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seeming to do so) is as follows: 

For when we voluntarily contract 
society, in all manner of society 
we look after the object ofthewill, 
that is, that which every one of 
those who gather together, pro
pounds to himself for good. Now 
whatsoever seems good, is pleas
ant, and related either to the 
senses, or the mind. But all the 
mind's pleasure is eitherglory(or 
to have a good opinion of one's 
self), or refers to sensuality, which 
may be all comprehended under the 
word conveniences. All society 
therefore is either for gain, or for 
glory; that is, not so much for love 
of our fellows, as for the love of 
ourselves. (1 :44) 

This theory is unacceptable to the writer. 
Exception may be taken in particular to the 
limitation of good to pleasures of either the 
sense or the mind, and the limitation of 
pleasures of the mind to direct or indirect 
"glory." Although some societies may exist 
which exclusively support this theory, and 
other societies are partially made up of 
individuals for whom it holds true, there 
have been and are today many societies 
which arose neither from gain nor from 
self-love. To subscribe to Hobbes's theory 
would be to renounce the existence of true 
love between humans, to renounce the pos
sibility of any unselfish act, to scream 
"hypocrisy" at the world's religions and 
great moral codes. Admittedly, it may be 
said that an act seeming to arise from un
selfishness may have subconscious ulterior 
motives behind it, motives impossible to 
glean even from introspection by the actor. 
But while it is impossible to prove their 
nonexistence, it is equally impossible to 
prove their existence, and even though we 
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were to accept the possibility of such ex
istence, the comparison of such a techni
cality with the rest of Hobbes's argument, 
which seems as subtle as a chartreuse 
shirt, gives it little credence. Thus Hobbes's 
arguments for the formation of society 
through the self-interest of his theoretical 
man in the state of nature does not appear 
to be valid. 

The societies proposed by Locke and 
Rousseau are similar in some respects, ex
periencing their beginnings in a manner 
and for reasons much different than those 
suggested _by Hobbes. Rousseau theorized 
that man joined forces under common direc
tion so that together they might defeat the 
obstacles to self-preservation which they 
could not defeat singly. Yet at the same 
time, each member would "obey no one but 
himself, and [remain] as free as before." 
(5 :15) The essence of the compact joining 
men is, "Each puts in common himself 
and his powers under the supreme control 
of the general will; and in the corporate 
capacity, each member is received as an 
indivisible part of the whole." (5:16) This 
hardly seems the compact of an unreason
ing body. But Rousseau implied that reason 
does not exist in the state of nature to any 
great extent, except in matters involving 
self-preservation. (5 :xviii) Reason, he said, 
arises from experience in civil society. 
This theory is appealing in some respects, 
for we are all aware of the broadening 
effects of contact with society today. Never
theless, it must be recognized that a great 
difference exists between the inception of 
reason in society, and the development of 
reason by society. If the former were a 
fact, we might expect animals such as 
caribou, banded together into herds for the 
benefit of all, to develop qualities of rea
son. Furthermore, it is inconsistent to at
tribute the qualities of reason rather than 
instinct to man where self-preservation is 
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involved, and instinct rather than reason in 
all other areas of life. 

From the above reasons, it may be con
cluded that, as Locke asserts, man in nature 
is rational, is at least capable of reasoning, 
and that the true state of nature is "Men 
living together according to reason, without 
a common superior on earth with authority 
to judge between them." (4:13) It follows 
logically that if the premise by which Locke 
supported his theory of the state is valid, 
then the conclusions drawn (if properly de
duced) must also be valid (or, at least, more 
so than those derived from a false premise), 
and a state similar to the one he proposed 
("of peace, good-will, mutual assistance, 
and preservation") must be the true state 
of nature. (4:13) 

It is tempting to take the opposite view
point, to say that morals cannot exist out
side of society for the simple reason that 
almost any act may be found to be immoral 
in one society, and not immoral (or even 
moral) in another. An example of this is the 
difference in attitudes toward free love ex
isting between the United States and Sweden. 
And these two states, it may be pointedout, 
are both highly civilized. What about the dif
ferences between modern society and a can
nibal society? Wouldn't it be true that if 
any given act were found to have widely 
divergent moral significance in different 
societies, then societies must be the basis 
for all morality? Not necessarily. Locke 
implies an explanation of this in pointing out 
that were it not for "the corruption and 
viciousness of degenerate men'' which com
bine into smaller associations, all mankind 
would make up one society. (3:63) He is 
supported in this by St. Thomas Aquinas, 
who said, "In some the reason is perverted 
by passion, or evil habit, or an evil dispo
sition of nature. Thus at one time theft, 
although it is expressly contrary to the na-
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tural law, was not considered wrong among 
the Germans, as Julius Caesar relates." 
(1 :247) 

"Natural law?" This is explained by 
Locke to be the governing law of the state 
of nature, viz., reason-reason which has 
been shown to exist in the state of nature, 
reason which "teaches all mankind who will 
but consult it that, all being equal and inde
pendent, no one ought to harm another in 
his life, health, liberty, or possessions •••• •' 
(4:5) It would seem, then, that man has 
certain basic rights, and reason teaches 
him that these rights in others should not 
be violated. In propounding the social com
pact by which man gave up all his 
to the community, Rousseau also acknowl
edged the existence of certain fundamental 
rights. (5:15) lndicationsofRousseau'sfault 
in denying the existence of reason in the 
state of nature tend to make this acknowl
edgement a further basis of support for 
Locke's theory. lf, now, we consider this 
concept of natural law and reason to be 
valid, then it must be true that man in the 
state of nature does have the ability to dis
tinguish between right and wrong, and that, 
therefore, a social context is not the only 
basis for morality. 

In conclusion, it must be noted that 
''right'' and ''wrong'' are two very nebu
lous terms, the defining of which may even 
be considered by some to be impossible. 
As has already been pointed out, different 
societies have different notions of what is 
right and wrong, and this is one argument 
for a purely social basis of morality. In 
addition, economic, class, geographic, and 
religious factors in society contribute to 
standards of conduct which would have no 
meaning outside of society. Some crimes, 
such as treason and bigamy, are considered 
moral crimes, yet could not possibly exist 
in the absence of society. It has not been 



the purpose of this discussion, however, 
to establish law in the state of nature as the 
basis for all morality, but rather to point 
out that society is not the be-all and end-all 
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of moral life. Each individual, be he a cor
poration president or the earth's last human 
being, has a moral obligation to uphold, a 
purpose to fulfill. 
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