mean:

Right is laid aside, either by simply renouncing it; or by transferring it to an

other. By simply renouncing; when he cares not to whom the benefit thereof

redoundeth. By transferring; when he intendeth the benefit thereof to some

certain person, or persons. And when a man hath in either manner abandoned,

or granted away his right; then he is said to be obliged, or bound, not to hinder

those, to whom such right is granted, or abandoned, from the benefit of it: and

that he ought, and it is his duty, not to make void that voluntary act of his own:

and that such hindrance is injustice, and injury, as being sine jure: the right

being before renounced, or transferred. (XIV. 86)
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Again in this passage, the meaning of Hobbes's key terms shifts subtly. As

we have seen, the right of nature is defined as a condition of unrestrained

motion or, if it has a specific definition, as the unrestrained exercise of the

means to self-preservation. Now, Hobbes argues that one's right can not

only be renounced, but transferred. The former may be possible: one may

renounce a condition of unrestrained motion, or cease the unrestrained

exercise of the means of self-preservation. If one does, one is obliged not

by an external impediment to motion, but rather by the fact that one has

bound oneself by the act of renunciation. Thus, Hobbes contradicts the

strict meaning of the term "obligation"; here, it appears that there is a

specifically human that is, moral kind of obligation, which has nothing
to do with external impediments to motion. But more than this: the latter,
the transfer of a right, is impossible. One cannot give to another a condition

of unrestrained motion, or the unrestrained exercise of the means to self-

preservation. One can give to another means, of whatever kind; one can

allow another to preserve him, with those means or others; but, if one

does, then preservation is no longer self-preservation. Thus, there can be

no such thing as the benefit another enjoys of the unrestrained exercise of

the means to our self-preservation, much less of our condition of unre

strained motion. He now either uses those means to his own self-preserva

tion, or he uses those means to our preservation, but not to our self-

preservation.

Hobbes's contradiction of his own logic has two kinds of implications

which concern us. The first kind involves the explicit argument of Levia

than. To reach his immediate conclusion, it is necessary that the argument

proceed from two premises: first, that men can be obliged that is, bound
not only by external impediments to motion, but also by their own words

and deeds; second, that the right of nature, jus naturale, is the kind of

thing which can not only be renounced but also transferred. If the right of

nature can only be renounced, mutual covenanting results in a situation

where some substantial number of men have divested themselves of their
right. Logically, to divest themselves of their right leaves them either mo

tionless or without self-protection. But Hobbes does not want an argument

that leaves men in this condition, but rather wants one which transfers all

these individual rights to a sovereign. Thus he must make it appear that
the right of nature is the kind of thing which can be transferred'.

The second kind of implication concerns forms of reason. Hobbes has
defined obligation, liberty, and the right of nature. These definitions have
served certain purposes, but they do not serve Hobbes's immediate purpose-

namely, to depict men obliging themselves by renouncing their right

apparently in practically the same breath, transferring their right to create
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an absolutely powerful sovereign. The previous definitions having lost their

utility, the terms in questions are redefined. This is human reason, but in

a peculiar form. It continues to be men, and particularly the architect of

the commonwealth, who say what words mean. But words no longer have

consistent definitions, first snuffed and purged from ambiguity, from which

deductions are logically drawn. Now, words are redefined so that premises

lead to predetermined conclusion. Not the canons of science but the de

mands of politics determine the meaning of words. Human reason, at first

ungrounded and thus dogmatic but at least self-consistent, now loses even

its internal consistency. Human reason becomes what it is inclined to

become, given the absence of all external standards including the standard

of logical consistency. It becomes rhetoric, and hardly noble rhetoric.

Obligation reflects reason. This is not to say that the notion of obli

gation that is most politically significant in Leviathan exactly parallels the

form of reason which is simply human. It does not. Rather, obligation

reflects the weakened condition of human reason brought about by Hobbes's

desire to reach certain conclusions not logically entailed by his definitions

and not consistent with his basic philosophical understanding of the world.

Obligation in what appears to be the moral sense is based upon one

giving one's word. Hobbes says at one point that giving one's word is not

merely arbitrary and ungrounded, but that this act implies an external

standard:
"

. . injury, or injustice, in the controversies of the world, is

somewhat like to that which in the disputations of scholars is called

absurdity. For as it is there called an absurdity, to contradict what one

maintained in the beginning: so in the world, it is called injustice, and

inquiry, voluntarily to undo that, which from the beginning he had volun

tarily
done"

(XIV, 86). There is not merely an obligation but a duty not

to undo willfully that which one has done willfully. To do so is unjust: thus

it is one's duty at least not to be unjust. This duty is based upon the prin

ciple of non-contradiction, or on the analogue in human action voluntary

action to the principle of non-contradiction in logic. This seems to be

either a principle of reason in some superhuman sense, or the close ana

logue in moral affairs to a superhuman principle of reason. In either case,

there is an apparent ground to duty independent of passing desire or passing

will. That ground is constancy as between word and subsequent word, act

and subsequent act. Human obligation thus appears to be based not upon

human reason, but upon divine reason. According to this argument, to be

obliged is to have incurred a duty, and to be bound by the principle of

consistency. One's word becomes one's bond, and one's word is stronger

than desire or interest or will. Once given, a person's word is external and

superior to that person.
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In almost the next breath, Hobbes says of these bonds, they "have their

strength, not from their own nature, for nothing is more easily broken than

a man's word, but from fear of some evil consequence upon the
rupture."

On the face of things, the bond that obliges is not a man's word, but fear.

Hobbes rejects his previous argument, that the ground of obligation is

superhuman, and argues now that the ground of obligation is not even

human, but subhuman. But this understanding subtly changes the argu

ment, and has profound consequences for our understanding of what is

subhuman and what is superhuman. The true ground of obligation is not

the internal passion fear, but the cause of the internal passion, the existence

of "some coercive power, to compel men equally to the performance of their

covenants, by the terror of some punishment, greater than the benefit they

expect by the breach of their covenant . . . : and such power there is none

before the erection of a
commonwealth"

(XV, 94). The ground of obli

gation is that terrible thing Leviathan. Thus Hobbes returns to the strict

definition of obligation. Men are obliged, not by the superhuman principle

of consistency, or even by their own human words conventionally given

and, by the various usual means, conventionally maintained, but by an

external impediment to motion.

There is however a difference in this argument that compels us to pay

close attention to what is superhuman and what is subhuman. Leviathan

is the external impediment to motion, and as such impedes the motion or

liberty, or right of nature of human beings. But the world in which Levi

athan exists is not simply natural, and Leviathan is not simply subhuman.

Rather, Leviathan is "to speak more reverently, . . . that mortal
god"

(XVIII, 112). Leviathan is subhuman, in that its existence creates, or re

creates, the kind of obligation that is subhuman. But Leviathan is super

human, in that it rules over men and has been brought into being by the

highest kind of reason which, for all practical purposes, Hobbes holds to

exist; namely, acquired wit. In a word, Leviathan is the replacement of the

divinely superhuman by the artificially superhuman through the exercise not

of divine reason but of acquired wit.

What then is obligation? An answer to the question is suggested by
asking the further question, how does Leviathan come into being? The

answer to this question reveals the deep inconsistencies in his understanding
of obligation. Men hear the voice of reason in their souls, which informs
them of the laws of nature. Those laws say, first, "Preserve

yourself!"

and

then, "the way to preserve yourself is to renounce the right of nature and

submit yourself equally with other men to a common
power."

Thus men

are instructed to renounce the right of nature, and to bind themselves to

their renunciation. But words, and especially words which entail the re

jection of a possible advantage over others, are weak. To be bound by
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one's word means to forego the advantage; but to give one's word and then

not act on it means to gain the advantage. Individual desires and individual

wills rebel against the keeping of promises which have no stronger bond

than the words of the promise itself. Promises then do not bind until there

is a common power to compel obedience to the promise, and thus oblige.

But the common power comes into being as a result of the promise to rid

oneself of the right of nature. Thus we have one horn of the dilemma:

". . . the nature of justice, consisteth in keeping of valid covenants: but

the validity of covenants begins not but with the constitution of a civil

power, sufficient to compel men to keep
them"

(XV, 94); and the other:

"The only way to erect such a common power, . . . ; is, to confer all their

power and strength upon one man, or upon one assembly of men, that may

reduce all their wills, by plurality of voices, unto one
will"

(XVIII, 112).

The dilemma is this: men are not bound until there is a common power,

but there is no common power until men bind themselves. Can men bind

themselves? The various kinds of reasons answer, or do not answer, as

follows. Divine reason says, be at ease, you need not bind yourself, since

you are bound by the laws of nature heard in your soul; human reason says.

bind yourself by adherence to your word, and keep your promise, in full

knowledge that your promise is a convention and has no natural or super

natural ground or sanction; natural reason, which cannot speak, somehow

conveys its message, you are free until you are bound by some external

impediment to motion stay free, for motion is life, and life is all.

Solution

Which of those voices or impulses rules? If none rules, how can there

be an end to the argument? How can choices be made or possibilities

eliminated?; how can human beings bind themselves or be bound to a

course of action?; how can doubt and uncertainty be ended? Philosophically,

there is no answer. Obligation follows reason, and in Leviathan reason

exists in multiple forms, no one of which is shown to rule over the others.

Practically, there is an answer. The practical answer rests upon the inability
of Hobbes's premises to yield a philosophical answer. Were there a philo

sophical answer, human beings, to the extent to which they are reasoning

beings, could not help but be persuaded by that answer and desire to act

upon it, however improbable the success of such action. Their desire would

instruct them in the possibility and the method of attaining the truth in

the affairs of this world. But the order implicit in their desire would have

its effect. They would gradually become philosophical beings, and the

desire for wisdom would gradually replace the desire to realize their specu

lations in the here and now.

Thus the practical answer rests upon the replacement of the desire for
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truth by the desire for success, just as a philosophical answer would rest

upon the dominance of the desire for success by the desire for truth. To

build Leviathan, in practice, its architect must be able to substitute one

fundamental opinion for another fundamental opinion: explicitly, he must

replace the opinion that the greatest good is the attainment of the un

changing truth with the opinion that the greatest good is the attainment of

success in this world. This transformation of opinion becomes the task of

human reason. Human reason, turning its back upon logical consistency

when bothersome, aims at the creation of a mode of discourse that instills

the opinion that the greatest good is the attainment of worldly success or,

what amounts to the same thing, the opinion that the greatest good is the

attainment of individual desire. This new mode of discourse must be of

great power. It will probably be mixed, compounded of words used to in

fluence and persuade, and images. Thus the new mode of discourse will be

the mean between not divine reason and natural reason, but rather between

human reason strictly, which is bound by fixed definitions, and natural

reason. This new, mixed mode of discourse will aim at inculcating the

opinion that the greatest good is worldly success, in other words, prudent

self-indulgence. It will attain its aim when human beings are bound to a

course of life in part by a belief in the truth of this opinion, and in part by
that powerful thing Leviathan.

In the final analysis, then, obligation follows reason. Human beings

are to be obliged in part by an external impediment to motion Leviathan

but primarily by the words and images in their minds. These words and

images will be their thought. They are to be placed in men's minds neither

by divine things nor by natural things, but rather by artificial things. To be

more accurate: these words and images are to be placed in men's minds by
an agent Leviathan, or its operators that is pseudo-divine and pseudo-

natural. Thus men are to be obliged by the belief inculcated in them by an

elaborate new art, a form of obligation that reflects the workings of human

reason in its weakened condition. But, if this elaborate new art or new

rhetoric is imperfect, or until it is perfected, a less sophisticated form of

obligation, that appropriate to men understood as matter simply, and not

to men understood as the recipients of the kind of indoctrination engen

dered by the new art, will be necessary.

1

Reference are to the chapter and page in Leviathan, ed. Michael Oakeshott
(Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1957).

2 "Endeavour"

is the point of transition between being acted upon and acting. In
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other words, it is the motion both of the
"external"

thing acting and the
"internal"

reaction. Cf. Richard Peters, Hobbes, (Baltimore: Penguin Books, 1967), 86.

3Cf. VIII, 46, where Hobbes argues: "The cause of this difference of wits, are

in the passions; and the difference of passions proceedeth, partly from the different

constitution of the body, and partly from different
education."

Attributing the pas

sions in part to education throws into doubt the simple and direct relationship be

tween the motion of external things and the motion of the mind. I have discussed

this question at length in "Hobbes, Scepticism, and
Politics"

(unpublished Ph.D. dis

sertation, State University of New York at Albany, 1973), C. X.
4

In this respect, Leviathan marks a radical departure from Hobbes's prior

thought. In The Elements of Law, right reason is defined as reasoning "from prin

ciples that are found indubitable by experience, all deceptions of sense and equivoca

tion of words
avoided,"

(EL, I, V, 12); and science as "evidence of truth, from some

beginning or principle of
sense:"

(EL, I, vi, 4). In Leviathan, natural wit grounded

in sense, and acquired wit are decisively separated. I have discussed the evolution of

Hobbes's understanding of reason in detail in "Hobbes, Scepticism, and
Politics,''

C.

V-VIII.
"'

Elsewhere, Hobbes remarks that philosophy, which he equates with science, can

exist only within commonwealths; and states again that prudence is not part of phi

losophy. See Leviathan, XLVI, 435-56.
0

In C. XIII, Hobbes places emphasis on prudence rather than natural wit, be

cause he wishes to argue the natural equality of men. For a discussion of the impli

cations of inequality in natural wit, see my "Hobbes, Scepticism, and
Politics,"

C. X.

1

Howard Warrender, The Political Philosophy of Hobbes, (Oxford: Clarendon

Press, 1957), 19.

8

Warrender, ibid., 101.

,J
The absence of significant difference between the law of nature and the right of

nature is obvious in Hobbes's explicit statement of the first law of nature. Logically,

the first law of nature is this whole statement, "that every man, ought to endeavour

peace, as far as he has hope of obaining it: and when he cannot obtain it, that he

may seek, and use, all helps, and advantages of
war,''

since Hobbes defines a law of

nature as "a precept or general rule, found out by
reason,"

and identifies this state

ment in the same terms. Illogically, he divides the statement in two, calling the just

portion "seek
peace"

the law of nature, the second portion "defend
yourself"

the right of nature.

111

The absence of a moral dilemma in Hobbes's positive and explicit law of nature

is apparent if it is contrasted with Hooker's principal law of reason, "that the greater

good is to be chosen before the
less."

(Of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity, I, viii, 5).
11

There are particular difficulties with Leviathan, relative to The Elements of

Law and De Che. In the Elements, Hobbes presents his natural philosophy but does

not distinguish between natural wit and acquired wit. Thus, comparing the Elements

with Leviathan, there are two and not three understandings of reason and obligation.

In De Cive, Hobbes does not present his natural philosophy, and does not distinguish

between natural and acquired wit. Thus, comparing De Cive with Leviathan, there

can be only two and not three understandings of reason and obligation, and one pair

of them, natural reason and physical obligation, is not very much in evidence due to

the exclusion of the natural philosophy. The latter fact explains the tendency of A. E.

Taylor, "The Ethical Doctrine of
Hobbes"

in Hobbes's Leviathan, ed. Bernard H.

Baumrin, (Belmont, Cal.: Wadsworth Publishing Company, Inc., 1969), 35-48, and

Warrender, Political Philosophy of Hobbes, to use De Cive in support of their theses.
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AN INTRODUCTION TO LOCKE'S

FIRST TREATISE

Michael P. Zuckert

Carleton College

I

An "Introduction to Locke's First
Treatise"

is needed, and perforce

a somewhat sketchy one, rather than a paper on some more specialized

topic within it, because that book is surely one of the least known of the

books written by Locke or by an author of Locke's general caliber and

standing in the world. With most topics, one must begin with a history of

the scholarly and other attention paid one's subject; with this topic, how

ever, one must begin almost with the history of its neglect. And it does

have a substantial history of neglect. Although Locke on government proved

to be a great favorite in America, no American edition of the Second

Treatise contained the first until 1947. Locke's Second Treatise was trans

lated into French by 1691, but as of 1963 the First Treatise had still not

appeared in a French edition.

At least some of the reason for the great neglect of the First Treatise

and I have only presented here some of the merest indications of the mag

nitude of that neglect some of the reason is relatively easy to discern and

understand. The First Treatise is in form a refutation of the political writ

ings, especially the Patriarcha, of Sir Robert Filmer. Now any book written

so closely on another book as Locke's First Treatise is on Filmer's Patri

archa, is likely to be neglected; its neglect becomes assured when the book

to which it is tied is as apparently uninteresting as the Patriarcha.

The great difficulty with this neglect, however, is that the First and

Second Treatises are not two separate books of which we are able to read

only the part we find
"interesting."

As Peter Laslett, the editor of the criti

cal edition of the Two Treatises, puts it:

If the wording of Locke's Preface is considered carefully, it will be seen that he

This paper is a somewhat revised version of a public lecture delivered at Clare

mont Men's College, Fall 1976, under the auspices of Pi Sigma Alpha.

References to two of Locke's works will be left in the text, conforming to the

following conventions. I Tr. 169 refers to the First Treatise, section 169. I ECHU
iii 13 refers to Book I of the Essay Concerning Human Understanding, Chapter 3,
section 13. The edition of these works I have used are: John Locke, Two Treatises

of Government, a Critical Edition, ed. Peter Laslett (Cambridge 1967). John Locke,
An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, ed. John Yolton (2 vols London
1961).



Locke's First Treatise 59

talks of the book as a whole. It is a 'Discourse concerning
government'

with

a beginning, a middle and an end, not the two disparate essays which recent

commentators seem to have in mind. . Locke did not think of his volume

originally as in two parts at all, any more than any work presented in two

"books."

. . What Locke thought he was writing was a whole Discourse, set out

in two books for his own literary purposes. The book was written as a whole.

Moreover, Laslett's own important findings about the composition of

the Two Treatises seem to confirm the place of the First Treatise. The pre-

Laslett "accepted
view"

was that Locke wrote the Two Treatises following,

and in order to justify the Glorious Revolution, and that the chief philo

sophical opponent of the Second Treatise was Thomas Hobbes. Laslett,

however, argues that Locke wrote not for the already consummated Glori

ous Revolution, but rather on behalf of the devoutly hoped for revolution

to come, to be sponsored by his patron Shaftesbury, at the time of the

Exclusion Crisis about a decade earlier. Laslett shows, moreover, that

both treatises are much taken up with response to Filmer, that Filmer, not

Hobbes, is the polemical target of the Second Treatise as well as the First.

If this claim of Laslett's is correct, then it bespeaks the great importance

of the First Treatise, for it is there that the confrontation between Locke

and Filmer is most open and explicit. It is surely testimony to the First

Treatise's astonishing power for remaining obscure that after all that, Laslett

himself devoted only a paltry two pages of his long statement on the sub

stance of Locke's political thought to the explication of the First Treatise.

And, having previously edited Filmer's political writings, he did not have

the excuse of most of neither having read nor wanting to read Filmer.

//

Turning from some of the reasons for ceasing to neglect the First

Treatise to the First Treatise itself, it would be good first to give some

idea of the contents of the book by indicating its surface structure and the

surface thrust of its argument. The First Treatise's eleven chapters plus a

preface make up a work of three parts; there is, first, an introductory

section, addressed to such issues as the reasons for the turn to Filmer, the

kind of argument Locke is planning to present, and some preliminary defi

nitions and classifications of issues. This introductory section includes the
"Preface"

and the first two chapters of the First Treatise.

The second section of the First Treatise, extending from chapters 3-7,

takes up and criticizes Filmer's
arguments for "Adam's

title"

or sovereignty.

Filmer in his several books sought to establish two characteristic theses:

one concerning the proper extent of political power, and the other, the true
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source of political power. Filmer's position on these two matters can be

derived from his response to Hobbes:

With no small content I read Mr.
Hobbes'

book De Cive, and his Leviathan,

about the rights of sovereignty, which no man, that I know, hath so amply and

judiciously handled: I consent with him about the rights of exercising govern

ment, but I cannot agree to his means of acquiring it. It may seem strange I

should praise his buildings, and yet mislike his foundations; but so it is, his Jus

Naturae, and his Regnum lnstitutuum, will not down with me: they appear full

of contradiction and impossibilities; a few short notes about them, I here offer.

wishing he would consider whether his building would not stand firmer upon

the principles of Regnum Patrimoniale (as he calls it) both according to scrip

ture and reason.

Filmer likes the building absolute sovereignty but not the foundation

the right of nature and consent. For
Hobbes'

foundation he proposes to

substitute another: both scripture and reason teach that government is

natural in the father and a fortiori in Adam, the first father, and his heirs.

The second section of the First Treatise takes up, one per chapter,

what Locke identifies as Filmer's grounds for attributing political sover

eignty to "our first
father."

That section in turn divides into two recogniz

able pieces, according to the kind of ground for Adam's sovereignty that

is under investigation: There is a Scriptural Subsection (chs. 3-4-5), taking
up three scripture texts Locke finds in Filmer purporting to support Adam's

sovereignty. There is also a Natural Subsection (chs. 6-7), taking up what

Locke calls "a supposition of natural right of Dominion over his children,

by being their
Father."

(/ Tr. 50) Locke's arguments in refutation of the

claims raised on behalf of Adam are rather easily summarized. The first

Filmerean scriptural argument Locke responds to (Ch. 3) is as follows:

"A Natural Freedom of
Mankind,"

says Filmer, "cannot be supposed

without the denial of the Creation of
Adam."

(/ Tr. 15). Locke's reply is
the fairly sensible, "why not"? The lion, Locke points out, was as much

created as Adam was, and it is difficult to see how subjection to the one

would follow any the more or the less than to the other from the fact of
their having been created.

The second Scriptural argument Locke looks into is one based on

Gen. 1:28: "And God Blessed Them, and God said unto Them, be fruitful
and multiply and replenish the Earth, and subdue it, and have dominion
over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air, and over every living
thing that moveth upon the

Earth."

Locke's Ch. 4, takes up three ques

tions: (a) whether "every living thing that
moveth,"

over which dominion
is given, includes human beings or not; (b) whether the donee is properly
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understood to be Adam alone, or mankind in general; and (c) even if the

donee were Adam alone, whether such private property in the things of

the world as Adam might then have properly implies political power.

Among other proofs that "every living thing that
moveth"

does not

include human beings, Locke brings forth the following delightful obser

vation.

And if God made all mankind slaves to Adam and his Heirs, by giving Adam

dominion over 'every living thing that moveth on the
Earth,'

as our
[author1

would have it, methinks Sir Robert should have carried his monarchical power

one step higher, and satisfied the world that princes might eat their subjects too.

since God gave as full power to Noah and his Heirs in Gen. 9:2, to "eat every

living thing that
moveth"

as he did to Adam to have dominion over them, the

Hebrew words in both places being the same. (/ Tr. 27)

Locke's
"proof"

that Adam alone was not the addressee of the donation in

Gen. 1 :28 is even simpler: the text is not addressed to Adam alone, but to
"them."

The whole donation, Locke concludes,

'Tis nothing but the giving to Man, the whole Species of Man, as the chief in

habitant, who is the Image of his Maker, the Dominion over the other creatures.

(/. Tr. 40)

Passing by some of the details of the second chapter of the Scriptural

Sub-section, we may quickly summarize the last argument of the Scriptural

Sub-section: Filmer, Locke says, bases his Adamic monarchy on the pass

age, Gen., 3:16, where God says to Eve, following her fall: "and thy desire

shall be to thy husband, and he shall rule over
thee."

Locke's first reph

is the obverse of his reply to the Filmerean argument from the donation:

where Filmer, in the former place wants to read a plural pronoun in the

text as if it were a singular, he here tries to read a singular, as if it were a

plural, as if this speech by God refers to anyone besides Eve herself.

Moreover, Locke argues, this is not an authorization of Adam's monarchy

at all, but rather,

foretells what should be the woman's lot, how by his Providence he would order

it so, that she should be subject to her husband, as we see that generally the

Laws of Mankind and customs of Nations have ordered it so. (/ Tr. 47)

Locke concludes the Scriptural sub-section confident he has shown

Filmer not to have the support in the Scriptures that he claimed to have.

In the Natural Sub-section, Locke extends his critique in such a way as to
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try to show that Filmer's position, moreover, is a decidedly non or anti-

scriptural position. The core of the argument from fatherhood is identified

by Locke as follows:

The Argument . to prove that Fathers, by begetting them, come by an abso

lute power over their children is this; that Fathers have a power over the lives

of their children, because they give them life and being, which is the only proof

it is capable of since there can be no reason, why naturally one man should

have any claim or preference of right over that in another which was never his.

which he bestowed not. but was received from the bounty of another. (/ Tr. 52)

An adequate appreciation of the Biblical teaching of the Creating God is

sufficient to refute this argument however. As Locke says,

They who say the Father gives life to his children are so dazzled with the

thoughts of Monarchy, that they do not, as they ought, remember God. who is

the author and giver of Life: "Tis in Him alone we live, move and have our

Being. .

"

Is there any one so bold, that dares thus far to arrogate to himself

the incomprehensible works of the Almighty? Who alone did at first, and con

tinues still to make a living Soul. He alone can breathe in the Breath of Life.

(/ Tr. 52-53)

So unscriptural is Filmer's position, that every time he cites the chief

Biblical passage he believes supports his understanding of the fatherhood

"honor thy
father"

he suppresses the full half of it that is much less sup

portive "and thy
mother."

The last section of the First Treatise, running from Chs. 8-11. treats

the
"conveyance"

of or succession to the so-called power of Adam, Locke s

point here being that Filmer speaks at least as unintelligibly on this subject

as on the other, and at least as contrary to the lesson and experience con

veyed in Scriptures. Locke makes two basic kinds of argument again, a

natural and a scriptural. If (the
"natural"

argument goes) political power

rests on the
"fatherhood,"

then the only ones who may have it are fathers.

and the only ones they may have it over are children. That means, of course,

that the "fatherly
power"

can neither be inherited, given away, lost or

whatever. It also means there are as many kings as fathers, and completely

unsettles all political life. In the scriptural part of his argument. Locke tries

to show that the patriarchal period of the Hebrews reveals no such pattern

of heritable patriarchal political power as Filmer maintains it does.

Ill

This brief sketch of the structure and main line of argument of the
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First Treatise should, perhaps, help make one thing clear, but also, perhaps

make another thing far from clear. It should add to our general under

standing of why the First Treatise has such a splendid history of neglect-

there just seems so little of interest there, neither in what Locke wrote nor

in what he wrote against. And, it must be added in all fairness, the structure
and argument stand out nowhere near as lucidly as in the above presenta

tion. I would myself disagree, even disagree strongly, but I can easily see

why Laslett claims the First Treatise to be a "cumbersome and uninviting

200 unreadable
pages."

What is made less than perfectly clear is why Locke chose to devote

a book to the refutation of Filmer and furthermore why he chose to make

that refutation, to all appearances, an inseparable part of the presentation

of his own political philosophy. The question of why Filmer? is a question

to which Locke devotes a good deal of attention in the early parts of the

First Treatise. That attention is not simply helpful, however. Locke quite

explicitly addresses our question, when he says in the "Preface":

I should not speak so plainly of a Gentleman, long since past answering had not

the Pulpit, of late years, publickly owned his Doctrine, and made it the current

Divinity of the Times. . For I should not have Writ against Sir Robert, or

taken the pains to show his mistakes, inconsistencies, and want of (what he so

much boasts of. and pretends wholly to build on) Scripture proofs, were there

not men amongst us, vvho, by crying up his Books, and espousing his Doctrine,

save me from the Reproach of Writing against a dead adversary.

Filmer is a live political force in Locke's day: thus the reason for the turn

to Filmer seems to be quite practical and immediate. The difficulty with

this conclusion is that Locke affirmed nearly the very opposite only a few

lines above in the
"Preface."

The King, and Body of the Nation. ha\e since [the Revolution] so thoroughly

confuted his [Filmer's] hypothesis that. I suppose no Body hereafter will have

either the confidence to appear against our common safety, and be again an

advocate for slavery; or the weakness to be deceived with contradictions dressed

up in popular stile and well-turned Periods.

Chapter I carries forward this curious ambiguity regarding Filmer and the

status of his doctrine. On the one hand, Filmer's treatise is so out of the

way that Locke was at first tempted to take it "for such an exercise of wit.

as was his who writ the Encomium of Nero, rather than for a serious Dis

course meant in On the other hand, however, it is not so out of

the way but that "in this last age a generation of men has sprung up amongst

us"

who support Filmer's doctrine, a doctrine which is now "in fashion
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amongst
us"

and one which is not even original with Filmer, but which he

only "carried farthest and is supposed to have brought ... to
perfection"

(/ Tr. 1,3,5). What to make of Locke's vacillation is difficult to say.

Locke raises further problems a bit later for the suggestion that the

main reason for the turn to Filmer is practical and immediate :

Sir Robert Filmer's great position is that 'Men are not naturally
free.'

This is

the Foundation on which his absolute Monarchy stands. . . But if this Foun

dation fails, all his Fabric falls with it. and Governments must be left again to

the old way of being made by contrivance and the consent of Men making use

of their Reason to unite together into Society. (/ Tr. 6)

Here is a claim Locke repeats in a somewhat different form near the be

ginning of the Second Treatise: The point of the claim in both places is

that if Filmer is refuted, then the Lockean consent doctrine stands vindi

cated, as if Locke and Filmer were the only alternatives. Putting it that way

makes the critique of Filmer of fundamental and theoretical significance

quite a different matter from our first impression.

Yet, putting it that way doesn't altogether make sense either. For one,

it takes a very large swallow the kind that could make a summer to see

Filmer as the alternative to Locke or anything else. For another thing, it

seems an almost absurd suggestion that Locke's consent-based government

and Filmer's patriarchal government are the alternatives surely Plato,

Aristotle, Thomas Aquinas, Machiavelli and Hegel to name a few non-

obscure philosophers fall into neither the one nor the other camp. More

over, Locke's claim is in form strange at best. If not Filmer, then Locke.

The attempt to establish one theory merely by refuting another just has

logical difficulties.

The strangeness of it all is multiplied when we observe Locke, in the

very same section, mocking Filmer for doing what he (Locke) appears to

be doing himself:

He [Filmer] comes to fall on Bellarmine and, by a Victory over him, Establishes
his Fatherly authority beyond any question. Bellarmine being routed the dav

is clear got, and there is no need of any Forces: For having done that, I observe

not that he states the Question or rallies up any arguments to make good his

Opinion.

This passage suggests the following ratio:

Filmer: Locke:: Bellarmine: Filmer

Filmer's discussion of Bellarmine supplies us with interesting sugges

tions for understanding the ratio Locke sets up. Filmer as opposed to



Locke's First Treatise 65

Locke, is quite explicit in elucidating why and how Bellarmine is the alter

native, and therefore why the refutation of Bellarmine plays such a promi

nent part in his thought. In Bellarmine's
"passages,"

according to Filmer,

"are comprised the strength of all that ever I have read or heard produced

for the natural liberty of the
subject."

More than that "that argument

which is used by Bellarmine . is the one and only argument I can find

produced by any author for the proof of the natural liberty of the
people."

That Bellarmine rather than say Aristotle, Grotius, or Hobbes (to all of

whom Filmer devoted short books) is the alternative to his teaching Filmer

goes to some lengths to explain: Bellarmine's argument has "all the
strength"

not only because he presents the "one and only
argument,"

but

because his is the only argument which begins from what Filmer considers

the indispensable beginning point. Bellarmine's argument begins, as none

of Filmer's other opponents do, with the Scriptural establishment of po

litical power. Only after that crucial foundation is laid does Bellarmine go

on to affirm natural liberty. As Filmer puts Bellarmine's argument: "That

God hath given or ordained power, is evident by Scripture: but God hath

given it to no particular man, because by nature all men are equal; . .

therefore he hath given power to the people or
multitude."

Locke's mockery

of Filmer for making so much of confuting Bellarmine makes sense if and

only if the grounds on which Filmer believes the confrontation takes place

are in fact not true, i.e., if the Scriptural ordination of government is not

the proper and indispensable beginning point. If that beginning point in

Scripture is rejected, then the whole issue between Filmer and Bellarmine

appears to be nothing but dogmatic bickering, which is, quite literally,

ridiculous. Such a dispute certainly could not be decisive in any sense.

If this line of thought is correct, it suggests that Locke's mockery of

Filmer for "falling on
Bellarmine"

and his imitation of Filmer by insisting
that he and Filmer are the alternatives can be explained in the same way.

It suggests that the issue between Locke and Filmer must be the anterior

one of whether this Scriptural beginning point is justifiable or not. The

suggestion is that the issue between Locke and Filmer and therefore the

reason for and interest in the examination of Filmer at all, is the Biblical

understanding of politics. At its strongest, the suggestion is that Filmer is

a surrogate for the Bible, that Locke uses Filmer to get at the Bible itself.

This, in turn, makes sense of a feature of Locke's argument on which

many have commented, but which few, apparently, have been able to un

derstand. It has been observed more than once that Locke failed to do

complete justice to Filmer's argument in that he did not even consider

substantial portions of it. One recent admirer of Filmer, W. H. Greenleaf,

argues that the core of Filmer's position is not Scriptural but a
"philosophic"

doctrine, and that "no analysis which ignores this philosophic dimension
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and concentrates only on the historical or scriptural or the legal can be

adequate to
him."

Since Locke does ignore this part of Filmer, Greenleaf

concludes that Locke's "taunts have no basis or rational grounds at
all."

He believes in fact that Locke engaged in a "deliberately misleading pol

emic."

J. N. Figgis, in his The Divine Right of Kings, similarly argues that

Filmer's was "the ablest justification of the extreme royalist
doctrine"

pre

cisely because he was the first to realize that the strictly Scriptural approach

"was not the best method of establishing his
position."

In Filmer, according

to Figgis, "the textual method of argument falls quite into the background

before the prominence given to the conception that monarchy is founded

in nature. It is the merit of Filmer to have seen, that a natural system of

politics was more likely to prove well-founded than a purely theological

scheme."

In the face of the facts that these claims point at, Locke does

something that is downright curious. Throughout the entire First Treatise,

Locke is quite insistent that Filmer "pretends wholly to build on Scripture

proofs"

a claim he repeats at least five times in scattered places through

out the First Treatise. Locke so insists even after (shortly after) he intro

duces Filmer's argument for fatherhood, an argument which we have al

ready seen Locke characterize as "a Supposition of a natural right of do
minion."

Insofar as Locke concentrates on the Scriptural and ignores the

other dimensions of Filmer's argument, he does so intentionally. Locke's

sole concentration on the Biblically-related themes of Filmer's theory, and

even more his insistence that that is all there is in Filmer, can be understood

as an expression of Locke's interest in Filmer as a way to take up the

Scriptures.

IV

If Locke's interest in Filmer's "Scripture
proofs"

is for the sake of the

Scriptural proofs themselves and not of Filmer, then we should not be

surprised, when we find that the structure of the First Treatise has little

to do with Filmer. The fact is that the arguments Locke examines and

"refutes"

in Chapters 3-7 on Adam's title are hardly Filmer's arguments

at all. This whole part of the First Treatise and especially Chapters 3-5, is

based on a severe misrepresentation of Filmer both in general and in

detail by Locke, a misrepresentation which Locke later reveals he knows

to have been a misrepresentation. (Beginning of I Tr. VI). In Chapter 2,

Locke sets off on a search for Filmer's
"argument"

or his "proofs and

reasons"

a search which leads him to two conclusions: that Patriarcha

contains no proofs, unless it be the
"half-reason"

of "Honor thy
Father"

and Bellarmine's
"confession,"

and that so far as Filmer uses any
argu-



Locke's First Treatise 67

ments at all, they are summarized in a passage from his "Observations

Concerning the Origins of Government Upon Mr. Hobbs
Leviathan,"

from
which place Locke takes the sentence which ostensibly guides him for the
major part of the rest of the First Treatise. He quotes Filmer as follows:

If God created only Adam, and of a piece of him made the Woman, and if by
Generation from these two. as parts of them, all Mankind be propagated: If
also God gave to Adam not only the dominion over the woman and the children

that should issue from them, but also over the whole Earth to subdue it; and
over all the Creatures on it. so that as long as Adam lived, no man could claim

or enjoy anything but by donation, assignation, or permission from him. I

wonder, etc. (/ Tr. 14)

Locke comments upon and restates the Filmer as follows:

Here we have the sum of all his arguments for Adam's sovereignty, and against

Natural Freedom which I find up and down in his other Treatises; and they are

these following; [a] God's creation of Adam, [b] the dominion he gave him over

Eve; [c] and the dominion he had as Father over his children, all which I shall

particularly consider. (/ Tr. 14)

To a considerable extent the program Locke announces here corresponds

to what follows in the First Treatise. Chapter 3, on the Creation of Adam,

corresponds to [a]; Ch. V, on the Subjection of Eve following the Fall.

corresponds to [b]; Chapter 5, on the fatherly dominion, corresponds to

[c]. But Chapter 4, "Adam's Title to Sovereignty by
Donation"

and Chap
ter 7, "Of Fatherhood and Property considered Together as Fountains of

Sovereignty"

certainly surprise the reader who takes Locke's list as the

program for what follows. Interestingly, especially for Locke, the chapters

omitted in his programmatic statement are those explicitly devoted to the

claims about property. Moreover, the omission of those topics is even

more surprising because the quotation from Filmer contained a prominent

reference to the donation of the world to Adam as his private property.

That, however, is not the only, nor even the most significant deviation

from the quoted Filmer in Locke's restatement. Rather than the three, or

later the four or five divisions of Locke's versions, the original Filmerean

statement has two divisions only, separated, logically enough, by a colon:

(1) "If God created only Adam, and of a piece of him, made the woman,

and if by Generation from these two, as parts of them, all mankind be
propagated,"

and (2) "If also God gave to Adam ... the Dominion . .

over the whole Earth to subdue it, and over all the Creatures on
it."

That

is, the Filmerean argument for the sovereignty of Adam and against the
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natural freedom of mankind (strictly speaking in Filmer's own context

against the Hobbesean right of nature, the right of everyone to everything)

the Filmerean argument rests on ( 1 ) the fact that Adam is the source of

all who came after him, and (2) on the donation to Adam of the world.

Locke not only omits the second from his restatement, but puts the first in

such a way that the connection, so intimate and even clear in Filmer's

statement, between the creation of only Adam and the dominion he had

over Eve and over his children, is not merely obscured but severed and

destroyed. It is in this severed form that Locke examines Adam's
"titles"

one by one and thus absolutely and necessarily misses the point of what

Filmer actually argued.

We will not be able to do so here, but it is possible to show that within

each of those chapters that follows, what Locke addresses as a Filmerean

argument, is not a Filmerean argument at all. To take just one brief ex

ample, Chapter 5, on Adam's dominion over Eve, begins with the claim:

The next place of Scripture we find our A. builds his monarchy of Adam on is

3 Genesis 16. 'And thy desire shall be to thy Husband, and he shall rule over

thee. Here we have (says he) the original grant of government. (/ Tr. 44)

But the context in Filmer makes clear that the author who finds this "the

original grant of
government"

is not Filmer but Phillip Hunton, the author

whose position Filmer is attempting to refute in the book in which this

passage occurs. Filmer makes his own position perfectly clear a few pages

later in the book when he denies the view of some that government is onl\

a post-lapsarian institution :

Adam was King from his creation: and in the state of innocency he had been

governor of his children; for the integrity or excellency of the subjects doth not

take away the order or eminency of the governor. Eve was subject to Adam

before she sinned; the angels who are of a pure nature, are subject to God:

which confutes their saying who in disgrace of civil government or power say

it was brought in by sin.

Since Filmer does not himself make the argument that the curse on Eve is

"the original grant of
government"

then Locke's whole refutation of it is

beside the point of any critique of Filmer.

What Locke's Chapter 5 is not besides the point of, however, is

Locke's examination of Scriptures, for it is in that context that this chapter,
as well as the other chapters inspired by the distortions of Filmer, makes
sense. The beginning of wisdom about the First Treatise is a distrust bor

dering on disregard of the surface structure and surface argument of the
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First Treatise. That means, of course, that we are in the presence of a book

of perhaps far more intrinsic interest and importance than we had previously

realized.

To focus the issue even a bit more: Taking seriously at least one thing

from the place in Filmer whence Locke supposedly draws his program, we

might say that the issue of the First Treatise is the Hobbesean right of

nature the right of everyone to everything by nature against the Scrip
tural understanding. It turns out that this is not quite accurate either, for

Locke indicates along the way that the Scriptural understanding is a variant

of a broader moral and intellectual orientation which Locke himself does

not name, but which we might call the pre-modern consciousness. So, in

the First Treatise it is the right of nature against the pre-modern conscious

ness or rather, it is Locke's attempt to establish the most fundamental

thing in his political philosophy, over and against the grounds of opposition

to it in all strands of pre-modern thought and life.

V

In this "introduction to the First
Treatise"

it is only possible to give

a sketch of Locke's teaching on the Scriptures, and it is necessary to be

more than a little assertive even in that abbreviated presentation. The first

topic that arises is Locke's general view of the kind of thing Scripture is.

Locke's
"official"

teaching as contained in scattered places through both

Treatises and concentrated in a few chapters towards the end of the Essay

Concerning Human Understanding is a variant of the position classically

associated with Thomas Aquinas. Reason and revelation, Locke's official

theory holds, are both legitimate ways to truth, and both having their origin

in God, they cannot contradict each other. The true use and function of

Scripture is not to correct or even guide reason, but to supply knowledge

beyond what reason can supply, (esp. IV ECHU XVIII) The classical in

stance of knowledge which revelation, but not reason can so supply, is,

according to Locke, knowledge of the immortality of the soul. Even when

revelation, or alleged revelation provides knowledge beyond the ken of

reason, there is a role for reason: it is to establish whether the revelation

in question is genuinely a revelation or not. How, exactly, it is to do that,

Locke does not say.

This "official theory of has many difficulties, but I can

here only indicate what I think the major one to be: In order to verify any

alleged revelation as a real revelation, reason must have rational knowledge

of the existence of a revealing God. That knowledge would be an indis

pensable and minimum prerequisite to reason's verifying any revelation as

authentic. But it is Locke's view that reason is not in possession of such
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rational knowledge of the existence of a revealing God, and it is the burden

of Locke's chapter on the existence of God in the Essay to show this. The

rational proof, or rather argument for the existence of God which Locke

seems to find strongest contains the following crucial step : There must exist

an "eternal cogitative being for it is as impossible to conceive that ever bare

incogitative matter should produce a thinking intelligent being, as that

nothing of itself should produce
matter."

(IV ECHU X 10). That which

cannot be conceived, cannot be. But a major strand of Locke's thought is

the rejection of this mode of argumentation. As he says in his chapter on

the existence of God: "it is an overvaluing ourselves to reduce all to the

narrow measure of our capacities, and to conclude all things impossible to

be done whose manner of doing is limited to what we can conceive of it.

This is to make our comprehension
infinite."

(IV ECHU X 19). It not only

makes our comprehension infinite: it is taking "the idea of anything in our
mind"

to prove "the existence of that thing"; that is, it commits the funda

mental error that the "new way of
ideas"

opposes in that it takes our con

ceptions as the measure of things. (IV ECHU XI 1) Since Locke lacks

rational knowledge of a revealing God, Locke knows of no authentic

revelation, including of course the Hebrew and Christian Scriptures. The

first answer, then, to our question of "what kind of thing Scripture
is?"

the first answer is that it is surely not the kind of thing the believing Chris
tians of Locke's day took it to be.

Locke, then, seems to share the views of such contemporaries of his

as Spinoza and Hobbes. And, although the Biblical text as text is hardly a

theme of his as it is of theirs, yet he does in various places in the Two

Treatises indicate his agreement with them on such matters as the com

posite, edited character of the texts, and the large gap in time between the

texts and the events the texts relate. Such textual criticism is not, I repeat,
a major theme of the Treatises but it is there in its own quiet way.

More prominent in the First Treatise is Locke's attempt to develop
what we might call a theory of revelation. Revelation, according to Locke,
is not a divine, but a human thing. In common with other intellectual

structures, it is a certain kind of human construct or interpretation, or

better yet a way of experiencing human existence. It is surely not, we have

seen, a true wayrbut it is one that has great dignity, sublimity, subtlety,
and strength. The Bible in fact depicts the fundamentals of the human ex

perience far better and to a far higher degree than any other pre-modern
awarenessbut it interprets or expresses them wrongly. It interprets them

wrongly, or experiences existence incorrectly because it interprets them
"naively,"

that is pre-critically, or without benefit of the Cartesian-Lockean
"new way of

ideas."

The fundamental error of pre-Cartesian thought is its
failure to understand that what we know, what we have, are words and
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ideas rather than immediate awareness of things. The Cartesian insight,

which Locke follows scrupulously, is into the extremely problematical

character of the connection between words, ideas and things. The upshot

of that insight are scientific method and epistemology, ways of replacing

naive natural constructs with self-conscious and rational constructs. Locke

approaches the Scriptural
"constructs"

with exactly the same
epistemolog-

ical tools as he does any kind of construct he
"reduces"

these to the

basic experience, or experiences, data, on which they are based and "rec

tifies"

them so far as they go beyond what epistemology warrants.

The Scriptural understanding is unique and ultimately
"truer"

or more

valuable than other pre-critical modes of awareness because it, as opposed

to those others, understands and has assimilated human freedom. Again, it

is Locke's view that the Bible misunderstands freedom in quite important

ways, but it alone sees man's differentia in terms of freedom, an insight

which Locke believes to be correct. In fact, it is out of their awareness of

human freedom, Locke suggests, that the Hebrews construct their mar

velous notion of the freely creating God; and it is out of their
"awareness"

of the freely creating God that the Hebrews came to express their funda

mental awareness of the world as revelation, rather than as poetry, myth

or philosophy. The free God, who is the source and ground of reality, is an

active and revealing God.

There is a natural connection between the themes of the theory of

revelation in general, and the specific Scriptural notions Locke explicates.

With this topic we also move closer to the strictly political side of Locke's

teaching in the First Treatise. Locke's mode of explication of Scriptures, as

has already been suggested, can hardly be called
"theology."

It is rather

an attempt to identify the fundamentals of the Biblical view in terms of the

basic experiences on which those rest and to which they point. In the First

Treatise Locke identifies three such fundamentals: creation, donation, and

fall, of which the most important is creation. Let me describe briefly the

first two of these Biblical doctrines as Locke brings them to light; present,

again briefly, Locke's
"reduction"

of each; and conclude with a somewhat

general discussion of the nature of the core disagreement between Locke

and the Scriptures.

According to the Biblical doctrine of creation, man lives in a world

created by an intelligent and benevolent God. That has at least two impli

cations: the created world is, in some significant sense an order, embodying

the intelligence of its Maker; secondly, everything in the world is creature,

i.e., subordinate to the maker. The way in which the created beings express

their creatureliness is through obedience to the creator. In the case of most

of the created beings, that obedience takes the form of following the course,
or the ways, the creating God set for them. One of the beings, man, is a
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partial exception to this, however. Rather than being created with fixed

ways, man is created "after the
image"

of the free, creating God. But, it

must be added hastily, man is, for all that, still a creature, and as such his

proper stance is still obedience. The difference between man and the other

beings is that man is to obey freely, out of his own self-determination to

obey. Biblical man though free, can affirm his freedom only so far as to

obey. Man's freedom cannot fully come into its own therefore. One easy

indication of the difference between Locke and the Bible appears at this

point: Whereas the Biblical God enjoins on man freedom to obey, the

Lockean substitute for Godthe "wise and god-like
prince"ordains

simply "laws of
liberty"

(// Tr. 42). So long as man understands himself

as creature, however, he will not ordain such "laws of
liberty."

The Scriptural doctrine of donation follows easily from the doctrine

of creation. It also is two-sided. According to the doctrine of donation, man

possesses the world as donee, and as warden. The world is indeed man's

world, made fit for him, supporting him, given over to him. Man is at home

in the world. On the other hand, however, Biblical mans possession of the

world, Locke emphasizes, is not a real ownership; it is indeed, a "narrow

and scanty
thing."

Man is far more in the position of the shepherd tending

the flocks of another, for the world is God's and man's title to it is by no

means one of right, but only one of gift and of sufferance by the creating

God (who is, by the way, the exemplar par excellence of the one who owns

what he makes, of the labor theory of property). Man's proper stance

toward the world is one of restraint, gratitude, and trust. A Psalm that

Locke likes to quote captures the double sense of the donation theme:

(Ps. 8)

What is man that thou art mindful of him?

Thou hast made him a little lower than the Angels,

Thou mades't him to have Dominion over the works of Thy hands

Thou hast put all things under his feet,

all sheep and oxen and the Beasts of the Field

and the fowls of the air, and Fish of the Sea, and

Whatsoever passeth through the paths of the Sea.

Again, the distance between Locke and the Biblical understanding shows

up easily and clearly here: "the great art of
government"

which the wise

and god-like prince is to possess, aims at "the increase of lands and the right

imploying of
them,"

or more generally, aims at
"increase."

In contrast to

that, the Hebrews had a system of property laws, including the Jubilee

Laws, aimed at restraining the forces that lead to
"increase"

in the name

of the donation of the world to the children of man. Only if man under-
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stands his title to the world in a way different from the Bible can he exploit

that title to the full. Just as the Bible understands man to be free, but free

in such a way that he cannot come fully, into his freedom, so it understands

man to be an owner but in such a way as not to possess clear title. Locke's

intention is to emancipate man from the restraints on his freedom and on

his ability to appropriate the world for his own.

To elucidate either Locke's account or critique of these Biblical doc

trines adequately is beyond what I can do in this introduction. But some

indications can be supplied. One might say that the thing common to both
"doctrines"

is their expression of the view that man lives in a provided

world, a world with providence, that man's existence is endowed from out

side himself. This is the fundamental belief of the pre-critical consciousness,

and the Biblical doctrines of the creation and the donation are the particular

way the people who know of freedom and thus of the creating God ex

press that view of the provided world. That pre-critical man experiences

the world as a provided world and posits a structure to account for the

providedness is, according to Locke, eminently natural. For the world

does present itself to man as provided. It does so at least in two senses

the physical and the mental. In the Two Treatises the emphasis is on the

physical. The world does present itself as a place fit for man, supportive of

man although a place only more or less fit or supportive, it is true. There

are, Locke points out, both cattle, parts of nature which serve man and are

useful to him, and lions, parts of nature which are hostile and dangerous

to him. The theme of the mental providedness of the world is more one for

the third book of Locke's Essay, the analysis of language. True to Locke's

epistemological orientation, the consciousness of the world as provided for

man's mind is probably the more important of the two. Man believes the

world is
"provided"

(and thus in some form of provider God or gods, or

nature) because it is a world he seems to have an ingress to, a natural

grasp of, through his intellect. The world is a provided world, because man

grasps it as an organized and given structure of meaning, the source of

which meaning seems to be out in the world or in nature. Language plays

a crucial role in fostering this awareness, for language, as an inter-subjective

and relatively stable mode of organizing man's ideational life, leads men to

believe that their ideas are
"objective,"

i.e., reflect the world as it is, as an

intelligible and therefore fundamentally anthropomorphic cosmos.

Locke's response to both aspects of providedness is essentially the

same: Nature supplies only the almost worthless materials; everything of

real value is either the product of chance or man's own effort to make value.

Not God or nature provides, but culture. The real foundation is not the

given or the provided, but rather need. The fundamental fact is human

need, or human mortality. Even accepting the world as a provided world.
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Locke argues, shows that providedness in the service of, or subordinate to,

man's needfulness. If men were not needy, i.e., ultimately, if man were not

mortal, men would not need a provided world. Put somewhat differently:

A truly provided life for man would be an immortal life, lived in immediate

and infallible intellection. Only if man were God would there be a God.

In the last analysis to the "natural
reasons"

for man's positing the

provided world and its provider is added another reason: Out of their de

sire for preservation men desire and thus posit a world conducive to that

preservation, a world in which they have a place.

Locke's own teaching intends to reverse this almost altogether. So

long as men fail to take their bearings by their need, so long as men fail

to find their title to their freedom and the world in themselves, they will

live in a less than provided world, for providedness is no gift but the result

of human labor, broadly conceived.
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Nothing might seem more dubious than the attempt to bring together

the rabid foe of the peasants with the evangelist of the
proletariat.1 Their

doctrines lay more than three centuries apart, while their goals were liter

ally, worlds apart. The substantive differences between them would fill

volumes and we must take these for granted here.

Yet a modicum of detachment from the great struggles in which Luther

and Marx were engaged may offer glimmers of a different perspective. Both

were outstanding figures in the Western apocalyptic tradition, a tradition

that conceives of the world as bearing an overwhelming burden of domi

nation and oppression (however differently defined), and proceeds to offer

to the oppressed a vision of perfect community. Luther's kingdom of God

whose presence on earth, Luther felt, could already be discerned prom

ised a regime with some surprising similarities to
Marx'

socialism.

But nothing lies further from the aim of this essay than the attempt

to turn Luther into a latent communist, nor Marx into a latter-day Chris

tian malgre lui. What they do share in common is a rhetorical structure.

namely, the characteristic articulation of the apocalyptic tradition that

moves step by step in a systematic fashion, from the original condition of

domination and oppression to the culmination of perfect community.

Such an intermediate process may not be readily apparent, particularly

when abrupt rhetorical leaps are taken by both authors from overwhelming
"oppression"

to a total
"salvation."

Nevertheless, certain discrete elements

of Lutheran theology that fall into place en route to his kingdom, serve (in

a rhetorical vein), as an unexpected road map for
Marx'

dialectical path

to socialism.

Standing as a bridge between Luther and Marx is the towering and

enigmatic figure of Hegel. His thought derives from many sources, particu

larly from the ancient Greeks and from his contemporaries, but the Luth

eran strand of his philosophy has largely been overlooked. As a troubled

and skeptical graduate of the Lutheran seminary at Tubingen, Hegel was

nevertheless able to affirm in later life: "I am a Lutheran and am just as

rooted in Lutheranism through philosophy . . it contains within it a higher

Spirit than merely that of human
tradition."2 He regarded the Protestant

Reformation as Die Haupt-Revolution, the great
revolution3

and its central

doctrine of Christian freedom was reechoed in his own philosophy. Chris

tianity, in its Protestant expression, was the truth of the universe and of

individual self-consciousness, but was presented, in Hegel's view, in out-
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moded
formsin myths, miracles and legends. For the generation of the

Enlightenment it was necessary to render "the language of religious myth

into that of
thought."4

My chief debt in this exploration is to Hegel although I can do little

more than acknowledge this debt with occasional references to his
work.5

The essential premises of this essay are derived in modified form from

Hegel's famous parable on lordship and bondage in the Phenomenology of

Mind,6 but the ramifications of the parable extend beyond our present

subject. (Nor is there a semblance of unanimity among the various com

mentators as to how this parable may be interpreted.)

The modern political interest in lordship (Herrschaft) and bondage

(Knechtschaft) tends to view the meaning of these terms as
"domination"

and
"oppression"

respectively, the starting point of the present analysis.

The neglected dimension, however, is the underlying religious foundation

of Hegel's thought that recognizes in these terms the
"Lord"

(Herr) and

"servant"

or
"slave"

(Knecht) of the Bible. Ever since Luther, the terms

Herrschaft and Knechtschaft have been central to German Protestant the

ology. The German language permits both a political and theological in

terpretation of these terms and Hegel's attempt to exploit and to reconcile

this very ambiguity is the key to the breadth of his perspective.

The present attempt from a largely Hegelian vantage point, to com

pare the antecedent Luther with the posthumous Marx, can be viewed as an

application of Hegel's theme of lordship and bondage to the apocalyptic

tradition in both religion and politics. The rhetorical properties of our

common terms Herrschaft and Knechtschaft are traced through some of

their widely different contexts.

This necessarily involves us at the outset, in a framework that is much

older than the three centuries that separate Luther and Marx. Luther ad

hered scrupulously to his biblical sources, particularly to Paul and in that

sense, we may speak of a time span not merely of three centuries but of

three millennia of the apocalyptic tradition.

The chief rhetorical mode on which I rely is that of inversion, which

is closely related to what is more commonly known as the dialectic. Heid

egger drew attention to this Hegelian discovery as a specific and discrete

phenomenon of
consciousness,7 but the present investigation indicates that

there is a more extended system of inversion at work. Its starting point is

invariably the antithesis of lordship and bondage and its conclusion, the

characteristic reconciliation of this antithesis in a vision of ideal community.

It is this systematic formal pattern which I have termed the rhetoric of

transfiguration.

The limitations of this endeavor should also be apparent. An analysis

of the rhetorical structure in Luther and Marx will have little to add to the
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substantive doctrines of either theology or socialism and must bypass the

economic, social or theological settings in which these originated. I hope,

in turn, that nothing is detracted from these doctrines and I have attempted

to avoid any suggestion of reductionism. The exalted expressions of the

human mind stand on their own merit, and, as Hegel warned (in a slightly

different context), are uncompromised by an analysis of the
"medium"

of

articulation/

Lordship and bondage are reciprocal or complementary terms, not

unlike teacher/student, or doctor/patient. The existence of one term im

plies the existence of the second term of the pair. Lordship and bondage

may exist in some more or less benign relationship of mutual dependence

(such as in the greater part of the feudal period). It is necessary, however,

to posit these two terms in some form of opposition what Luther, Hegel

and Marx called an antithesis for the systematic process of inversion to

begin.

This process of inversion never occurs in the abstract form outlined

here but is deeply embedded in the theological, social and political circum

stances of the particular periods we are considering. These serve to "medi
ate"

the process. The elements I shall subsequently identify moreover, are

scattered throughout the writings of Luther and Marx and form a syste

matic structure when viewed from an analytic perspective of which these

authors were only partly conscious.

In its pristine form, the rhetoric of transfiguration comes to us in the

Old and New Testament. Some brief illustrations will be cited from both

to establish our basic rhetorical structure.

In the Old Testament, the Covenant at Sinai stands as the central

moment and has its rhetorical origin in the oppressive bondage to Pharaoh

in Egypt. The rhetoric is explicit: "Then thou shalt say unto thy son, we

were slaves unto Pharaoh in
Egypt"

(Deuteronomy 6:21). Yahweh con

quers Pharaoh and replaces a tyrannical and evil lordship with an exalted

lordship of justice and righteousness. The Jews in turn are transformed

from oppressed slaves to Pharaoh to exalted slaves to Yahweh as in God's

statement: "For unto me the children of Israel are slaves, they are my

slaves . . (avadei; Leviticus 25:55). While the same Hebrew word eved

is retained to connote slavery to Pharaoh as well as slavery to Yahweh, its

significance has been completely inverted. In the first instance it connotes

bitter, overwhelming oppression; in the second instance total salvation,

man's highest and most exalted vocation.

The New Testament brings with it a reiteration of the same basic form,

but a shift in the definition of bondage. Instead of the bondage to Pharaoh,
the Christian is in bondage to the body, sin and death. The Greek doulos
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or slave is inverted in precisely the same way as the Hebrew eved. Hence

the "slaves (douloi) ... of sin unto
death"

(Romans 6:16) become "slaves

of
Christ"

(douloi Christou, Ephesians 6:6). The same word
"slave"

is

retained, but a transfiguration has occurred once more to a
"bondage"

that is man's highest vocation. I call this an inversion of substance where

the identical term has, so to speak, been turned
"inside-out."

A second and different mode of inversion now follows. The exalted

"slaves"

become
"lords"

in their own right. This is an inversion of form

or a turning, so to speak,
"right-side-up."

In the Old Testament the Jews,

as slaves of Yahweh become the
"chosen"

(i.e. blessed) people, "called by
the name of the Lord": "And the Lord shall make thee the head, and not

the tail; and thou shalt be above only, and thou shalt not be
beneath"

(Deuteronomy 28:10, 13). In the New Testament, Christians as slaves of

Christ become correspondingly "joint-heirs with
Christ"

(Romans 8:17)
and "sharers of

Christ"

(Hebrews 3:14); the Christian becomes "lord of

all"

(kyrios panton, Galatians 4:1). This is closely modeled on the Old

Testament: "But ye are a chosen generation, a royal priesthood, an holy
nation, a peculiar people [i.e. a people for His

possession]"

(I Peter 2:9).

A broadly similar process of inversion occurs with the
"upper"

term

of the pair, lordship. The original tyrannical lordship is vanquished or de

stroyed by an exalted, righteous Lord. Just as Yahweh defeats Pharaoh

(Deuteronomy 29:2), Christ abolishes death which is "swallowed up in
victory"

(I Corinthians 15:54). Domination is inverted in both cases:

state slavery in Egypt is followed by freedom in the promised land; Christ's

victory over death brings "immortality to light through the
gospel"

(II

Timothy 1:10).

The former slaves who are now transfigured as
"lords,"

join with the

exalted Lord to create a new vision of
"community"

: a "kingdom of priests

and an holy
nation"

(Exodus 19:6) of the Old Testament or the kingdom

of God in the New Testament whose inhabitants are "fellow-citizens with

the saints and of the household of
God"

(Ephesians 2:19).

There are two important political characteristics of this community: a

total identity of goals is posited between the new lords and the supreme

Lord; secondly, the lords are explicitly declared to be powerless and all

power is said to reside in the supreme Lord. Briefly, in the Old Testament

". . . if ye will obey my voice indeed, and keep my covenant, then ye shall

be a peculiar treasure unto me above all people: for all the earth is
mine"

(Exodus 19:5). In the New Testament, "ye are complete in him, which
is the head of all principality and

power"

(Colossians 2:10). In the King
dom, "he shall have put down all rule and all authority and

power"

(I

Corinthians 15:24). With this vision of perfect community, the original

antithesis of lordship and bondage is completely resolved.
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Speaking therefore only of the structure of the rhetoric, the perfect

community results from a systematic process of inversion of both terms of

the initial antithesis of lordship and bondage, however differently these

terms are defined in each case. Allowing for some important qualifications

and differences, such a schema forms a vital component of the rhetorical

structure of the Old Testament, the New Testament, Luther, Hegel, and

Marx.

LUTHER

Luther's theology is an epic structure of paradox. The key to its para

doxical character is generally antithesis and inversion.

Luther explored and elaborated on the structure of Pauline theology

and commented on it in various ways. "Antithesin facit
Apostolus"

-"the

Apostle creates an
antithesis,"

Luther stated of one of the passages in Paul's

Epistle to the
Romans.'1

He was fully aware of the role that antithesis

played in the New Testament and followed this consistently in his own

work. In his debate with Erasmus on the bondage of the will, Luther reit

erates that "Scripture speaks through
antithesis"

and that everything that

is opposed to Christ reigns in
him.10 This notion was to emerge once more

(rhetorically) in the antithesis (Gegensatz) of Hegelian philosophy and

later again in Marx.

Following Paul, the spiritual and the carnal natures of man are in an

antithetical or contradictory relationship: according to his spiritual nature

he is an "inner or new man"; according to his bodily nature he is an "out

ward or old
man."

We find that "these two men in the same man contradict

each
other."

This contradiction is based on Galatians 5: 17 "for the desires

of the flesh are against the Spirit, and the desires of the Spirit are against

the
flesh."11

Hence the
"oppression"

under which we live is that of the body (ren

dered by Luther as leyplichen unterdruckung)
}-

Death, suffering, the lusts

of the flesh, sin and the transiency of this earthly existence, all are inter

connected features of bodily existence and the elements of the Christian's

oppression or slavery.

There is also a vital institutional component to this oppression. Luther

reiterates Paul's injunctions against the law. Paul had in mind the structure

of Jewish religion, the Mosaic code, and offered salvation through the

church. But it was the Catholic church of his day that Luther added to his

compendium of oppressive bondage, the "popes, bishops and
lords"

who

exhibit:

so great a display of power and so terrible a tyranny that no heathen empire
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or other earthly power can be compared with it, just as if laymen were not also

Christians. Through this perversion the knowledge of Christian grace, faith,

liberty, and of Christ himself has altogether perished, and its place has been

taken by an unbearable bondage of human works and laws until we have

become, as the Lamentations of Jeremiah say, servants (knecht) of the vilest

men on earth who abuse our misfortune to serve only their base and shameless

will.13

The notion that righteousness may be sought through good works is

a "perverse
notion,"

a
"leviathan."

Luther says that "in truth they [works]

are not good. They deceive men and lead them to deceive one another like

ravening wolves in sheep's
clothing."14

The response to this array of oppressive
bondagethe body, the

Church and works is twofold: the Christian as servant and the Christian

as lord. The major essay, "On the Freedom of a
Christian"

(1520), states

that:

A Christian is a perfectly free lord of all (freyer herr iiber alle ding) subject to

none.

A Christian is a perfectly dutiful servant of all (dienstpar knecht alter ding)

subject to all.15

The resolution of this paradox how a Christian may be simultaneously

a lord and a servant, and yet at all times free goes to the heart of the

theme of lordship and bondage. Through the process of inversion we have

outlined, the basic antithesis is resolved and a characteristic vision of per

fect community follows the outcome of such a resolution.

As a servant, the Christian is enjoined to follow in Christ's path:

Although the Christian is thus free from all works, he ought in this liberty to

empty himself, take upon himself the form of a servant, be made in the likeness

of men, be found in human form, and to serve, help and in every way deal with

his neighbour as he sees that God through Christ has dealt and still deals with

him. This he should do freely, having regard for nothing but divine approval.16

The operative phrase is that the Christian "ought in this liberty to

empty
himself,"

but this official translation is elliptic. The original Latin

text of the essay (rursus se exinanire) conveys the sense of reverting to, or

coming back again to empty himself by undertaking
"works"

intended to

serve his neighbour.17 Thus the Christian turns, so to speak, his oppressive

bondage inside out, i.e., he inverts it by voluntarily becoming a servant to

his neighbor.
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There is an inversion of status once again as the Christian servant

acquires the powers of a lord. The Christian, Luther states, is "lord over

sin, death and
hell,"

and he is "free from all things and over all things so

that he needs no works to make him righteous."1 s
This lord, moreover, has

no need, spiritually, for kings or priests or the oppressive church hierarchy,

but through his "priestly
glory"

and his "royal
power,"

the Christian lord

rules over life, death and
sin.10

How does this take place? Luther's answer is through faith :

every Christian is by faith so exalted (erhaben) above all things that by virtue of

a spiritual power, he is lord (eyn herr win geystlich) of all things without excep

tion, so that nothing can do him any
harm.20

Binding together his two vocations within this inner freedom, the

Christian as lord and the Christian as servant are united. In brief, Christians

are "servants of our neighbours, and yet lords of
all"

and are "Christs one

to another and do to our neighbours as Christ does to
us."-1 As Luther

summed up the matter at a different point: "In Christ, the lord and servant

are
one"

(Das ynn Christo, herr und knecht eyn ding
sey).-2 This offers the

resolution of Luther's paradox of Christian freedom through the two modes

of inversion specified previously.

Echoing the contradiction of man's two natures, there emerges Luther's

portrait of a bifurcated world, one segment of which is inner and spiritual

(ynnerlich, geystlich) and the other, outer or bodily (eusserlich, leyplich).

The most important political expression of this duality is Luther's doctrine

of the two kingdoms:

God has ordained two governments: the spiritual, (das geystliche). by which the

Holy Spirit produces Christians and righteous people under Christ; and the

temporal, (das welltliche), which restrains the un-Christian and wicked so that

no thanks to them they are obliged to keep still and to maintain an outward

peace.23

Christ's kingdom is hidden to the eyes and senses but "already exists

in this
world"1'4

and rules side by side with the temporal world until all

those who belong in the spiritual kingdom have entered. Thereupon Christ

"will destroy everything (alles . . . auff heben) at one time and lay about

Him."-5
This will occur on the last day, when Christ's kingdom of faith

is handed over to God "so that we will behold Him most clearly without

veil and obscure
words."

It will be a transformation from "hidden
essence"

(verborgen wesen), to "manifest
being"

(offentlichen wesens).-^ At that

point "God Himself will be Lord alone (allein Herr sein) and rule alone in

us, His
children."27
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In the spiritual kingdom, there is to be a perfect correspondence be

tween individual and community. When God alone rules in each citizen of

the kingdom and invests him with the Holy Spirit, the citizen can only

want and do what the Holy Spirit requires that he want and do. Luther

calls this condition
"spontaneous"

(das da heisse Spontaneus), that is, where

"willing, desire and love is to obey and be subject to this Lord without

hypocrisy ... to be upright and obedient gladly and
voluntarily."-*

"They

thus conform themselves purely to the will of
God,"

Luther states, and man

thus "wills what God
wills."29

Further, all institutional structures of power will be
abolished "making

us all equal and erasing every distinction among emperor, kings, nobility,

burghers and peasants. God alone will be
everything."30

Luther's spiritual kingdom exhibits the characteristic qualities to

which we have pointed in the resolution of the basic antithesis of lordship

and bondage: the total identity of goals between the individual as lord

and the supreme Lord, and the absence of power and conflict. These are

the essential elements that reiterate in Luther the entire system of the

rhetoric of transfiguration.

The spiritual kingdom is not a regime that will be confined to heaven

for "we shall be wherever we wish, in heaven, on earth, above or below as

we
please."

It will be an answer to Adam's fall and "the restoration and

renewal of the creation and for the liberty of the children of
God."31

To lead the attack on the Catholic Church, particularly on the practice

of indulgences, Luther elaborated his theology of the cross. It was to be

reiterated (to a different purpose) in Hegel and subsequently in a more

indirect rhetorical form in Marx.

As early as 1518, Luther refers in the Heidelberg Disputation to true

theology as the theology of the cross (theologia crucis) standing in sharp

opposition to the theology of glory (theologia gloriae) ascribed to the Cath

olic church. In the theology of glory, God is known from his works, his

glory and his power. But according to the theology of the cross, God wishes

to be known by a standard that is the precise opposite, namely by his

suffering and his weakness. "CRUX sola est nostra
Theologia,"

"the cross

alone is our
theology,"

states
Luther.32

The theology of the cross had its basis in Christ's two-fold work, a work

that is
"characteristic"

and a work that is
"alien"

(proprium et
alienum).3S

The
"characteristic"

work includes "grace, righteousness, truth, patience

and gentleness. . . The
"alien"

work includes "the cross, labor, all kinds

of punishment, finally death and hell in the flesh. . . Luther states that

it is to Christ's alien image that we must be conformed: "Just so must we

be conformed to the image of the Son of
God."35 This forms the basis of
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Luther's attack on the indulgences: "Whoever does not take up his own

cross and follow him, is not worthy of him, even if he were filled with all

kinds of
indulgences."11'

Luther's complaint against the Catholic church was summed up in a

characteristic and oft-repeated metaphor: "the theology of the cross has

been abrogated, and everything has been completely turned up-side
down"

(evacuata est Theologia crucis suntque omnia plane

Pursued to its furthest extreme, the theology of the cross offers a view

of God's power as the negativa essentia, the negative essence.
3S

Luther

means "the negation of all things which can be felt, held and comprehended

. . or alternatively that God "cannot be possessed or touched except by
the negation of all our

affirmatives."31'

Luther bases his theology on Paul:

For everything in us is weak and worthless: but in that nothingness and worth-

lessness, so to speak. God shows His strength, according to the saying (II Cor-

thians 12:9) "My power is made perfect in weakness.in
'MO

For Luther, it is this very annihilation to nothingness that is the prelude

to being born anew. In his essay "On the Bondage of the
Will,"

the path

for the elect (electos) is "that being humbled and brought back to nothing

ness by this means they may be
saved."41

God's power of negation, the negativa essentia corresponds to what I

have termed here the power of inversion. A leading Lutheran scholar, Paul

Althaus sums up Luther's Divinity as the power of inversion (Umkehrung)

as follows:

(God) is the power that creates out of nothing or out of its opposite. It is

manifested by the inversion of all earthly standards and
relationships.42

Stated succinctly, Luther's prescription for man was as follows:
"

nos ipsos deserere et exinanire, nihil de nostro sensu retinendo, sed totum

abnegando. . . "to forsake and empty ourselves, keeping nothing of

our senses, but negating everything. .

It is precisely from this point of departure in Lutheran theology, man's

own
"emptying"

of himself and negating everything, that Hegel takes up

the matter and develops his thesis on mans work and activity in the world.

Hegel brings to bear the same mode of rhetoric and much of the same

vocabulary, although his purposes were often different from Luther's. A

few brief clues must suffice.

There was a Lutheran resonance in the very title of Hegel's chapter

on lordship and bondage: "Die Wahrheit der Gewissheit seiner
selbst"
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("The Truth Which Conscious Certainty of Self Realizes"). It has the ring

of an oft-quoted Lutheran expression: "deyner warheit gewiszheyt macht

mich, das ichs festlich
glewb"

("the certainty of your truthfulness . . . leads

me to believe this
firmly").44

But the difference in emphasis of these two

expressions was also reflected in Hegel's shift of the Christian truth to the

self-consciousness of the individual. Hegel maintains:

This is the Lutheran faith . . God is thus in spirit alone, He is not a beyond

but the truest reality of the
individual.45

Luther's theology was preserved in Hegel's new
"scientific"

language

of the Enlightenment, even while its religious representation (Vorstellung)

was annulled. In Hegel's famous parable of lordship and bondage, the heart

of the Phenomenology of Mind, the prototypical slave appears "in the form

or shape of
thinghood"

(Gestalt der Dingheit),46
a slavery reminiscent of

Paul's (and Luther's) "bondage under the elements of the
world"

(Gala

tians 4:3). Man's bondage lay in his finitude (Endlichkeit).41 He was

hemmed in by an "inverted
world"

(verkehrte Welt), the world of sensuous

perception in both its immediate and universal aspects.48

The power of the mysterious
"lord"

in the parable, is "die reine nega

tive Macht, der das Ding nichts ist"; "the negative power without qualifi

cation, a power to which the thing is naught."4'-' In Hegel's more succinct ex

pression, negatives Wesen, the negative essence, we recognize the exact

translation of Luther's negativa essentia.

In another designation, Hegel refers to Spirit explicitly as "this process

of
inversion,"

dieser Umkehrung.50 This knowledge of Spirit is prefigured

for mankind in Christ's Passion, itself an inversion (Umkehrung):A
and a

paradigm for all men.

Hence, "bondage will, when completed, pass into the opposite of what

it immediately is . . . and change round into real and true independence."32

Full self-consciousness will be realized in dialectical fashion, in the inward

retreat, the self-differentiation from the finite world.53

We cannot pursue further the details of Hegel's general resolution of

his parable of lordship and bondage. The end result however was a "com

plete and thoroughgoing fusion and
identification"

or as stated differently,
the "reflexion into unity."54

Much of this was reminiscent of Luther's never-ending preoccupation

with the two opposite natures of Christ (his Lordship and Bondage). Within

Christ, Luther maintained, "two extreme opposites are
contending"

(duo

extreme contraria concurrant)F' Yet His two natures were
"inseparable"

as

if they were "intertwined and unified."56

This problem was, for Luther,
ultimately

"inscrutable"

and "foolish
reason"

would not help. Only the
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regulae dialecticae he maintained, the rules of dialectics, offered a clue to

the
resolution.57

For Hegel, the task of Spirit in history was to acquire knowledge of

itself, in part, through penetrating the inner meaning of these forms of

religious expression and thus to "gain freedom and
independence."

This

was achieved through "the portentous power of the negative.
"5S

The en

counter of Spirit with the finite or "inverted
world"

was designated as the

"negative of the
negative,"

a phrase that was subsequently echoed in
Marx'

movement toward communism.

As Spirit is incarnated or embodied in history it unites "the kingdom

of God and the socially moral world as one
Idea."'1"

In the ideal state which

Hegel conceives, there is the same identity of goals to which we pointed in

Luther's spiritual kingdom: "the private interest of its citizens is one with

the common interest of the
State."01

History culminates in the ideal Protestant state:

In the Protestant state, the constitution and the code, as well as their several

applications, embody the principle and the development of the moral life, which

proceeds and can only proceed from the truth of religion and in that way

. . . first become actual.112

This was an ideal conception of the state as embodied perfect community

Hegel's testament to the promise of the emerging liberal society. The sig

nificance of the events to which he was witness "is known through the Spirit,

for the Spirit is revealed in this history world-history has in it found its

end."03

MARX

Marx carried on an endless diatribe against theology and religion with

occasional grudging praise and perceptive insight. We cannot enter into

the main points of his discussion here. But in his debate with Max Stirner,

Marx put his finger on the nub of his argument, namely, that Christianity

had focussed on the wrong definition of domination, that is on man's mortal

existence:

The only reason why Christianity wanted to free us from the domination of the

flesh (Herrschaft des Fleisches) was because it regarded our flesh, our de

sires as something foreign to us; it wanted to free us from determination by

nature only because it regarded our own nature as not belonging to
us.'14

While declaring his opposition to the "Christian
dialectic"

which re-
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garded man's natural existence as an external, alien force, Marx understood

that it had issued from "an inverted
world"

(eine verkehrte Welt) and was

thus "an inverted
world-consciousness"

(ein verkehrtes W
eltbewusstsein).1'7'

The contradictions of capitalism as well, were typically designated by

Marx as phenomena of inversion.
"Everything,"

he stated, "appears upside

down in competition." These phenomena were now found to be present

in history and society rather than in "pure
consciousness"

as Hegel would

have it with his "dialectic of
negativity,"

or in the power of God as Luther

maintained.

The root of the problem, as Marx perceived it, was the social and eco

nomic order under which man lived, not man's mortality. His definition of

"bondage"

shifted drastically once more from that of his predecessors;

nevertheless the rhetorical structure of their argument left its mark on his

own view of history. Inversion and reinversion became the key to the

articulation of man's oppression and of his liberation.

We turn our attention to
Marx'

treatment of the theme of lordship
and bondage. Herrschaft is now defined as domination by changing forms

of private property and Knechtschaft is the bondage of different forms of

alienated labour, entdusserte[n]
Arbeit.67 In a few elliptic notes at the end

of the second manuscript of the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of

1844 (E.P.M.), Marx outlines the process relating capital and labor as

Herr and Knecht. They develop first reciprocally even though separated

and estranged and "promote each other as positive
conditions."

They then

develop in opposition (Gegensatz).68 The motive force of change is not the

benign or complementary side of this reciprocal relationship but their an

tagonism, "the antithesis of labour and
capital"

(der Gegensatz der Arbeit

und des Kapitals). This antithesis, he stated in the E.P.M., is a "dynamic

relationship moving to its resolution."70 Such an inner dynamic of lordship
and bondage was restated in more elaborate fashion in the Grundrisse and

referred to again in Capital.71

In a strictly rhetorical sense,
"antithesis"

plays the same role for Marx

that it plays in Paul's designation of man's two opposing natures, and in

Luther's elaboration of Pauline theology. Once again, it proves to be the

starting point for the unfolding of the rhetoric of transfiguration moving
to its apocalyptic climax.

Beginning with the "inverted
world"

of capitalism, a systematic rein-

version of man and society is outlined. Its rhetorical elements in brief are
as follows. The proletariat

(Marx'

Knecht), moves from its own "complete
loss of humanity and can only redeem itself through the total redemption

of humanity"; the German text contrasts vollige[r] Verlustcomplete loss,
and vbllige Wiedergewinnungcomplete redemption.72 A dehumanized and

enslaved proletariat becomes a redeemed and free proletariat. This is the
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movement of the
"slave"

from an oppressed to an exalted status the in

version of substance referred to earlier.

But now the second inversion makes its appearance the inversion of

form and the exalted bondage turns into lordship. In Germany, Marx

foresaw a partial or political revolution where the working class would

emancipate itself and achieve universal dominance (allgemeinen Herr

schaft).'3 He adds: "Only in the name of the universal rights of society can

a particular class lay claim to universal
dominance."74 Marx refers several

times in the Communist Manifesto to this
"lordship"

of the proletariat, i.e.,

their
"supremacy"

(Herrschaft). His graphic instruction reads: "the first

step in the revolution by the working class, is to raise the proletariat to the

position of ruling class. . .

"75
It is reminiscent, rhetorically, of

Moses'

promise to the Jews:

And the Lord shall make thee the head, and not the tail; and thou shalt be

above only, and thou shalt not be beneath (Deuteronomy 28:13).

Similarly for Paul, the Christian was to become "lord of
all"

(Galatians

4:1) and for Luther he was to acquire "royal and rule over life,

death and sin.

Thus we have the rhetorical parallel of
Marx'

Knecht to Luther s

Knecht moving from oppressive to exalted bondage and then the further

inversion to the status of ruler or
"lord."

The rhetorical process is reiterated as well in regard to the second term

of the pair, the original (tyrannical) lordship of private property. Recall

that for Paul, death's domination was inverted, to bring eternal life to

Christians. For Luther, Christ would, on the last day, destroy the temporal

kingdom to hand over the spiritual kingdom to God (alles . . auff heben).

For Marx, the movement towards socialism occurs in two institutional

stages. The first is crude communism, "the first positive annulment (positive

Aufhebung) of private
property."70

This forms the basis, in its positive ex

pression, for the notion of communism: "communism is the positive expres

sion of annulled private property at first as universal private
property."77

This negation by itself, is only partial since it is merely private prop

erty made
"universal."

There is a more basic need yet to be fulfilled "the

need for
society,"7*

that is, a complete and total negation of private prop

erty.
Marx'

aim is to put an end to man's historical alienation, "the destruc

tion of the alien relation between men and what they themselves
produce."711

It is to the resolution of this overall historical problem of
"society,"

to which the final stage, socialism is directed. Man, in this community, is

to become the "totality of human manifestations of
life."*0

This formulation

from the E.P.M. is reiterated in the Grundrisse. Marx invokes "the absolute
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working-out of his [man's] creative potentialities ... the development of

all human powers as
such."

This is "the end in itself . . that "produces

his [man's]
totality."*1

It is this sense of "ideal totality""die ideale Totalitat"*2which

characterizes

Marx'

solution totally integrating man and society. The active

agent is "the proletariat organized as the ruling
class"

(als herrschende

Klasse) i.e. as the
State.83 In this vision, the proletariat "associates, fuses

(zusammenfiiesst) and identifies itself with society (mit ihr verwechselt) in

general, and is felt and recognized to be society's general representative

. . . The identity of its goals with those of society as a whole becomes

complete.

When the proletariat (as the State) is thoroughly fused and identified

with society as a whole, its
"dominance,"

becomes short-lived. The final

stage of our schema is recapitulated in Marx in the explicit abolition of

power. Political power, Marx claims, is merely the result of class antago

nisms and with the abolition of classes, a society will evolve where "there

will be no further political power as
such."*"' In a well-known passage from

the Communist Manifesto, he reiterates this notion:

When, in the course of development, class distinctions have disappeared, and all

production has been concentrated in the hands of a vast association of the whole

nation, the public power will lose its political character. Political power, prop

erly so called, is merely the organized power of one class for oppressing another.

If the proletariat during its contest with the bourgeoisie is compelled, by the

force of circumstances to organize itself as a class, and, as such, sweeps away

by force the old conditions of production, then it will, along with these condi

tions, have swept away the conditions for the existence of class antagonisms, and

of classes generally, and will thereby have abolished its own supremacy as a

class.86

The German text of this last clause reads : "hebt . damit seine eigene

Herrschaft als Klasse auf."H1 Compare this with Paul's prescription for the

kingdom of God when Christ "shall have put down all rule and all author

ity and
power"

(I Corinthians 15:24). In Luther's translation (1546):

"Wenn er auffheben wird alle Herrschaft, und alle Oberkeit und
Gewalt."

This comparison reveals the common culmination of the apocalyptic

vision. In its rhetorical structure,
Marx'

socialism is as comprehensive and

all-embracing a vision of community as the "holy
nation"

of the Old Testa

ment, as the totus Christus of the New Testament, as Luther's kingdom of

God or Hegel's ideal Protestant state.

In this schematic outline of
Marx'

rhetorical structure, we have hardly
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been able to touch on the vast and complex network of social and economic

development which forms the substantive basis of his work. This is not

however, the immediate subject of this paper. We confine ourselves merely

to pointing to a few instances where the rhetoric of this schema of eco

nomic development is animated by the same mode of inversion to which

we have drawn the reader's attention.

Some idea of this process is provided by
Marx'

discussion of money

in the E.P.M. Money is the motive force that dominates man and creates

the oppressed and alienated society. It derives its special power because it

holds captive "men's estranged, alienating and self-disposing species nature.

Money is the alienated ability of
mankind."*8

Money is designated by Marx

as "this overturning diese verkehrende Macht, and he elaborates

on this theme of inversion. Money is "the general overturning (allgemeine

Verkehrung) of individualities which turns them into their contrary (in ihr

Gegenteil umkehrt) and adds contradictory attributes to the
attributes."*"

But the rhetoric of inversion was not merely limited to money. In the

Grundrisse, this theme is pursued further into the realm of the capitalist

mode of production. Marx finds that "inversion (Verkehrung) is the foun

dation of the capitalist mode of production, not only of its
distribution."

He states that "this twisting and inversion (Verdrehung und Verkehrung)

is a real [phenomenon], not a merely supposed one existing merely in the

imagination of the workers and the
capitalists."90

As this notion emerges in its fully developed form in Capital, Marx

maintains that "it is evident that the laws of appropriation or of private

property . . . become by their own inner and inexorable dialectic changed

into their very
opposite.'""

Further, "capitalist production begets, with the

inexorability of a law of Nature, its own negation. It is the negation of

negation."02

Summing up the two positions, we see that out of Luther's battle with

the Catholic church where, as we recall, "everything has been completely

turned
up-side-down,"

there emerged the theology of the cross centered on

man's suffering and descent to nothingness. God's power as the negativa

essentia, the power of inversion, was to bring about man's salvation:

For Christendom must take the same course as the Lord Himself (John 15:20).

Christians must bear the brunt of the attack of the devil and the world, must be

run over and trampled, so that they mav feel it . . [as Isaiah says]: "But I will

see to it that you trample those who trampled you, not merely for a time, as you

now must suffer for a time; but you shall trample them forever."93

For Marx, emancipation will come about as the result of
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the formation of a class with radical chains ... a class that is the dissolution of

all classes, a sphere of society having a universal character because of its uni

versal suffering . . because . . unqualified wrong is perpetrated on it.
.

"4

Marx regarded capitalism as "an enchanted, perverted [read "inverted"],

topsy-turvy
world"

(die verzauberte, verkehrte und auf den Kopf gestellte
Welt)95 but communism "overturns the basis of all earlier relations of pro

duction and
exchange."96

These rhetorical expressions appear in Luther and Marx, so to speak,

back to back or in mirror image. Following Christ's
"alien"

path is for

Luther, man's most exalted vocation; for Marx the devaluation of the

worker by capital is the source of his most oppressive condition, his "noth
ingness"

or
"non-being."1'7

Nevertheless, this
"negativity"

is the rhetorical

prelude to
"salvation"

in both cases. Marx envisions the final stage of cap

italism as the growth of

the mass of misery, oppression, slavery, degradation, exploitation; but with this

too grows the revolt of the working-class, a class always increasing in numbers,

and disciplined, united, organised by the very mechanism of the process of cap

italist production itself. . . . The knell of capitalist private property sounds. The

expropriators are expropriated.98

Speaking in Christ's name Luther states:

When you think that you have been devoured and destroyed, I will force My
way through and bring it to pass that you rise and reign.

n!l

Luther adds that faith "believes that life emerges from death and that

perdition ends in salvation."1"" When God "exalts to heaven he does it by
bringing down to hell."101

"In
short,"

Luther states, "God cannot be God

unless he first becomes a devil. We cannot go to heaven unless we first go
to hell."102

Thus Luther's theology of the cross has its echo, more than three cen

turies later, in Marx. The advent of both
"kingdoms"

is heralded by a

rhetoric of negative transcendence, whether in theology or in politics.

SEMANTICS

Common semantics were transmitted in the course of time from Luther
to Marx, due in part to Luther's remarkable achievements in the German
language. In his translation of the Bible, Luther

"created"

the past while

laying the linguistic foundations of future German culture and philosophy.
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Much of this was bound to be reflected in
Marx'

vocabulary and figures of

speech.

In reference to man's alienation from his own labor for example,

Marx uses the phrase fremd[en] und ausser (alien and external). It is the

same phrase (via Luther's translation) as Paul's fremd und ausser, his ref

erence to alienation from the commonwealth of
Israel.1"3 In more elaborate

form, these became the two key words in
Marx'

exposition of capitalist

alienation. In a society dominated by private property, social appropriation

appears as estrangement (Enlfremdung) and as alienation (Entausserung)

but these necessarily form the very basis that constitutes this society (als

die wahre Einburgerung)}"4

Entdussern however, has a more specific and more interesting history
rooted semantically, in Christ's Incarnation. In the modern Luther transla

tion of Philippians 2:7, we read (Christ) "emptied
himself"

"entdusserte

sich
selbst."

When Luther first approached this Philippians passage in 1518,

he found no immediate German equivalent to the Greek heauton ekenosen

nor to the Latin translation semetipsum exinanivit. His first solution was

simply to add a German suffix to the Latin and he coined a new word: hat

sich
exinanirt.l"r'

Only in 1522 did Luther begin to use eussern as a transla

tion (literally "to outer"), a word which he retained in different forms to

the end of his
life.1"0

Luther's use of eussern for Christ's Incarnation is followed by his use

of the same term (geeussert) for Christ's Crucifixion and exaltation: "und

nun sich gantz geeussert und abgelegt die knechtische
gestalt,"

"(Jesus)
has now completely emptied himself and laid aside his form of a

servant."11'7

In a third usage, man himself emulates Christ's Incarnation in con

trasting fashion, by divesting himself of his human form:

So Christ empties himself (eussert sich) of his divine form, and thus he is and

assumes the form of a servant which he is not. We however, empty ourselves

(eussern uns) of the form of a servant, which we are, and take on or are subject

to the divine form which we are
not.1"8

These latter two usages formed the semantic basis of Hegel's thesis

on alienation around the word entdussern. Hegel states that in Christ, "the

essence of man (is) acknowledged to be Spirit, and the fact proclaimed

that only by stripping himself of his finiteness and surrendering himself to

pure self-consciousness, does he attain the
truth."

"Stripping himself of his
finiteness"

is in Hegel's original "sich seiner Endlichkeit entdussert."un)

Hegel's intentions however, were quite different from Luther's despite

these semantic parallels. Luther had offered his drastic warnings against

human
"works."

But for Hegel, there was a fundamental ambiguity. Man's
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self-realization was through his creative activity, his
"works,"

but this very

self-embodiment was, in the end, alienating; it must subsequently be relin

quished through a moral or spiritual disengagement from that activity. This

ambiguity was built into Hegel's use of the verb entdussern. Hence, despite

Hegel's
"detour"

from Luther's condemnation of
"works,"

his ultimate

moral disengagement from
"finitude"

is consistent with Luther's theology.

Hegel's thesis on alienation and freedom unfolds in this context of

entdussern.

This ambiguity was recapitulated in a quite different way in Marx who

borrowed the same term entdussern from Hegel for his own purposes. Man's

self-realization in the world, his genuine outward expression of himself

could be (or should be, as with Hegel) a positive event. Marx gave a posi

tive connotation to ausser in words such as Lebensausserung, the positive

expression of life. Man exists as a member of a species and asserts that

existence directly in his activity and in the objects he creates : "he can only

express his life in real, sensuous
objects."

The object is the direct embodi

ment of his individuality.110

Marx restricted his use of the term in its negative connotations, to

what was external or foreign to the human condition in a social or institu

tional sense. Under these social circumstances, such objects became "ex
ternal"

(ausser), one of
Marx'

consistent complaints. For example,
Marx'

complaint about private property is that it is "external to
man"

"ausser

dem Menschen."111

Under capitalism, man was forcibly separated from the objects he

produced when they became commodities on the market. This compro

mised fatefully man's human existence and self-realization, and it was this

connotation of entdusserung (alienation) to which Marx returned again

and again. Man's work as the manifestation of his creative life (Arbeit .

[als] eigne Lebensausserung) became subverted as entfremdete entausserte

Arbeit, estranged, alienated labour.112
Other expressions of this antithesis

were given in the contrast between Lebensausserung,1 the positive expres

sion or manifestation of life and Lebensentdusserung,114
the alienation or

estrangement of life; between Wesensdusserung,115
the expression of essen

tial being, and Wesensentausserung,116
the alienation of man's essence.

Thus we see the context of the dialectical gyrations of the term en

tdussern. Its origins lay, semantically, in Christ's Incarnation but shifted

from Luther's positive, exalted use of this term (man's divesting himself
of his material embodiment and his "works"), to Hegel's ambiguous use

(man's coming-to-be within an alienated, objective existence), to
Marx'

entirely negative use (man's forcible separation or dispossession from his
own artifacts). The Lutheran and Marxian usage stand once more, back
to back or in mirror image.117
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A broadly similar history applies to the modern word aufheben, mean

ing on the one hand
"abolish,"

and, on the other, "raise
up"

or
"preserve,"

a word that is crucial to both the Hegelian and Marxian vocabulary. (It is

often translated as
"supersede"

as when one economic class supersedes a

second in the Marxian schema.)

Luther used the word unselfconsciously in its two discrete meanings

in his translation of the Bible, but these two opposite usages of aufheben

were fused in the later German. Hegel recognized explicitly in his own

usage, that one of the roots of this term, "raise
up,"

was related to
Jesus'

exaltation. Hegel's use of aufheben was a further example of his attempt

to extend religious language into the language of
philosophy.11*

Marx used the term aufheben in regard to transcending private prop
erty,111'

transcending self-estrangement
(selbstentfremdung),12"

and trans

cending alienation
(entdusserung)}-1

The two connotations of
"annul"

and

"preserve"

run to the heart of
Marx'

conception of the revolutionary pro

cess. But the inner significance of aufheben is summed up by Marx in a

characteristic phrase namely, that it "affirms its
opposite"

(sein Gegenteil

bestdtigt) This is entirely consistent with Hegel's general use of this term.

Yet its Hegelian relation to religious expression was lost.

There are other characteristic words in Marx and Luther that capture

the abrupt leap or inversion where the underlying contradiction is sus

pended and transformed into its opposite. For Marx, communism, as man's

total salvation, will happen
"

'all at
once'

and simultaneously. . . (auf
einmal).1-* One of

Marx'

favorite words is Umschlag, "the turn into its

opposite."124 He also refers to "dieser dialektische
Umschlag,"

"the dialec

tical
reversal."12"'

For Luther, an apposite word to which we have already

referred is umbkeren to overturn or invert: "Our Lord God can immedi

ately overturn things despite the Emperor or the
Pope."

(Unser Herr Gott

kans bald umbkeren trotz Keiser,
Bapst.)126

CONCLUSION

"Germany's revolutionary
past,"

wrote Marx, "is precisely theoretical:

it is the Reformation."127 For Engels, Luther had composed "that triumphal

hymn which become the Marseillaise of the sixteenth
century."12*

Both com

mented frequently on their historical kinship with Luther and Hegel de

spite their unrelenting critique of
religion.129

But the underlying rhetorical structure which Marx and Luther shared

did not, in the last analysis, depend on a common historical tradition, a

common linguistic basis nor even on the influential role of the Lutheran

Hegel on Marx, however vital and illuminating these influences were. This

rhetorical structure can equally well be discerned, as we have noted in
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abbreviated form, in the Old and New Testament in their original languages.

The rhetoric of transfiguration was carried forward in Western society over

three millennia with a powerful inner momentum of its own.

Paul had stated, "we see through a glass darkly. Faith is "the

evidence of things not
seen."

Marx echoed Paul's notion in a more cum

bersome way. Ideology, he claimed, comes to us as if it were filtered through

a camera obscura, a dark-room, and thus appears upside-down, standing

on its head. This is as inherent in the "historical life-process as the inver

sion of objects on the retina . . . [in] their physical
life-process."130

But Luther articulated the rhetoric with pristine clarity: Those things

that are to be believed are hidden from us. "It cannot be hidden any more

deeply than when it appears to be the exact opposite of what we see, sense,

and
experience."131

1

This paper is a revised and substantially abbreviated version of "The Apoca

lyptic Tradition: Luther and
Marx,"

a paper presented to the conference "Political

Theology in the Canadian
Context,"

at the School of Religious Studies, University of

Saskatchewan, Saskatoon, March 9-11, 1977. The proceedings of the conference will

be published under the editorship of Professor B. G. Smillie.

The research project from which this paper derives, has been made possible

through the generosity of the Walter and Duncan Gordon Foundation. Many friends

have offered helpful comments but I must defer acknowledgements till my forthcoming
book on this subject. Suffice it here to mention my debt to the research assistants who

have participated at various stages of this project: Ben Agger, Thomas Ledebur, Ray

Morrow, James Reimer, Almos Tassonyi and Gemot Wieland.

'Letter to Tholuck, 1826. Cited in Heinrich Bornkamm, Luther im Spiegel der

deutschen Geistesgeschichte, Zweite Auflage, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, Gottingen,
p. 235.

Note as well Hegel's statements: "I am a Lutheran and will stay the
same,"

and

that in Protestantism, "the subjective religious principle has been separated from

Philosophy, and it is only in Philosophy that it has arisen in its true form
again."

Hegel's Lectures on The History of Philosophy, trans. E. S. Haldane and F. H. Sim-

son, Routledge and Kegan Paul, London, 1896; Reprinted 1955. Vol. 1, p. 73, and

Vol. 3, p. 152 respectively. This will be referred to subsequently as Hist. Phil.

We will also cite the following works by Hegel: The Philosophy of History,
trans. J. Sibree, Dover Publications, 1956. This will be referred to subsequently as

Phil. Hist. The Phenomenology of Mind, trans. J. B. Baillie, Harper Torchbooks,
1967. This will be referred to subsequently as Phen.\ the German edition we will cite

is Phdnomenologie des Geistes, Suhrkamp Verlag, 3, Frankfurt, 1970. Further refer

ences to this edition will be noted as Phdn. Lectures on the Philosophy of Religion,
trans. E. B. Speirs and J. B. Sanderson, Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner, London, 1895.

This will be referred to subsequently as Phil. Rel. Werke is the abbreviation used

here for the second German edition of Hegel's work published by Duncker und

Humblot, Berlin 1840-47.
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3
Hist. Phil., 3, pp. 146-47. Compare as well: "This is the essence of the Refor

mation: Man is in his very nature destined to be
free."

Phil. Hist., p. 417.
4
"Wir die religiose Vorstellung in Gedanken

fassen.''

Werke 9, p. 25; cf. Phil.

Hist., p. 20.

5
There will be a fuller treatment of the Lutheran Hegel in my forthcoming book

tentatively entitled The Apocalyptic Tradition: Luther, Hegel, Marx.
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Phen., pp. 229-40, or pp. 218-67 for the more extended version.

7

Martin Heidegger, Hegel's Concept of Experience, Harper and Row, New York,

1970; cf. pp. 126-29ff.

"Phen., pp. 13 Iff.

"The German edition of Luther's works used here is D. Martin Lathers Werke,

Krilische Gesammiausgabe, Weimar, 1883 This edition will be cited as W.A.

Luther's spelling is retained in the original which often differs significantly from

modern German.

The English edition is J. J. Pelikan and H. T. Lehmann, Luther's Works; Amer

ican Edition, St. Louis and Philadelphia, 1955. This edition will be cited subsequently

as L.W.

Cf. W.A. 56, p. 366. The comment is on Romans 8:15. Also: "Observunda

autem hie est Antithesis.
"

it should be noted moreover, that here is an anti

thesis, W.A. 40, II, p. 423; cf. further references to antithesis: ibid. pp. 409, 414; p.

374 for
"contradictoribus."

'""Si Scripturas per contentionem loqui concedis. . W.A. 18, p. 779. Cited in

H. R. Schmitz, "Progres social et changement revolutionnaire, Dialectique et revolu

tion,"
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the work of Enrico de Negri, La Teologia di Lutero, Revelazione e Dialettica, La
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the Lutheran and Hegelian dialectic.

A leading Lutheran scholar, Gerhard Ebeling puts the matter as follows:
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but related polarities.
"

Gerhard Ebeling, Luther, An Introduction to his Thought,

trans. R. A. Wilson, Fortress Press, Philadelphia, 1970, p. 25.

"L.W. 31, p. 344. Luther also cites Paul's well-known dictum: "Though our

outward man perish, yet the inward man is renewed day by
day"

(II Corinthians

4:16).
12

W.A. 7, p. 27.

"L.W. 31, p. 356; W.A. 7, p. 29.

"L.W. 31, p. 363.
'"'

L.W. 31, p. 344; W.A. 7, p. 21.
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L.W. 31, pp. 366.
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The Latin text reads: debet tamen rursus se exinanire hac in libertate (W.A. 7,

p. 65). What is missing from the English translation is the adverb rursus, derived

from revorsus or reversus, i.e. to turn back or return. This is reiterated by the word

widderumb in the German version of the essay where the text reads: Und ob er nu

gantz frey ist, sich widderumb williglich cynen diener machen scynem nehsten zu

helffenn (W.A. 7, p. 35) "And while he is now entirely free, he willingly makes

himself once more into a servant in order to help his
neighbour."

This usage of rursus is reiterated in a somewhat similar context in "On the

Bondage of the
Will."

Luther states: "Si autem fortior superveniat et illo victo nos

rapiat in spolium suum. rursus per spiriturn eius servi et captivi sumus (quae tamen
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regia libertas
est)."

(W.A. 18, p. 635). "But if a Stronger One [Christ] comes who

overcomes him [Satan] and takes us as His spoil, then through his Spirit we are again

slaves and
captivesthough this is royal

freedom."

E. Gordon Rupp et al. editors

and translators, Luther and Erasmus: Free Will and Salvation, The Westminster

Press, Philadelphia, 1969, p. 140, my italics. This edition will be referred to subse

quently as
"Rupp."
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as the equivalent eved in the Old Testament and doulos in the New Testament men

tioned earlier. Knecht is in fact Luther's translation for both the Hebrew and Greek

terms.
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"L.W. 31, p. 355.
20
W.A. 7, p. 27; L.W. 31, p. 354.

"L.W. 31, pp. 367-68.
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L.W. 37, p. 282.

25
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26
L.W. 28, p. 125; W.A. 36, pp. 570-71.
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28
L.W. 13, p. 287.

29
L.W. 25, p. 381; Quia vult, quod vult Deus, W.A. 56, p. 391. Cf. also "so that
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Rupp, p. 140; ut velimus et faciamus lubentes

quae ipse velit, W.A. 18, p. 635.
30
L.W. 28, p. 128.

31
L.W. 12, pp. 120-21.

32
W.A. 5, p. 176.

33

L.W. 31, p. 224; W.A. 1, p. 612.

"L.W. 31, pp. 224-25.
31

L.W. 31, p. 225. Cf. also: "For in this way we conform ourselves to God, who

does not regard or consider anything in us as good. And in this way we are already

good as long as we recognize nothing as good except God's good and our own good

as evil. . . L.W. 25, p. 383.
36
L.W. 31, p. 225.

"L.W. 31, p. 225; W.A. 1, p. 613. Luther used a similar metaphor in his quarrel

with the Catholic church on the confessional: "Szo kerestu es umb unnd wilt mich

zum knecht machenn . . . Sihe, das ist vorkeret
ding"

thus you turn things upside

down and wish to make a slave out of me. . . . See, this is upside down. W.A. 8, p.

157. It was one of Luther's favorite metaphors but it had many variations. In relation

to umbkeren, to overturn, the editors of Luther's works comment: "Sehr oft bei

Luther,"

frequently found in Luther, W.A. 34, II, p. 317, Note 1.

Many of the schisms within the Western apocalyptic tradition (beginning with

the New Testament) were articulated around this metaphor and its close variants. Cf.

my related article "The World Upside
Down,"

Canadian Journal of Political and

Social Theory, Spring-Summer 1978, Vol. 2, no. 2.
38
W.A. 36, p. 393.
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L.W. 25, p. 383; "nee potest possideri aut atlingi nisi negatis omnibus
affirma-

tivis
nostris,"

W.A. 56, p. 393.
4n
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tern,"

W.A. 43, p. 585. Cf. also ". in deum . . . in sui nihilum, W.A. 5, p. 168;
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W.A. 43, p. 579.
41

Rupp, p. 37; ut isto modo humiliati et in nihilum redacti, salvi fiant. W.A. 18,

p. 633.
42

Sie ist die Macht, aus dem Nichts, aus dent Gegenteil zu schaffen. Sie erwdsi

sich gerade in der Umkehrung alter irdischen Massstiibe und Verhaltnisse.

Paul Althaus, Die Theologie Martin Luthers, Giitersloher Verlagshaus, Gerd

Mohn, Giitersloh, 1962, p. 41.

For a general discussion of the theology of the cross on which I have drawn,

cf. Paul Althaus, The Theology of Martin Luther, trans. R. C. Schultz. Fortress Press,

Philadelphia, 1966, pp. 25-34.
43
W.A. 1, p. 29.

41

W.A. 2, p. 127; L.W. 42, p. 77. These were frequently used Lutheran phrases,

cf. for example, "also mustu gewiss sein bei dir selbst, aussgeschlossen all
menschen,"

W.A. 10, III, p. 260, So you must be certain within yourself, exclusive of all others.

'-Hist. Phil. 3, p. 159.

KPhen., p. 234; Plum., p. 150.

4;

Hegel uses the word
"finite"

in apposition to the word "evil": "the natural .

the finite, evil, in fact is
destroyed."

Phil. Rel. 3, p. 96. Cf. as well, finitude (Endlich-

keit) used synonymously with externality or outwardness (Ausserlichkeit); otherness or

other-being (Anderseyn) and imperfection (Unvollkommenheit), (Werke 12, p. 330).

The imperfection attributed to finitude consists in the fact that man "can exist in a

way which is not in conformity with (his) inner substantial nature ... his inward
ness,"

P/;;7. Rel. 3, p. 123.

In "the language of
faith,"

Hegel's statement on finitude runs as follows: "Christ

assumed (human) finitude, finitude (Endlichkeit) in all its forms, which is the final

tapering point of evil (das Biise ist. . Werke 12, p. 301, my translation. Cf.

Phil. Rel. 3, pp. 92-93.
4S

Phen., p. 203; also p. 207. Cf. H. G. Gadamer, Hegel's Dialectic, Five Herme

neutical Studies, trans. P. C. Smith, Yale University Press, 1976, p. 53: "We must

now grasp that the 'inverted
world'

is in fact the real world. . .

49

Phiin., p. 152; Phen., p. 236. In other designations Hegel refers to the lord as

"absolute universal Being as . . mere
nothingness"

(allgemeine Wesen als der Nich-

ligkeit), Phen., p. 263; Phiin., p. 173; "the negative
essence,"
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(Nichtigkeit), Phen., p. 225; Phiin., p. 143. Cf. also "absolute

negativity,"

Phen., pp. 233, 237; "absolute negation of this
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Phen., p. 246;

"absolute
negation,"

Phen., p. 226.

""Phil. Rel. 2, p. 255; Werke 12, p. 125.

"

Werke 12, p. 303.

:'2Phen., p. 237.
53

"The true return (of consciousness) into itself"; "Seine warhe Ruckkehr .

in sich
selbst,"

Phen., p. 251; Phdn., p. 163. Cf. also Gadamer, op. cit., p. 67: "Hegel's

dialectical analysis . seeks out the dialectical reversal within the self-consciousness

of the master. (i.e. the lord).



98 Interpretation

54
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Phil. Hist., p. 24.
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Marx'

work will be

cited subsequently as M.E.W.

65
Karl Marx, Critique of Hegel's 'Philosophy of

Right,'

ed. J. O'Malley, Cam

bridge University Press, Cambridge, 1970, p. 131. This will be cited subsequently as

O'Malley. Karl Marx Friihe Schriften, ed. H. J. Lieber and P. Furth, Cotta Verlag,

Stuttgart, 1962, Bd. I, p. 488. Further references to this edition will be given as

Friihe Schriften referring to either Vol. I published in 1962 or Vol. II published in

1971.

66
Karl Marx, Capital, A Critique of Political Economy, trans. S. Moore and E.

Aveling, ed. F. Engels, in three volumes, C. H. Kerr, Chicago, 1906. Vol. Ill, p. 244,

italics in the text. This will be referred to subsequently as Capital. Es erscheint also

in der Konkurrenz alles verkehrt, M.E.W. 23, p. 219.
Marx'

doctrine on the "fetishism of
commodities"

(cf. Capital, Vol. I, pp. 81-

96), is referred to as an
"inversion"

of the proper relationship that should prevail. Cf.

Karl Marx, Theories of Surplus-Value, Part I, Foreign Languages Publishing House,

Moscow, 1963. The text translates
"perversion"

on p. 377 and
"inversion"

on p. 378

for Verkehrung. Cf. M.E.W. 26, pp. 365-66. Cf. also
Marx'

characteristic figure of

speech in relation to the fetishism of commodities: "it stands on its
head,"

Capital I,

p. 82.
67

Karl Marx, Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, ed. D. J. Struik,

trans. Martin Milligan, International Publishers, 1964, p. 118. This will be referred

to subsequently as E.P.M. Friihe Schriften, I, p. 574.

68E.P.M p. 126; Friihe Schriften, I, p. 584.

69E.P.M., p. 132; Friihe Schriften, I, p. 590.
70
E.P.M.

,
p. 132. The structure of this antithesis is repeated at greater length in

The Holy Family. Marx states: "Proletariat and wealth are opposites (Gegensatze);

as such they form a single whole. . . . The proletariat ... is compelled as proletariat

to abolish itself (sich selbst aufzuheben) and thereby its opposite . . . private property.

This is the negative side of the contradiction (Gegensdtzes) its restlessness within its

very self, dissolved and self-dissolving private
property."

"Within this antithesis the private owner is therefore the conservative side, the

proletarian, the destructive side. From the former arises the notion of preserving the

antithesis, from the latter that of annihilating
it."

K. Marx and F. Engels, The Holy

Family or Critique of Critical Critique, Foreign Languages Publishing House, Mos

cow, 1956, p. 51. The German text in M.E.W., 2, p. 37.



Lordship and Bondage in Luther and Marx 99

See also "feindlichen Gegensatz von Bourgoiesie und
Proletariat,"

the hostile

antithesis between bourgeoisie and proletariat, in the Communist Manifesto, Friihe

Schriften, II, p. 858.
71

Karl Marx, Grundrisse, Foundations of the Critique of Political Economy.

trans. Martin Nicolaus, Vintage Books, New York, 1973. The original German edi

tion is Grundrisse der Kritik der politischen Okonomie (Rohentwurf ), Dietz Verlag.

Berlin, 1953.

The English edition will be cited subsequently as Grundrisse and the German

edition as Grundrisse (G).

In the Grundrisse, which laid the basis for Capital, Marx sums up by stating that

the master-servant relation (Herrschafts- und Knechtschaftsverhdltnis) is part of a

formula that "forms a necessary ferment for the development and the decline and

fall of all original relations of property and of production. . This formula, he

adds, also forms the basis for the dissolution of capital. Grundrisse, p. 501; Grund

risse (G), p. 400. Cf. also the scheme of economic development set out in the

Grundrisse, pp. 497-503.

In Capital, Marx returns to this theme in historical perspective: "from the mo

ment that men in any way work for one another, their labour assumes a social
form."

(Vol. I, p. 82) Initially, such as in the feudal period, these social forms are based

upon "direct relations of domination and
oppression"

(unmittelbaren Herrschafts-

und Knechtschaftsverluiltnissen. My translation, cf. Capital I, p. 91; M.E.W. 23, p.

93). It is this antithesis which gives rise to further internal forms of differentiation

and to the transformation from feudalism into the factors of production, labour and

capital in a developed capitalist society.

72

O'Malley, pp. 141-42; Friihe Schriften, I, pp. 503-04.
73

Friihe Schriften I, p. 500. See also note 70 above.

74

O'Malley, p. 140; Friihe Schriften, I, p. 501.
7"'

Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, Selected Works (in two volumes), Foreign

Languages Publishing House, Moscow, 1958, vol. I, pp. 51, 53. This will be cited

subsequently as Selected Works. Friihe Schriften, II, pp. 839, 842.
70

E.P.M., p. 134; Friihe Schriften, I, p. 593.
77

E.P.M., p. 132; Friihe Schriften, I, p. 590; "Der Kommunismus endlich ist der

positive Ausdruck des aufgehobenen Privateigentums, zunachst das allgemeine Pri-

vateigentum."

78

E.P.M., p. 155.

79
G. Id., p. 47.

8n

E.P.M., pp. 138, 144.

81

Grundrisse, p. 488.
82

E.P.M., p. 138; Friihe Schriften, I, p. 597.
83
Selected Works. I, pp. 51, 53; Friihe Schriften, II, pp. 839, 842.

"O'Malley, p. 140; Friihe Schriften, I, p. 500.
80

M.E.W. 4, p. 182; my translation. The passage is from The Poverty of

Philosophy:

In the course of its development to replace the old bourgeois society, the working

class will establish an association that excludes classes and their antagonism

(Gegesantz), and there will be no further political power as such; since it is

political power that is the official expression of class antagonism within the

bourgeois society.

Cf. The Poverty of Philosophy, Progress Publishers, Moscow, 1973, p. 151. Compare

also "the communist revolution . . abolishes the rule (Herrschaft) of all classes with

the classes themselves.
"

G. Id., p. 85; M.E.W., 3, p. 70.



100 Interpretation

86
Selected Works, I, p. 54. A similar passage in

Engels'

Socialism, Utopian and

Scientific reads as follows:

The proletariat seizes political power and turns the means of production

into state property.

But, in doing this, it abolishes itself as proletariat, abolishes all class dis

tinctions and class antagonisms, abolishes also the state as state. . When at

last it becomes the real representative of the whole of society, it renders itself

unnecessary. (Selected Works, II, p. 150)
87
Friihe Schriften, II, p. 843.

88

E.P.M., p. 168.

89

E.P.M., p. 169; Fruhe Schriften, I, p. 635.
90

Grundrisse, p. 831; Grundrisse (G), pp. 715, 716.
91

Capital, I, p. 639.
92

Capital, I, p. 837.

93-L.W. 13, pp. 260-61, referring to Isaiah 54:11 and 62:4.

"O'Malley, p. 141.
95

Capital, III, p. 966; M.E.W. 25, p. 838.
96
G. Id., p. 86.

97

Capital operates in the worker to bring about his nothingness or nonbeing (ihr

eignes Nichtsein), Grundrisse, p. 454; Grundrisse (G), p. 358. There are many varia

tions on this theme in the Grundrisse. (The English edition will be designated here as

Gr. and the German as Gr. G.) Capital as objectified labour is "the worker's non-

objectivity"

(Nichtgegenstandlichkeit des Arbeiters, Gr. 512; Gr. G. 412; "the real

not-capital is
labour,"

(das wirkliche Nicht-Kapital ist die Arbeit) Gr. 274; Gr. G.

185; "labour as
not-capital,"

Gr. 288; labour is "the negation of
Capital,"

Gr. 274; or

is
"not-property"

(Nicht-Eigentum), Gr. 498; Gr. G. 398; the worker's non-being,
(Nicht-

dem-Arbeiter), Gr. G. 716; or labour is "not value . . as a negativity in relation to

itself"

(Nicht-Wert . . . sich auf sich beziehende Negativitat), Gr. 296; Gr. G. 203.
08

Capital, I, pp. 836-37.

"L.W. 5, p. 227. It is a comment on II Corinthians 12:9.

100
L.W. 13, pp. 22-23.

101

Rupp, p. 138; "dum in coelum vehit, facit id ad infernum
ducendo,"

W.A. 18,

p. 633.
102
L.W. 14, 31f., cited in Paul Althaus, op. cit., English edition, p. 30, n. 12.

103

Marx refers to "a man alien to labor and standing outside
it"

"fremden und

ausser ihr stehenden Menschen zu dieser
Arbeit,"

E.P.M., p. 116; Friihe Schriften, I,

p. 571. Paul's alienation is rendered as "aliens from the commonwealth of Israel and

strangers from the covenants of
promise"

fremd und ausser der Biirgerschaft Israels

und fremd von den Testamenten der Verheissung, Ephesians 2:12.

This same phrase is reiterated in a close variant in Capital referring to the alien
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trans
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M.E.W. 25, p. 95; Capital, III, p. 102.
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E.P.M., p. 150; Friihe Schriften,

I, p. 612.
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The blind spot on religion and religious rhetoric among Marxists was virtually

total and hence the origin of this term was lost. One of the greatest Marxian scholars,

Georg Lukacs in his work on The Young Hegel, devotes an entire chapter to the

concept of entausserung and offers a myopic conclusion:

In themselves there is nothing novel about the terms Entausserung and Entfrem-

dung. They are simply German translations of the English word
"alienation.'

This was used in works on economic theory. . Philosophically, the term

Entausserung was first used, to the best of my knowledge, by Fichte. .

Georg Lukacs, The Young Hegel, Studies in the Relations between Dialectics and

Economics, trans. Rodney Livingstone, Merlin Press, London, 1975, p. 538.

1,8
For the first meaning,

"abolish,"

we have the example of I Corinthians 15:24.

The literal English translation is
"

. . whenever he abolishes all rule and all author

ity and
power."

Luther renders this as "Wenn er auffheben wild alle Herrschaft, und

alle uberkeit und
Gewalt."

(Luther bible of 1546)
"Abolishes"

or
"auffheben"

is a

translation of the Greek katargisi. This usage is reiterated in I Corinthians 15:26,

Der letzte Feind der affgehaben wild, ist der Tod, the last enemy that is abolished is

death. Cf. also the similar usage by Luther in Romans 3:31 and Hebrews 7:18.

The second sense of "raise
up"

or
"preserve"

is illustrated in Luther's translation

of I Samuel 2:7, 8, "der Hen . . . nidriget und erhiihet, er hebt auff den diirfftigen

aus dein staub und erhohet den Armen aus dem kot "The Lord . . . bringeth

low and lifteth up. He raiseth up the poor out of the dust and lifteth the beggar from

the dunghill.
"

It can be seen that hebt . auff, is used in apposition to erhohet,

lift up. This latter usage is particularly significant, for
"erhohet"

is the word used by

Luther in Philippians 2:9 for
Jesus'

exaltation after the Resurrection. Luther also

uses erhohen in apposition to erheben (cf. Isaiah 52:13).

There is a limited interchangeability in German of erheben, erhohen and aufheben.

. erheben can easily be substituted for
erhoben.''

(J. and W. Grimm, Deutsches

Woiicrbuch, S. Hirzel, Leipzig, 1854-1960, 16 volv in 32; vol. 3, p. 851.) Also: "In its

meaning aufheben originally corresponds (is identical) to erhehen . . but in many

cases only one of the two verbs is usual and linguistic usage has undergone diverse

changes."

(Alfred Gotze et ai., eds., Triibners Deutsches Worterbuch, Walter de Gruyter,

Berlin, 1939-1957, vol. 1, p. 145.)

In Hegelian language, Christ's finitude was both annulled and preserved after

his exaltation; that is, His finitude is superseded and appears as a
"moment"

of God

in God. The religious basis of Hegel's use of aufheben is revealed in the following

passage: "Weiter aber ist das sinnliche Daseyn, worin der Geist ist, nur ein voriiber-
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gehendes Moment. Christus ist gestorben; nur als gestorben ist er aufgehoben gen

Himmel und sitzend zur Rechten Gottes, und nur so ist er
Geist."

Werke 9, p. 395

"Moreover the sensuous existence in which Spirit is embodied is only a transitional

phase. Christ dies; only as dead, is he exalted to Heaven and sits at the right hand of

God; only thus is he
Spirit."

Phil. Hist., p. 325. A similar usage is reiterated in Werke

12, pp. 125, 248 translated in Phil. Rel., 2, p. 255 and Phil. Rel., 3, p. 35 respectively.

The following passage by Hegel uses aufheben in its full double meaning and

shows his derivation from Christ's exaltation: "Dieser Tod ist ebenso wie die hochste

Verendlichung zugleich das Aufheben der natiirlichen Endlichkeit, des unmittelbaren

Daseyns und der Entausserung, die Auflosung der
Schranke."

Werke 12, p. 302 "This

death is thus at once finitude in its most extreme form, and at the same time the

abolition and absorption of natural finitude, of immediate existence and estrangement,

the cancelling of
limits."

Phil. Rel., 3, p. 93, my italics.

Marx offers an extended critique of the Hegelian usage in the E.P.M.: "A pe

culiar role, therefore, is played by the act of superseding (das Aufheben) in which

denial (die Verneinung) and preservation (die Aufbewahrung) denial and affirmation

are bound
together,"

E.P.M., p. 185; Friihe Schriften, I, p. 655. Aufheben, never

theless, becomes one of the chief concepts in his own vocabulary. See below.
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""Friihe Schriften, I, pp. 590, 593.
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123
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Grundrisse, p. 674. Cf. Martin
Nicolaus'

Introduction in the Grundrisse, p. 32.
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"turnover"

as used in Capital.
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M.E.W. 23, p. 610, n. 23; Capital, I, p. 640, n. 1.
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W.A. 33, p. 348. See also footnote 37 above.
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O'Malley, pp. 137-38.

""Selected Works, II, p. 63.
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Note
Marx'

and
Engels'

citation of some references which Hegel makes to

Luther in the History of Philosophy and in the Philosophy of Religion, in G. Id p
181.
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G. Id., p. 37.
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W.A. 18, p. 633. Cited in Paul Althaus, English edition, op. cit., p. 56.
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TRAGEDY IN THE STATE OF NATURE:

MELVILLE'S TYPEE

Thomas J. Scorza

Kenyon College

There is no external evidence that Herman Melville possessed or read

a copy of Aristotle's Poetics before the last two or three years of his
life.1

Yet Melville clearly had come to agree much earlier with the thrust of

Aristotle's statement in the Poetics that "poetry is . of graver import

than history, since its statements are of the nature rather of universals,

whereas those of history are
singulars."2

Indeed, there is no better indica

tion of Melville's long-held view that poetry is superior to history than his

first novel, Typee, published in 1 846 and begun less than two years earlier,

when he was just 25 years old. Melville wrote Typee after the most exciting

episode of his life, his abandonment of an American whaling vessel in the

Marquesas Islands in 1842 and his subsequent one-month residence among

the Typees, a tribe of cannibals on Nukuheva Island. But while Melville

thus had fallen into a perfect source of materials for a singular "true ad

venture"

story, he chose instead to write a novel which presented a narrative

dealing with universals. Indeed, the great irony of Typee is that it was

published and generally accepted as a remarkable but historically true

account of the adventures of a "common
sailor"

in the South Seas, while

Melville himself had intended his work to speak principally of an uncom

mon truth beyond mere history. In the guise of a narrative of "true adven

ture,"

Melville had presented a critique of some of the most fundamental

tenets of Western civilization, and even his more suspicious early readers

and reviewers did not fully appreciate the real character of the trans-

historical "unvarnished
truth"

the author had promised in his Preface to

Typee.3

I. To the State of Nature

The narrator of Typee is a crewman on a ship which has been "six

months out of sight of
land."

The long and unrelieved encounter with "the

sky above, the sea around, and nothing
else!"

has severed the connection

between the society constituted by the ship and that society's roots in the

land. The ship's society has been separated from the source of its life, and

in every decisive respect, the ship and its society are adrift: the ship is

simply being "tossed on the billows of the wide-rolling
Pacific."

When the

narrator asks, "Is there nothing fresh around us? Is there no green thing

to be
seen?"

he sounds the plaintive note of a member of a society which

has lost its lifegiving sense of purpose, its
"rootedness."

Thus, the fact that
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"weeks
ago"

the ship's "fresh provisions were all
exhausted"

is important

only because it points to the more crucial fact that the ship's society has

exhausted its moral stores in its cruise "beneath the scorching sun of the

Line"

(p. 3). In all, the narrator's ship, the Dolly, is representative of a

culture in the midst of a fundamental crisis of identity. The Dolly is the

modern West in a condition of moral disorder.

Given this state of affairs, it is no wonder that the narrator is exhil-

irated by the announcement that his ship has been put on a course to the

Marquesas. The very name of those Islands conjures up "strange
visions,"

including visions of "heathenish rites and human
sacrifices"

(p. 5). Such

visions are in keeping with the fact that, unlike the ship's society (and its

parent society), the Marquesas Islands have not been introduced to Chris

tianity. The Christian missionaries "had
abandoned"

the Marquesans to

their "idols of wood and
stone,"

and while a Protestant Mission had been

established at nearby Tahiti, the missionaries had despaired of ever re

claiming the Marquesans themselves from
"heathenism"

(pp. 5, 6). Iron

ically, the narrator anticipates redemption from his predicament by means

of a visit to a place which has not received the message of the Redeemer.

Indeed, the narrator's deliverance seems to require the actual destruc

tion of all vestiges of the ship's attachment to Christianity. Thus, with a

subtlety befitting Melville's concern for the sensitivities of his Christian

readers,4

the narrator inserts a comic tale about the welcomed upcoming

demise of a
"passenger"

with a noted Christian name:

There is but one solitary tenant in the chicken-coop, once a gay and dapper

young cock. . . . But look at him now; there he stands, moping all the day long
on that everlasting one leg of his. . He mourns no doubt his lost companions,

literally snatched from him one by one, and never seen again. But his days of

mourning will be few; for Mungo, our black cook, told me yesterday that the

word had at last gone forth, and poor Pedro's fate was sealed. His attenuated

body will be laid out upon the captain's table next Sunday, and long before

night will be buried with all the usual ceremonies beneath that worthy indi

vidual's vest. . . . They say the captain will never point the ship for the land so

long as he has in anticipation a mess of fresh meat. This unhappy bird can

alone furnish it; and when he is once devoured, the captain will come to his

senses. I wish thee no harm, Peter; but as thou art doomed, sooner or later, to
meet the fate of all thy race; and if putting a period to thy existence is to be

the signal for our deliverance, why truth to speak I wish thy throat cut this

very moment; for oh! how I wish to see the living earth again! (p. 4)

The ironic biblical language of the narrator's tale only emphasizes the im

plications for Christianity of the captain's "last
supper"

before harboring
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the Dolly. The
"word"

has gone forth that the captain shall prevail against

"Peter,"

and the narrator can hardly wait for his
"deliverance."'

However, the Marquesas Islands are not only devoid of the Christian

elements of the ship's immediate and parent Western society: in fact, the

Islands have been untouched by the whole of the civilization embodied in

the Dolly. Thus, the inhabitants of Nukuheva Island, "the most
important"

of the Marquesas, and especially the "hostile
clans"

like the Typees, "retain

their original primitive character, remaining very nearly in the same state

of nature in which they were first beheld by white
men"

(p. 11). The

narrator's joy at the prospect of sailing towards the Marquesas hence is

premised upon his understanding that such a course represents a return to

the state of nature, and his joy implies that it is precisely such a return

which may promise relief from the societal malaise in which he finds him

self. The narrator implies, that is, that his society has erred in its departure

from the moral standards of the state of nature and that its return to health

requires a renewal of its adherence to those natural standards. As the

very timbers of the Dolly yearn for the shore (p. 4), so does the narrator

seek a return to the place of origin and birth.

This last implication is confirmed as the narrator explains why he has

decided to "run
away"

from the Dolly. In an argument which closely paral

lels The Declaration of Independence, the narrator declares the causes

which have impelled him to separate himself from the ship's society, and

he indicates his enlightened understanding that the Dolly's society was

created by a social contract and founded upon natural rights philosophy:

When I entered on board the Dolly, I signed as a matter of course the

ship's articles, thereby voluntarily engaging and legally binding myself to serve

in a certain capacity for the period of the voyage; and, special considerations

apart, I was of course bound to fulfill the agreement. But in all contracts, if

one party fails to perform his share of the compact, is not the other virtually

absolved from his liability? Who is there who will not answer in the affirmative?

Having settled the principle, then, let me apply it to the particular case in

question. In numberless instances had not only the implied but the specified

conditions of the articles been violated on the part of the ship in which I served.

The usage on board of her was tyrannical. The captain was the author of

these abuses; it was in vain to think that he would either remedy them, or alter

his conduct, which was arbitrary and violent in the extreme. . . .

But, after all, these things could have been endured awhile, had we en

tertained the hope of being speedily delivered from them by the due completion

of the term of our servitude. But what a dismal prospect awaited us in this

quarter! The longevity of Cape Horn whaling voyages is proverbial, frequently

extending over a period of four or five years, (pp. 20-21)
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According to the narrator, thus, the captain of the Dolly derived his author

ity only from the voluntary consent of the crew; the captain's tyrannical

violation of his compact with the crew may justly lead to their exercise of

the natural right of rebellion; and while the captain's abuses may have been

endured awhile, the prospect of a continued "long train of
abuses"

absolves

the crew of any need to continue suffering. The narrator, for one, is pre

pared "to dissolve the political bands which
haveconnected"

him to the

Dolly.6

The failure of the ship's captain to respect the natural rights of the

crew duplicates the failure of the parent Western society to honor "the

rights of
humanity"

in the larger world. The tyrannical actions of the con

quering French, who "have ever plumed themselves upon being the most

humane and polished of
nations,"

especially demonstrate the hypocrisy of

the West. While professing a belief in the rights of man, the French per

petrate "outrages and
massacres"

at Tahiti, "the queen of the South
Seas"

(pp. 17, 18). Worse still, the actions of the Western conquerors also

show the hypocrisy of their Christian faith, which, the narrator implies,

should give revelatory support to the secular notion of equal human rights.

With biting irony, the narrator thus concludes an account of an earlier

American
"unprovoked"

atrocity against the Typees by describing how the

"invaders"

set "fire to every house and temple in their route; . . . defaced

the once-smiling bosom of the valley, and proclaimed to its pagan inhabi

tants the spirit that reigned in the breasts of Christian
soldiers"

(p. 26). In

all, the narrator's account reveals the moral bankruptcy of a society which

professes natural rights and brotherly love and yet acts with the most self-

serving ruthlessness. Whatever may be the narrator's own relation to the

other teachings of the Christian faith, he certainly believes that one sees

the true character of men when one sees the fruits of their actions.

The end result of Western society's severance of its roots in the "Laws

of Nature and of Nature's
God"

is that the society has become simply con

ventional or artificial. The inside of the bulwarks of the Dolly is "painted

green ... a vile and sickly
hue"

(p. 4), while Nukuheva Island is indented

by "broad and verdant
valleys"

of indescribable natural beauty (p. 24).

Whereas the conquering French admiral wears "a richly decorated admiral's

frockcoat, a laced chapeau bras, and upon his breast ... a variety of rib

bons and
orders,"

the
"patriarch-sovereign"

of the shoreline natives of

Nukuheva appears "in all the nakedness of
nature"

(p. 29). And in the

context of these and other contrasts between the conventional and the

natural, the narrator dares to wonder whether the imposing battlements

and sophistication of the former really do evidence a superiority to the

latter. Looking upon the meeting of the French admiral and the native

patriarch, the narrator concludes with these "philosophical reflections":
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At what an immeasurable distance, thought I. are these two beings removed

from each other. In the one is shown the result of long centuries of progressive

civilization and refinement, which have gradually converted the mere creature

into the semblance of all that is elevated and grand; while the other, after the

lapse of the same period, has not advanced one step in the career of improve

ment. "Yet, after
all,"

quoth I to myself, "insensible as he is to a thousand

wants, and removed from harassing cares, may not the savage be the happier

man of the
two?"

(p. 29).

As the novel opens, then, the narrator appears as an enlightened be

liever both in the "rights of
humanity"

and in at least that version of Chris

tianity which is consistent with natural rights philosophy. His own society,

supposedly founded on these beliefs, has abandoned them in deed and has

forfeited any claim to natural justice. So radical has the narrator's disen

chantment become that he has begun to wonder whether conventional

civilization can ever retain its roots in nature: "Thrice happy are they who.

inhabiting some yet undiscovered island in the midst of the ocean, have

never been brought into contaminating contact with the white man. . . and

were civilization itself to be estimated by some of its results, it would seem

perhaps better for what we call the barbarous part of the world to remain

unchanged"

(pp. 15, 17). The narrator's disenchantment with Western

civilization, that is, makes a romantic return to the pre-Christian and un

civilized state of nature a very inviting prospect. He apparently hopes to

experience there a renewal of his attachment to those fundamental enlight

ened truths which his society has abandoned.

//. Into the State of Nature

Entrance into the state of nature apparently requires a rite of purifica

tion, a rite whereby the civilized are cleansed of civilization's system and

its norms. Collectively, the crew of the Dolly is offered this rite in the

harbor of Nukuheva, where the ship is boarded by a swarm of naked young

girls who cause a purgative orgy marked by "every species of riot and

debauchery"

(p. 15). Individually, the narrator experiences the rite when

he journeys briefly in the ship's boat to the "glen of
Tior,"

where he

plunges into the cool waters of a grove and feels as if he were "floating in

some new
element"

(p. 28). Unlike the rest of the crew, the narrator wants

to take full advantage of his rite of purification, and he thus commits him

self to abandoning civilization altogether. This commitment, however, im

mediately raises a major problem: having cast off the bonds of civilization,

the narrator will enter an uncivilized world. Or, more precisely, the narra

tor will enter a world which he believes may have many potential perils,

not the least of which is "the possibility of falling in with a foraging party
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of . . . bloody-minded
Typees"

(p. 31). In an effort to provide for such

possible dangers, then, the narrator enlists a companion, Toby, who will

accompany him on his escape into the Island. But the quickly arranged

"engagement"

(p. 33) between the two is merely an attempt to deal with

their fear of the possible perils of the state of nature, and their fate will

still be dependent upon the actual character of that state.

The initial experience of the two runaways does not bode well. After

climbing a steep shoreline mountain, they do not find sweeping valleys on

the opposite side, but rather an elevated plateau of "ridges and
inter-vales,"

with no fruit trees in sight (p. 41). Their meager provisions will obviously

soon be exhausted, and they are able to make very little progress among

the chasms in finding their way to the inhabited valleys. Moreover, while

shielding himself from a heavy rain, the narrator begins to feel the symp

toms of a mysterious malady: one of his legs swells "to such a
degree"

and

pains him "so
acutely"

that he
"half"

suspects that he "had been bitten

by some venomous
reptile"

(p. 48). Subsequently, the narrator learns that

there are no snakes on the islands of Polynesia, so his suspicion about the

source of his malady turns out to be ill-founded. The added mystery, for

the reader, is that the narrator had previously described Toby and himself

as "a couple of
serpents"

as they climbed the initial ridge on the island

(p. 39). In any case, unexpectedly, in the midst of his feverish sensations,

the narrator pushes aside a branch and finds himself looking upon a beauti

ful, inhabited valley. He compares the sight to "a glimpse of the gardens

of
Paradise"

(p. 49) their prior wandering over and into the ridges of

the plateau, one ravine of which contained a pool "which seemed to pene

trate into the very bowels of the
earth"

(p. 45), has ended in apparent

salvation.

But upon which valley do the runaways look? Is it the valley of the

peaceful Happars, or the valley of the cannibal Typees? The mere possi

bility that the valley might be inhabited by the
"cruel"

(p. 51) Typees

induces the narrator to persuade Toby that they ought to seek out another

valley, a possibly uninhabited one which might be on the other side of the

far ridge which borders the valley they have discovered. However, the way
to this ridge turns out to be blocked by chasm after chasm, and the nar

rator continues to suffer great pain in his leg. Starving and disheartened

to the point of renouncing their escape from the Dolly, they decide to face

whatever awaits them in the inhabited valley they first discovered. There

they will encounter the state of nature, whether it be the peaceful Paradise

promised by its aspect, or the hell implied by the various deep
"circles"

formed by the ridges upon the plateau above the valley. The mere possi

bility that it may indeed be a hell suggests to the reader that the actual

experience of the narrator and Toby in the valley is meant to reveal an un-
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biased view of the true character of the state of nature. Without denying

any of the relevant possibilities, Melville will use their
"singular"

adventure

to present his poetic vision of "the unvarnished
truth,"

and the reader may

well be expected to assume that the truth is as potentially dangerous and

as difficult to attain as the destination of Melville's characters.7

///. The True Character of the State of Nature

As it turns out, the runaways have wandered into the valley of the

dreaded Typees, so the picture of the state of nature to follow is one which

actually anticipates the worst possibilities. However, when the narrator and

Toby come upon the Typees, they are received with great enthusiasm and

concern, perhaps because when asked, the narrator allies himself with the

right tribe, although he does not know "by what
impulse"

he chooses to

say that
"Typee"

rather than
"Happar"

is
"mortarkee,"

or
"good."8 In any

case, the Typee natives are delighted by his good judgment, and one of

them identifies himself as
"Mehevi,"

asking the narrator for his name in

return. Fearing that the natives may have difficulty pronouncing his "real
name,"

the narrator gives his name as
"Tom"

and is called thenceforth

"Tommo"

(p. 72). Melville's playfulness with his narrator's name places

him at the proper authorial distance from his narrator's enlightened judg
ments and the "true

adventure"

which now continues.

The Typees are not merely receptive: they turn out to be positively

compassionate, giving special attention to Tommo's painful leg and as

signing
"Kory-Kory"

to administer to his every need. The two runaways

are lodged in the hut of Kory-Kory's family, where not the least added

attraction is the beautiful Fayaway, a young "child of
nature"

who happily
"for the most part clung to the primitive and summer garb of

Eden"

(pp.

86, 87). The presence of Fayaway, the officiousness of Kory-Kory, and

the regimen of the Typean
"philosophy"

of "eat plenty, ah! sleep very
good"

(p. 88), soon begins to return Tommo to health and good spirits.

a process punctuated, however, by lingering doubts about "the fickle pas

sions which sway the bosom of a
savage"

(p. 76). Tommo finally per

suades the Typees to allow Toby to return over the mountains to Nukuheva

harbor to obtain medicine for his painful leg, but Toby is turned back and

wounded by the enemy Happars. Tommo is despondent over this event and

gives up "all hopes of
recovery"

(p. 104). His resulting melancholy con

tinues for some time, and he finally falls "a victim to
despair"

(p. 109)

when Toby manages to escape to some trading boats offshore and does not

return to the valley.

The even kinder treatment by the natives, following Toby's departure,
is astounding. Tommo is carried about by Kory-Kory, annointed daily by
the girls of the house, and generally allowed to have his full of the beauty,
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erotic delights, and abundance of the Typee valley. Nevertheless, Tommo

observes, "I can scarcely understand how it was that, in the midst of so

many consolatory circumstances, my mind should still have been con

sumed by the most dismal forebodings, and have remained a prey to the

profoundest
melancholy"

(p. 118). The continuing pain in his leg and a

variety of actions which clearly reveal that the Typees have no intention of

allowing him to escape force Tommo finally to give himself over to the

moment. This surrender has, however, one positive effect:

Day after day wore on, and still there was no perceptible change in the conduct

of the islanders towards me. Gradually I lost all knowledge of the regular re

currence of the days of the week, and sunk insensibly into that kind of apathy

which ensues after some violent outbreak of despair. My limb suddenly healed,

the swelling went down, the pain subsided, and I had every reason to suppose I

should soon completely recover from the affliction that had so long tormented

me (p. 123).

Now the peaceful and joyful life of the Typees which absorbs Tommo

clearly indicates that Hobbes erred when he claimed that in the state of

nature "there is always war of every one against every
one."^

According
to Tommo, the Typees "seemed to be governed by that sort of tacit com

mon-sense law which, say what they will of the inborn lawlessness of the

human race, has its precepts graven on every
breast"

(p. 201). Nor was

Locke correct when he claimed that the state of nature was not a state of

war because it was governed by a "Law of
Nature,"

or
"Reason."10 The

Typees do not reason: their "perception of what is just and
noble"

is due

to their
"indwelling"

(p. 201) intuitive and apparently pre-rational sense,

something akin to natural compassion. And while Locke's notion that pri

vate property is a natural institution is affirmed by the example of the
Typees'

personal property, Tommo discovers that the Typees completely
lack Lockean industriousness and

acquisitiveness.11 In all, the Typean

state of nature is both peaceful and unsophisticated, and it is marked by
none of civilized life's "harassing

cares."

The Typees are as heartful, inno

cent, spontaneous, natural, and simple as civilized men are heartless, so

phisticated, scheming, artificial, and complex.

In depicting a simple life for the Typees, Melville could draw upon a

Western tradition which reaches back at least as far as
Socrates'

description

of the "first
city"

in Book Two of the Republic, or the historical analysis

of the origin of cities in Book Three of Plato's Laws.12 As a source for the

hints about the apparent sexual freedom which reigns among the Typees,
Melville possibly drew, perhaps indirectly, upon such a modern work as

Diderot's Supplement to Bougainville's Voyage.13
However, the three most
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generally relevant background sources for Typee are Montaigne's essay,

"Of
Cannibals"

(1577-78), Gonzalo's Utopian plan in Shakespeare's The

Tempest (1611), and Rousseau's First and Second Discourses (1750,

1755).

While there is a good deal of irony apparent in Montaigne's essay, he

presents a superficially laudatory view of life among cannibals in Brazil,

ostensibly based on an eye-witness account. Montaigne claims that the life

of innocence described to him far surpasses the notions of perfection ad

vanced by either Lycurgus or Plato. According to Montaigne, the cannibals

constitute "a nation wherein there is no manner of traffic, no knowledge

of letters, no science of numbers, no name of magistrate or of political

superiority; no use of servitude, riches or poverty; no contracts, no succes

sions, no dividing of properties, no employments, except those of leisure;

no respect of kindred, except for the common bond; no clothing, no agri

culture, no metal, no use of wheat or wine. The very words that signify

lying, treachery, dissimulation, avarice, envy, detraction, and pardon were

never heard
of."

Further, Montaigne's cannibals are rarely sick; they live

in the shadow of shoreline mountains; they believe in the immortality of

the soul; their men have several wives; they fight bloody wars with enemies

who live beyond their mountains; and they eat the bodies of their dead

enemies out of revenge. Montaigne even defends their cannibalism by

arguing that Western criminal punishment and religious tortures are far

more barbarous. Finally, Montaigne pointedly argues that the cannibals do

not adhere to their simple life merely out of bondage to custom "without

reasoning or
judgment,"

and in fact, he ends his essay with examples of

their mental
"capacity,"

as evidenced in their poetry and the egalitarian

political opinions of three cannibals who were brought to
France.14

Montaigne's cannibal Utopia was the apparent model for Gonzalo's

speeches in Act II of The Tempest:

V
th'

commonwealth I would by contraries Execute all things. For no kind of

traffic Would I admit; no name of magistrate; Letters should not be known;

riches, poverty. And use of service, none; contract, succession, Bourn, bound

of land, tilth, vineyard, none; No use of metal, corn, or wine, or oil; No occu

pation; all men idle, all; And women too, but innocent and pure; No sover

eignty. All things in common nature should produce Without sweat or

endeavor. Treason, felony. Sword, pike, knife, gun, or need of any engine Would

I not have; but nature should bring forth. Of it own kind, all foison. all abun

dance, To feed my innocent people. I would with such perfection govern,

sir,
T'

excel the Golden Age.13

While Gonzalo of course makes no reference to cannibalism, and while his
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own picture of perfection differs in some important particulars from Mon

taigne's (especially in his apparent retention of families and clothing, pos

sibly concessions to the sensibilities of Shakespeare's Christian audience),

his general depiction of pristine innocence is clearly of a piece with. "Of

Cannibals."

Tommo's experience with the Typees is generally consistent with a

combination of Montaigne's and Gonzalo's descriptions. Among the Typees,

there is no commerce, no letters or philosophy, apparently no mathematics,

no economic inequality, no business transactions, no clearly private real

estate, almost no work, very little clothing, no agriculture or technology, no

sickness, and no viciousness. And among the Typees there is natural abun

dance, innocence, a belief in an after-life, and polygamy (but with a plur

ality of husbands). Apparently like Gonzalo's Utopians, the Typees retain

a family structure, although the family is greatly extended by the practice

of polygamy. And like Montaigne's cannibals, the Typees have wars, but

they are "marked by no very sanguinary
traits."16

While much of the substance, the language, and even some of the

lesser anecdotes of Typee thus may derive from Montaigne's essay and/or

Gonzalo's speeches, it is Rousseau who is directly cited in Tommo's narra

tive. In describing the "perpetual
hilarity"

among the Typees, Tommo says

that their "continual happiness . . . sprung principally from that all-

pervading sensation which Rousseau has told us he at one time experienced,

the mere buoyant sense of a healthful physical
existence."

Tommo then

goes on immediately to say that "sickness was almost
unknown"

among

the
"healthful"

Typees (pp. 126, 127). While the allusion to Rousseau's

celebration of the "sentiment of one's
existence"

is a reference to a notion

which appears variously in a number of his works, Tommo's immediate

mention of the
Typees'

natural health appears to suggest the Second Dis

course as the most relevant reference, perhaps at second hand; in that work,
Rousseau had argued both that there was no illness in the state of nature

and that savage man's soul was "given over to the sole sentiment of its

present
existence."17

Moreover, the direct reference to Rousseau occurs

amid many either obvious or subtle points which are as consistent with

Rousseau's description of the state of nature in the Second Discourse as

they are with Montaigne's and Gonzalo's Utopias.18

However, the strongest connections between Typee and Rousseau's

works occur in two particular aspects of Typee'?, presentation of the state

of nature and in Typee's generally negative attitude towards enlightenment.

First, the
Typees'

natural compassion is a perfect reflection of the "prin
ciple"

of pity which Rousseau found in natural man. This principle "an

terior to
reason"

is a salient element of the states of nature in both Tvpee

and the Second Discourse, but it is either absent or very subdued in Mon-
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taigne's and Gonzalo's innocent regimes.1 IJ
Secondly, while both Montaigne

and Gonzalo indicated that there is no philosophy in their primitive Utopias,

Montaigne apparently asserted that his cannibals could reason, and Gonzalo

was not assertive in his deprecation of reason itself. Typee, however, fol

lows the Second Discourse in its insistence that natural man's "thoughtless
happiness"

indicates the unnaturalness of reason: while the Typees speak,

in their natural unanimity they neither reason nor dispute, and they thus

could not, for instance, "support a debating society for a single
night."20

Finally, Tommo's narrative explicitly raises many profound questions about

the value of enlightened civilization, questions which appear to have been

based on some familiarity with Rousseau's First Discourse. Indeed, at times,

Tommo's language is Rousseau's: Tommo's French admiral had been con

verted by progress into "the semblance of all that is elevated and
grand,"

and Rousseau's civilized people are marked by "the semblance of all the

virtues without the possession of
any."21 In all, thus, Tommo's direct ref

erence to Rousseau is merely the most obvious signal of the extent to which

the state of nature in Typee is consistent with Rousseauean principles.

However, the similarities between Typee and Rousseau's Discourses are

the more remarkable when the reader notices that parts of Melville's novel

seem calculated to correct certain notions commonly associated with Rous

seau. While both Montaigne and Gonzalo had clearly described Utopian

communities, Rousseau had pictured natural man as a solitary creature,

at least at the earliest stage of the state of nature. The Typees, however, live

in a tightly organized community, one in which the communal organization

far exceeds the level of regimentation achieved even in the latest stage of

Rousseau's state of
nature.22 In their own state of nature, the Typees seem

to embody almost all the innocence of Rousseau's earliest savages, even

though their society is decisively a political or civil one. Tommo learns,

in fact, that the notion that there is no positive or civil law among the

Typees would be based on a totally superficial observation of their conduct.

The Typees appear to be governed by no law precisely because their law,

in the form of "the thrice mysterious
taboo"

(p. 177), operates so effi

ciently that its hand has become invisible. Tommo thus says that the

"savage . . . lives in the continual observance of [the taboo's] dictates,

which guide and control every action of his
being"

(p. 221). Oddly

enough, the merely apparent lawlessness of the Typees is exactly like the

merely apparent lawlessness of
Lycurgus'

Spartans: they appear to be

lawless because their unwritten law completely dominates their souls.

Rousseau's notion that men are by nature "born
free"

is flatly contradicted

by the operation of the
Typees'

apparently natural
"yoke,"

their
taboo.23

Along with their reflection of the politically and legally restrained

character of the state of nature, the Typees also give evidence that human
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inequality is a natural phenomenon, another point which contradicts the

common understanding of Rousseau. In contrast to Rousseau's notion that

inequality is "almost null in the state of
nature,"

Tommo finds that King

Mehevi is a chief "highest in
rank"

and that his official distinction is con

ferred by Nature itself. Mehevi is a truly "noble
savage,"

and he "might

certainly have been regarded as one of Nature's
noblemen."

Tommo dis

covers, that is, that the state of nature evidences what is called "natural

regality"

in Billy
Budd.24 While Mehevi's regal office certainly contradicts

both Montaigne and Gonzalo who had excluded magistrates, political

superiority, and sovereignty from their Utopias his "regal
character"

(p.

187) contradicts Rousseau, who apparently had argued for a natural human

equality which far exceeded the political and economic equality advanced

by Montaigne and Gonzalo.

In all, the Typean state of nature is political, hierarchical, and re

strained by law. Melville's poetic visit to the state of nature shows that in

certain decisive respects Montaigne, Gonzalo, and especially Rousseau had

erred in describing the natural state of man. Along with his three predeces

sors, Melville sees original Nature as both abundant and beneficent, but he

claims that Nature authorizes a political hierarchy among men, and to the

simple life of Montaigne's cannibals, Gonzalo's Utopians, and Rousseau's

savages, Melville adds a political and legal structure worthy of
Lycurgus'

Sparta.23 The effective natural hierarchy among the naturally compassionate

and simple Typees seems to indicate that the best political community can

exist not only without
Lycurgus'

harsh clothing, but also without Plato's

philosopher-kings. The Typees, who are "wholly unchanged from their

original primitive
condition"

(p. 170), have surpassed the perfection

achieved by either statesmanship or philosophy.

IV. Tragedy among the Typees

However strongly Tommo had desired to return to the state of nature,

he had always anticipated leaving whenever a "favorable
opportunity"

offered itself (p. 33). Even though he is treated so well by the Typees.

Tommo remains apprehensive about their potential savagery and cannibal

ism, and he is willing even to risk trying to use
"Marnoo,"

a visiting native

dignitary, to persuade the Typees to release him. When this attempt fails,
Tommo gives himself over wholly to the "wild of the Typee

valley (p. 144). However, when the Typees indicate, some three months

into Tommo's visit, that they want to tatoo and therefore "to make a con

vert
of"

him, Tommo's painful malady returns, and he is reduced to the

state of a captive in
"misery"

(pp. 220, 231-32). His desire to escape is

then heightened to the point of desperation when he discovers physical

evidence of the
Typees'

cannibalism (pp. 238-39). But his first attempt to
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escape, made in conjunction with a return visit by Marnoo, is completely

cut off by the Typees. Finally, Tommo takes advantage of an unexpected

visit by a whale-boat to the
Typees'

shore to make a headlong dash back

to civilization. Only an apparent division among the Typees over whether

they should continue to hold Tommo against his will allows him to go to

the beach and to get into the waiting boat. But some of the natives try to

swim out and intercept the fleeing boat, and Tommo's final act in the state

of nature is then a tragic one:

After a few breathless moments I discerned Mow-Mow. The athletic islander,

with his tomahawk between his teeth, was dashing the water before him till it

foamed again. He was the nearest to us, and in another instant he would have

seized one of the oars. Even at the moment I felt horror at the act I was about

to commit; but it was no time for pity or compunction, and with a true aim,

and exerting all my strength, I dashed the boat-hook at him. It struck him just

below the throat, and forced him downwards. I had no time to repeat my blow,

but I saw him rise to the surface in the wake of the boat, and never shall I forget

the ferocious expression of his countenance (p. 252).

This tragic and pitiless end to Tommo's adventure in the state of nature

makes it difficult to read Typee simply as a romantic paean to natural

innocence.26
Moreover, the observations above about the important dif

ferences between the Typean and the Rousseauean-romantic states of nature

would seem to indicate that Melville intended to correct rather than to

praise the conceptions of man's natural condition espoused by romanticism

and its
"Father."

Thus, it is far more plausible to argue, as some critics

have done, that Tommo's
"blow"

upon Mow-Mow, or his disgust at the

"man-devouring
horror"

of cannibalism, or his debilitating leg injury are

symbolic constructs which show Melville's outright rejection of primitive

utopianism, a rejection which led him either to embrace conscious civiliza

tion once again or to engage in a quasi-existentialist struggle between prim

itive innocence and civilized
corruption.27 Such a plausible argument would

involve the contention that Typean life itself is radically defective in that it

does not satisfy the needs of Tommo's self-consciousness, his spirit, or his

intellectual strivings; such an argument would also have to maintain that,

for all its flaws, civilization or contact with civilization is nevertheless the

precondition for fulfilling man's more spiritual and less physical needs.

However, beyond all else, this plausible argument would have to maintain

that Tommo's
"longing"

for the things of the spirit or the mind is seen by

Melville as a natural longing in man, one not addressed by Typean life.

And it is here that the plausible argument becomes problematic.

For one thing, the "wholly . .

primitive"

Typees certainly do not

support the notion that serious religiosity or other forms of spirituality are
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parts of man's nature. Tommo pointedly describes the "very low
ebb"

of

"religious
affairs"

among the
"thoughtless"

Typees (p. 174), and he char

acterizes the primitive and natural Typees as people "sunk in religious

sloth"

(p. 179). More pointedly, although Tommo speaks of the inherent

"yearning after the unknown
future"

by man's "immortal
spirit"

(p. 173),

the Typees themselves show no evidence of such a yearning. Thus, when

Tommo and Kory-Kory visit "the mausoleum of a deceased warrior
chief,"

and Tommo becomes interested in having Kory-Kory speak of "the Poly
nesian

heaven,"

Kory-Kory is simply uninterested. As far as Tommo can

understand it, Kory-Kory's response to his question about the heavenly
state of the deceased warrior translates as "A bird in the hand is worth two

in the
bush"

(pp. 171-73). For the natural Typees, there is no immortal

yearning because there is no reason to yearn, just as there is no intellectual

longing because there is no reason to think. Whatever may be said of the

value of faith and thought, the natural Typees do not seem to testify to

Melville's affirmation of the natural occurrence of these phenomena.

The difficulty of the above plausible interpretation points to the pos

sibility of a more radical interpretation of Melville's lesson in Typee. Hav

ing
"corrected"

the romantic Utopia, did Melville seek to reject his corrected

picture of the state of nature, or did he seek instead to show that his own

state of nature was in fact the place of human happiness, even // the modern

Western alien would not accept it? Is the tragedy of Typee due to flaws in

Melville's corrected state of nature, or to flaws in Tommo, his narrator?

Does the tragic and pitiless ending of Tommo's visit to the Typees point

to their or to his defects?

Now, Tommo is clearly revolted by the
Typees'

cannibalism, although

he repeats Montaigne's defense of the practice in comparison to Western

"civilized barbarity."28 And it is true that the "last horrid
revelation"

(p.

238) about the
Typees'

continuing practice of cannibalism is a major in

gredient in Tommo's resolution to attempt his escape at all cost. However,
Tommo is revolted by cannibalism precisely because he sees the practice as
"wan-eating."

The Typees, however, do not eat men: indeed, they do not

know men. The Typees eat only Happars and other enemy "strangers and
aliens"

(p. 205), and they do not recognize the common
"humanity"

(p.

17) perceived by Tommo. That is to say, Tommo's attitude towards the
Typees'

cannibalism is dependent upon his
"spiritualized"

cosmopolitan

and rationalistic abstraction from the differences among men. The radic

ally and naturally parochial Typees "pass away their
days"

in such a "little
space"

that it seems "almost
incredible"

to Tommo (p. 27). His horror at

the practice of cannibalism thus points to his own radical distance from
natural ethnocentricity. Having learned to reason and to abstract, Tommo
has been cut off from the natural. His own fundamentally egalitarian con-
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ception of
"man"

is at variance with the natural character of the distinc

tions which exist between tribes, just as his own enlightened egalitarianism

was at variance with the natural distinctions within the Typee tribe.

Tommo's leg pain, which is so often mentioned, may also point to

his rationalistic or
"spiritualized"

flaw. The pain occurs as Tommo just

begins his entry into the state of nature (p. 48) and plagues him until he

gives himself over to the Typean life (p. 123). The pain returns only when

the prospect of being tatooed makes Tommo conscious once again of his

supposed predicament in paradise (pp. 231-32). Rather than showing the

problems inherent in Typean physical life, the pain indicates a force which

calls Tommo away from that life. When Tommo lives the life of the Typees,

the pain abates and, in fact, disappears: the life of "thoughtless
happiness"

(p. 204) is a life without suffering and without the consciousness of loss or

want. The pain in Tommo's leg, rather than pointing to the problem of

physicality, points in fact to Tommo's inability to embrace physicality, an

inability which flows from his having been infected by Western conscious

ness, reason, and intellectuality. It is Tommo's
"mind"

which, despite the

"many consolatory
circumstances"

of the valley, is "consumed by . . . fore

bodings . . . and . . .

melancholy"

(p. 118, italics added). Tommo bears

heavily the absence of anyone "to whom [he] could communicate [his]
thoughts"

(p. 231, italics added). Tommo is surprised that the Typees,

who are total strangers to modern science and technology, almost never

seek to avail themselves of his "superior
information"

(p. 120). In all,

Tommo is kept from embracing the state of nature because that state denies

any place to mind,
"spirit,"

and the very love of wisdom. The fact that

Tommo's attraction towards these things is symbolized by a painful infection

should be sufficient evidence of Melville's judgment of their ultimate worth.

It is no wonder, then, that Tommo had described Toby and himself

as "a couple of
serpents"

climbing the "lofty
elevation"

of the Island (p.

39). Nor is it any longer surprising that Tommo "half
suspected"

that his

leg "had been bitten by some venomous
reptile"

(p. 48). Nor, finally, is it

surprising that a native doctor had tried to expel the "demon located in the

calf of [his]
leg"

(p. 80). It is clear now that Tommo is flawed precisely

because he represents the influence of Billy Budd's "urbane
Serpent,"

the

purveyor of "the questionable apple of
knowledge."29

In the end, whatever may be the differences between Typee and Rous

seau's Second Discourse, the novel appears to follow in his attack on reason

and enlightenment. Or, perhaps more correctly, Typee amounts to another

episode in the "old quarrel between philosophy and
poetry."'1"

Melville's

poetic imitation of a perfectly happy and perfectly unsophisticated state of

nature amounts to a claim that the pursuit of knowledge and philosophy

are destructive of the good city. Just as Tommo's erotic desire for Fayaway
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once led him to break the taboo against taking women in canoes (pp.

132-33), philosophic eros destroys and subverts the order of the good

city. For Melville, the modern West was corrupted to the same extent that

it was decisively scientific, philosophic, and rational, and he thus contra

dicted the point of
Socrates'

allegory of the cave by showing Western society

drifting aimlessly directly "beneath the scorching sun of the
Line"

(p. 3);

the ultimate tragedy of Typee is then Tommo's inability to cleanse himself

of the effects of the "bite of the
serpent"

of which Alcibiades had com

plained in Plato's Symposium.31

While Tommo had intended to find in the state of nature standards

which would renew the health of his modern Western civilization, he found

instead, but he rejected, a living refutation of the worth of the very love of

wisdom celebrated by both the ancient and the modern West. Typee is thus,

in all, an appropriate poetic statement in behalf of the position Melville

had presented in a letter to Nathaniel Hawthorne:

It is a frightful poetical creed that the cultivation of the brain eats out the heart.

But it's my prose opinion that in most cases, in those men who have fine brains

and work them well, the heart extends down to hams. And though you smoke

them with the fire of tribulation, yet, like veritable hams, the head only gives

the richer and the better flavor. I stand for the heart. To the dogs with the head!

I had rather be a fool with a heart, than Jupiter Olympus with his head.32

An earlier version of this paper was presented on 8 December 1975 to the Chicago

chapter of the Conference for the Study of Political Thought. I wish to thank Profes

sor Richard S. Hartigan of Loyola University of Chicago for making the necessary

arrangements for that presentation.

'See Merton M. Sealts, Ir., Melville's Reading (Madison: Univ. of Wisconsin

Press, 1966), pp. 36-37, entry 14b; and p. 134, n. 108. Leon Howard, in Herman

Melville: A Biography (Berkeley: Univ. of California Press, 1967), p. 116, sees

evidence of Melville's "perhaps
secondhand"

familiarity with Aristotle as early as

Mardi, written in 1847-48.
2

Poetics 1451b 5-8. One corollary of the argument of this paper is, however,
that Melville, unlike Aristotle, regarded poetry as superior also to philosophy.

"Herman Melville, Preface, in Typee: A Peep at Polynesian Life, ed. Harrison

Hayford, Hershel Parker, and G. Thomas Tanselle (Evanston, 111.: Northwestern Univ.

Press, 1968), p. xiv. On the contemporary acceptance of the
"authenticity"

of Typee,
see Leon Howard's Historical Note in this edition, pp. 279-80, 286-88, and 293.

(Unless accompanied by additional footnote material, subsequent references to this

edition of Typee will appear in parentheses in the text.)
4

Melville anticipated problems with his Christian readers in Typee's Preface, p.
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xiv. See Daniel Aaron, "Melville and the
Missionaries,"

NEQ, 8 (1935), 404-08, for

a brief account of the antagonism which Typee actually provoked among certain

Christians. The antagonism suggests that Typee strikes deeper than a simple critique

of some of the practices of some Christian missionaries would have struck.

5
The suggested interpretation of this passage will perhaps seem more plausible

when one notes also the narrator's apparent amusement as he tells a story in which a

Christian
"goddess,"

the wife of a missionary, is symbolically raped in the Marquesas,

pp. 6-7.
0

Milton R. Stern, in The Fine Hammered Steel of Herman Melville (Urbana,

111.: Univ. of Illinois Press, 1957), p. 36, considers the narrator's "legalistic
argument"

a mere "rationalization which will justify his
actions."

It is argued here, however, that

the narrator, like Jefferson in the Declaration, presents a rational argument which

shows why his principle of natural justice authorizes a
"revolution"

in the case at hand.
7

In a letter to Evert A. Duyckinck on 3 March 1849 The Letters of Herman

Melville, ed. Merrell R. Davis and William H. Gilman (New Haven: Yale Univ.

Press, 1960), p. 80 Melville wrote, "For I hold it a verity, that even Shakspeare

[sic], was not a frank man to the uttermost. And, indeed, who in this intolerant

Universe is, or can
be?"

This is only one of many instances in which Melville implied

that his own insights were both clearly rare and dangerously unpalatable. (See also

Melville's letters to Lemuel Shaw, 6 October 1849, and to Duyckinck, 14 December

1849, pp. 91-92, and 95-96.)
8

The narrator's impulsive response adds to the mystery surrounding the
Typees'

friendly reception of the runaways. Note also that the narrator's inexplicable response

actually occurs after two young Typees had given the two white men the impression

that they were among the friendly Happars (pp. 69-71).
9

Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, ed. Michael Oakeshott (London: Collier-Macmillan,

1962), p. 100. Cf. Typee, p. 128, where Tommo finds that even a battle between the

Typees and the Happars can be compared to "the exhibition of a genteel
comedy."

10

John Locke, "The Second Treatise of
Government,"

in Two Treatises of Gov

ernment, ed. Peter Laslett (New York: The New American Library, 1965), p. 311.

"Cf. Locke, "Second
Treatise,"

pp. 327-44 and Typee, pp. 150, 195, and 201-02.

"Republic 369b-372e; Laws 676a-683b.
13

Melville borrowed an English translation of Bougainville's Voyage (1772)

itself from the New York Society Library early in 1 848 Sealts, Melville's Reading,

p. 43, entry 85. The possibility of Melville's earlier acquaintance with notions derived

from Diderot's Supplement (1796) is left open in Charles Roberts Anderson's study

of Melville's early reading Melville in the South Seas, Columbia University Studies

in English and Comparative Literature, No. 138 (New York: Columbia Univ. Press,

1949), pp. 189-91.

14

Montaigne, "Of
Cannibals,"

in Selected Essays, ed. Blanchard Bates, trans.

Charles Cotton and W. Hazlitt (New York: Modern Library, 1949), pp. 74-89. Cf.

especially Typee, p. 126.

15
William Shakespeare, The Tempest, ed. Robert Langbaum, The Signet Classic

Shakespeare (New York: The New American Library, 1963), pp. 67-68, Il.i. 152-61,

164-69,172. Again, cf. especially Typee, p. 126.

"Cf. especially Montaigne, "Of
Cannibals,"

p. 79, Gonzalo's first speech, Il.i.

152-61, and Typee, pp. 126-30.

17
Jean-Jacques Rousseau, "Discourse on the Origin and Foundations of Inequality

Among
Men,"

in The First and Second Discourses, ed. Roger D. Masters, trans. Roger

D. and Judith R. Masters (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1964), pp. 109-11, and 117.
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The direct reference to Rousseau in Typee illustrates the superiority of internal

to external evidence of Melville's reading. Sealts, in Melville's Reading, p. 89, entry

429, locates Melville's only externally confirmed possession of any of Rousseau's

works, a "much desired
copy"

of the Confessions, in late 1849, about five years after

Melville began writing Typee. Anderson, in Melville in the South Seas, p. 130, sug

gests a likely second hand source of the Rousseauean elements in Typee, but he goes

on to suggest that the young Melville actually had read Rousseau directly and care

fully (p. 178).
18

Cf., for instance, "Discourse on
Inequality,"

p. 107 and Typee, p. 149 on the

uniformity of life in the state of nature. Similar comparisons can be made concerning

the robustness of savage children, natural man's love of sleep, and the absence of any

fear of death in the state of nature. See "Discourse on
Inequality,"

pp. 106, 112, and

116, and cf. Typee, pp. 215, 88, and 173, respectively.
19

Cf. "Discourse on
Inequality,"

pp. 95, 130 and Typee, pp. 200-01.
20

Cf. Typee, pp. 203-04 and "Discourse on
Inequality,"

pp. 94-96, 117-19, and

131-33.
21

Cf. Typee, p. 29 and "Discourse on the Sciences and
Arts,"

in The First and

Second Discourses, p. 36. For other examples of Rousseauean questioning of the value

of advanced civilization, see Typee, pp. 15, 17, 26, 112, 124, 195, 198, and 202. Also,
see the startling similarity between Rousseau's and Tommo's claims that the appear

ance of a natural man clearly shows the character of his soul "Discourse on the

Sciences and
Arts"

p. 37 and Typee, p. 142.
22

Cf., for instance, Typee, pp. 221-24 and "Discourse on
Inequality,"

pp. 148-51.
23

See Jean Jacques Rousseau, The Social Contract, trans. Willmoore Kendall

(Chicago: Henry Regnery Co., 1954), p. 2.
24
Cf. Rousseau, "Discourse on

Inequality,"

p. 180; Typee, pp. 71, 90 (italics

added), and 78 (italics added); and Herman Melville, Billy Budd, Sailor, ed. Harrison

Hayford and Merton M. Sealts, Jr. (Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1962), p. 43.

"See Typee, p. 215, where Tommo makes an explicit comparison between the

Typees and the
"Lacedemonians."

26
For example, Anderson argues, in Melville in the South Seas, p. 178, that

"Typee . . is a wholehearted defense of the Noble Savage and a eulogy of his happy
life. . Virtually the whole book is written in the romantic literary tradition inaug
urated by Rousseau a century

before."

27

James L. Babin, in "Melville and the Deformation of Being: From Typee to
Leviathan,"

Southern Review, NS 7 (1971), 89-114, argues that Melville rejects

Typean life because it cannot meet the needs of Tommo's self-consciousness or spirit.

Milton R. Stern, in both The Fine Hammered Steel, pp. 29-65 and his "Intro
duction,"

in Typee and Billy Budd (New York: E.P. Dutton, 1958), pp. vi-xxv, argues
that Typean life is radically limited and that Melville's intended lesson in Typee is

that man must struggle in the world outside Eden to earn his truly human nobility.

The arguments of Babin and Stern represent the most thoughtful and serious

treatments of Typee which I have encountered.

28
Cf. Typee, p. 125 and Montaigne, "Of

Cannibals,"

pp. 82-83.
29

See Billy Budd, Sailor, p. 52.
30

Plato, Republic 607b. On this "old
quarrel,"

see especially Leo Strauss, Socrates
and Aristophanes (New York: Basic Books, 1966).

31

Symposium 218a.
32

Letter to Nathaniel Hawthorne, 1? June 1851, in The Letters of Herman

Melville, p. 129.
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