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TO THE BASICS OF MODERN POLITICAL ANTHROPOLOGY:
FREEDOM AND JUSTICE IN THE SOCIAL CONTRACT THEORY OF
T. HOBBES

Purpose. The purpose of the study lies in critical reconstruction of Thomas Hobbes’s social contract theory as
an important principle not only of modern political anthropology, but also of modern and postmodern social pro-
jects. As well as, in the unfolding of the fundamentally important both for the newest social-philosophical and philo-
sophical-anthropological discourses of the thesis that each individual is the origin of both personal and institutional
freedom and justice, making the contract first of all with himself, with his desires and sorrows and then with other
people and the state. Theoretical basis. The principle of social contract offered by Hobbes became a new social,
methodologically significant and relevant principle of regulation of activity, which indicates essential for the mod-
ern political philosophy and the philosophy of law transition from teleological (ancient and medieval) to legal (mod-
ern) ideas of justice. For an in-depth study of the philosophical and anthropological aspects of Hobbes’s contractual-
ism, we used the historical-comparative and contextualization method, as well as the works of leading native and
foreign researchers of Hobbes, who uphold the provisions on the organic affiliation of fundamental socio-
philosophical and philosophical-anthropological questions about the nature of man, the relation of coercion, freedom
and justice with the discourse of social contract. Originality. On the basis of a consistent analysis of the anthropo-
logical component of Hobbes’s theory of social contract, an in-depth understanding of modern contractualism and
contemporary discussions in the field of its existential and anthropological component is offered, as well as the the-
sis that political anthropology is the core of the philosophical anthropology because it makes possible the methodo-
logically important understanding of the basic problems of human existence — the interaction of justice and freedom,
self-interest and public good, as well as it quite clearly outlines the ways to overcome the dilemmas of liberalism
and communitarianism, individualism and holism. Conclusions. Political anthropology of T. Hobbes constructed in
the context of a modern social project, justified the issue of interaction between freedom and justice, which is fun-
damentally important to nowadays, through the search for such a way of social relations, in which an individual,
being in the realm of social existence, would seek to limit his own selfishness and freedom for the sake of the com-
mon will of the majority. Thanks to Hobbes, the idea of external humility in disobedience to the inner, of freedom of
conscience as a "human and citizen", of an understanding of individual independence, which is not just a permissi-
ble but accepted by state power, has been acquired with exceptional theoretical and practical meaning. Thanks to
Hobbes’s works, the essence (and the falsity of simplified interpretations of the latter’s heritage) was revealed by the
relationship between the cooperative and the conflicted vision of man.
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Introduction

Such well-known philosophers as D. Gauthier, O. Hoffe, W. Kersting, A. Leist, H. Maier,
K. Hubner, C. Taylor, C. Schmitt, M. Weber critically realized and referred to the classical theo-
ry of social contract of Thomas Hobbes. The significance of the idea of a social contract for the
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constitution of a just state of law is noted by Ukrainian researchers as R. Dymerets, O. Khoma,
V. Shamray, A. Yermolenko. In philosophical circles, the interest to Hobbes’s understanding of
a man, his freedom, power and justice is only increasing, as evidenced, for example, by an inter-
national conference at the Department of Political Philosophy at the University of Tlbingen,
dedicated to the realising of the famous work of Hobbes "De Cive" in March last year.

Purpose

The purpose of the study lies in critical reconstruction of Thomas Hobbes’” social contract
theory as an important principle not only of modern political anthropology, but also of modern
and postmodern social projects. As well as, in the unfolding of the fundamentally important both
for the newest social-philosophical and philosophical-anthropological discourses thesis that each
individual is the origin of both personal and institutional freedom and justice, making the con-
tract first of all with himself, with his desires and sorrows and then with other people and the
state.

Statement of basic materials

This is primarily about the methodological significance and urgency for modern philosophy
and our inner space of the principle of social contract developed by Hobbes as a new social prin-
ciple of regulation of human existence, which became the embodiment of the essential for mod-
ern political philosophy and the philosophy of the right of transition from the teleological to the
legal images of a man, his freedom and justice. It is precisely because of the profound methodo-
logical shifts in the understanding of a human nature, as well as its freedom and justice, and al-
most all known in the sphere of European political philosophy authors’ appeal to the Hobbes’
way of thinking. They emphasize the fact that the break with the natural state means a new social
principle of activity’s regulation — when the place of instincts and traditions can be replaced by
justice. And the individual, with all his natural rights, agrees with the community only in condi-
tion of the presence of such rules that express a general interest. The interpretation of the mental-
ity by T. Hobbes only as a mentality predominantly instrumental, only as rational, substitutes a
reasonable compromise of rational individuals within the limits of a particular agreement. This
new-day idea of a social contract, embodied primarily in the political philosophy of Rousseau, is
concentrated, and was later embodied in the thesis of I. Kant that in the practical questions con-
cerning the justification of norms and actions, the place of profound principles such as nature or
God is replaced by a formal principle of mentality.

The investigated by Lou Marinoff influence of T. Hobbes’ ideas on such classics of contrac-
tualism as J.-J. Rousseau, J. Locke, and I. Kant, not only made it possible to extrapolate by the
author of the article of the Hobbes’ negative interpretation of human nature (humans are selfish
predators with instinct wishes) on Freud ideas of overcoming the fear of death and the unknown,
but also actualized Hobbes’ political and philosophical anthropology which we are studying. If
L. Marinoff (2019) calls modern people as "unlimited maximizers" who strive to get a quick and
maximum benefit of every situation whether it is social, economic or political at minimal per-
sonal cost, then it is quite logical to supplement T. Hobbes’s "strict portrait of human nature” by
reconstructing of his thoughts about freedom and justice.

Before formulating the main “critical” points of Hobbes’s political philosophy, we empha-
size that it was the social contract, became for him synonymous to the agreement of individu-
als about a stable state order that was able to save people from the horrors of the "natural state”
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with its "a war as is of every man against every man". The tragic picture of the lonely, poor
and short human life, inherent in the individual in its "primitive state", a sense of fear and mu-
tual danger, generates, according to Hobbes, the possibility of the agreement of individuals to
end the "a war as is of every man against every man" and the achievement of civil peace. As
W. Kersting (1996) points out: "absolute domination is not only a sufficient condition, but also a
necessary condition for ending the state of war and establishing a peaceful order of coexistence"
(p. 100).

The necessity for an overall understanding of the social and political life of a person is also
stipulated by the search for ways of mediating the main measurements of regulating the individ-
ual’s behaviour in civil society; personal opportunity to agree on a rejection of aggressive behav-
iour. Mutual interest also gives the possibility of continuation the action, initially, only of a sim-
ple peace agreement within the state, where a person is compelled to sacrifice the right and part
of freedom, relying on the ability to distinguish between good and evil. However, here appears
the problem of the combination of freedom and justice, of personal and general interest, which is
an additional argument in favour of a consistent and critical reconstruction of Hobbes’s answer
to the question. In other words, how important and fundamental for him and for the further de-
velopment of modern political philosophy was the negative-conflict interpretation of human na-
ture, their freedom and justice? This is primarily about the work of the famous German philoso-
pher Otfried Hoffe. It is worthwhile to highlight Hobbes (H6ffe, 2010) as his most significant
work, which describes not only the way of life and the main ideas of T. Hobbes’s "encyclopaedic
works", but also contemporary discussions on the political philosophy of the latter, and also ex-
plores the basic concepts and principles of Hobbes’s political anthropology: from his image of
man to the philosophy of power, who needs further research and development precisely in the
stream of his political philosophy. This is especially true of Hobbes’ Leviathan and his work "De
Cive" reflections on power, justice and freedom, as the cornerstone of his political philosophy. In
addition, the understanding of the essence of political anthropology, outlined in the work of
O. Hoffe (1987) "Political justice” and developed in the collection of articles under his editorship
"Man — a political animal? Essay on Political Anthropology" (HOffe, 1992) also points to the
fruitful understanding of the philosophical work of Thomas Hobbes precisely in line with politi-
cal anthropology.

As O. Hoffe rightly believes, one should speak about a significant component of modern po-
litical philosophy and its fundamental problem — the problem of justice. In this context, it was
Hobbes who initiated the search for the answer to the question: "Are there really such natural
interests (and, consequently, the interests of mankind), which would prove to be useful, or vice
versa — against, social, more precisely, political, that is, form-forming in relation to the state and
rights, powers of coercion?" (Hoffe, 1987, p. 139).

Therefore, political philosophy is the core of philosophical anthropology, because it enables
an understanding of the fundamental issues of human existence — justice and freedom. Thanks to
the works of Hobbes, the essence (and the falsity of simplified interpretations of the heritage of
the latter) of the relationship of the cooperative and conflict man’s vision was revealed.

The problems of modern political anthropology are formulated in the form of finding answers
to questions about the main ways, ways of justification (by definition) of the natural state and the
basic human fears and aspirations of the basic principles of social existence. As we have already
noted, in the very idea of a social contract, which underlies all social agreements and acts as a
fundamental legitimation, the basic problems of modern political philosophy and anthropology
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are rooted. The essence of these problems can be formulated not only as a dilemma of coopera-
tion or conflict, or happiness or freedom. Thanks to Hobbes, we not only can, but we must con-
stantly assert that no one, even under the fear of death, can think otherwise than convinces his
own mind. And from this he follows his idea of external humility in internal disobedience, which
should lead the philosopher and subsequently leads to the idea of freedom of conscience as "hu-
man rights and citizen", to the understanding of individual independence, which is not only per-
missible, but must be recognized as state power.

The most famous work of Hobbes begins with a section about man, his passions and virtues,
which has a significant not only methodological but also socio-practical content. The man in his
"Leviathan" and other works is both strong and weak at the same time, and his image and life
appear to be organically interconnected. Fortunately, the fruitful grains of his reflections have
not been destroyed along with his age, but have quite successfully survived to this day: an evil,
aggressive person needs a strong state, as soon as it directs for the better, it becomes able to man-
ifest its spiritual, divine origin, and then the state becomes less cruel. Thus, the core of the
Hobbes understanding of man is the idea that a person, having received a state, may and must
(already in a social state) strive to become "like God":

Sometimes a man desires to know the event of an action; and then he
thinketh of some like action past, and the events thereof one after anoth-
er, supposing like events will follow like actions. As he that foresees
what will become of a criminal recons what he has seen follow on the
like crime before, having this order of thoughts; the crime, the officer, the
prison, the judge, and the gallows. Which kind of thoughts is called fore-
sight, and prudence, or providence, and sometimes wisdom. (Hobbes,
2005, p. 16)

Good and evil are also interconnected, do not derive from the nature of the objects them-
selves, but depend on the person "that is it which he for his part calleth good; and the object of
his hate and aversion, evil; and of his contempt, vile and inconsiderable™ (Hobbes, 2005, p. 39).

These thesis Hobbes (2005) not only supplement the definition of the three types of good and
evil, but also notes that "all appetite, desire, and love is accompanied with some delight more or
less; and all hatred and aversion with more or less displeasure and offence"” (p. 41).

It can also be argued that Hobbes’s negative human qualities, which are especially noticeable
at the time of shameless accumulation of initial capital, are fundamentally relevant to the present.
It is about covetousness, which always has a shade of shame, and ambition, as a desire for a posi-
tion and an award. However, when defining vanity, Hobbes does not forget about fame as
awareness of his own strength and abilities and the strength on them. When self-confidence
"grounded on the flattery of others, or only supposed by himself, for delight in the consequences
of it, is called vainglory” (Hobbes, 2005, p. 44).
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In the transitional era, important are the lack of sympathy and solidarity, virtues which are the
consequence and the basis of justice: contempt for other people can be regarded as cruelty de-
rived from self-confidence, and the combination of man’s upset by the wealth and honour of oth-
er people with an endeavour Destroy the rival or become an obstacle — that’s what envy is.

Before defining happiness as essential (together with freedom) as a constituent of the funda-
mental questions of political anthropology, Hobbes stops on such virtues as honesty and dignity,
and then outlines the primitive and constitutive meaning of eternal and unceasing desire by a
man of ever greater power. Therefore dignity of a person "is a thing different from the worth or
value of a man, and also from his merit or desert, and consisteth in a particular power or ability
for that whereof he is said to be worthy" (Hobbes, 2005, p. 83).

In defining happiness as a constant movement from one object to another, Hobbes emphasiz-
es that this often refers to the superiority of such a general human inclination as "a perpetual and
restless desire of power after power, that ceaseth only in death” (Hobbes, 2005, p. 85).

And most importantly, what is the main reason for such an inclination? That is, according to
Hobbes, not so much about the desire for ever greater pleasure that accompanies the authorities,
so much so that greater and greater power ensures the proper level of already existing power and
prosperity. And the people who are powerless to obey the authorities are prompted by the desire
for peace and security. Moreover, "fear of oppression disposeth a man to anticipate or to seek aid
by society: for there is no other way by which a man can secure his life and liberty" (Hobbes,
2005, p. 87).

Already here, Hobbes outlines the switchover from the anthropological component to the the-
ory of the transaction, which is why his interpretation of power must be especially served. Note
that Hobbes’s interpretation of power is not as unambiguous as some of his critics say: it is not
just about the unlimited desire of material goods, the latter become subject to the phenomenon of
power when the distribution begins among many friends and servants:

Nature hath made men so equal in the faculties of body and mind as that,
though there be found one man sometimes manifestly stronger in body or
of quicker mind than another, yet when all is reckoned together the dif-
ference between man and man is not so considerable as that one man can
thereupon claim to himself any benefit to which another may not pretend
as well as he. (Hobbes, 2005, p. 107)

And the weakest can kill the strongest, united with other people. Continuing his reflections,
Hobbes (2005) emphasizes that equality is the basis of distrust, and the latter motivates the desire
of the authorities: "And from this diffidence of one another, there is no way for any man to
secure himself so reasonable as anticipation; that is, by force, or wiles, to master the persons of
all men he can so long till he sees no other power great enough to endanger him" (p. 108).

The same people feel great bitterness in staying in a society without power, and in the very
nature of man we find, according to Hobbes (2005), rivalry, uncertainty and aspiration for glory:
"Hereby it is manifest that during the time men live without a common power to keep them all in
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awe, they are in that condition which is called war; and such a war as is of every man against
every man” (p. 109), which is not inherent only stagnation in all spheres of social life, and above
all, constant fear and danger of violent death, which transforms human life into a lonely, poor
and short one. However, the marked constant fear and danger of violent death and the desire for
a peaceful life make people not only prone to peace, but outline the foundations of a peace
agreement. To understand these principles, Hobbes again refers to the definition of freedom as
the absence of obstacles to the free and prudent use of power.

It is from this awareness of power that there is an opportunity to overcome the state of war,
the ability and necessity for a person to: "lay down this right to all things; and be contented with
so much liberty against other men as he would allow other men against himself. For as long as
every man holdeth this right, of doing anything he liketh; so long are all men in the condition of
war" (Hobbes, 2005, p. 114).

Thus, describing the natural state through the statement of the desire (equal to the violent
death) of people to self-preservation, happiness and power, Hobbes emphasizes — the word is too
weak an irritant of human passions and cannot be compared to the fear of a strong, authorized
compelled authority. Because of this weakness of only one word to force people to execute their
agreements, there is human existence, Hobbes (2005) points out, only two ways to strengthen
them: "And those are either a fear of the consequence of breaking their word, or a glory or pride
in appearing not to need to break it" (p. 123).

Only in the context of an agreement you can talk about justice and injustice. The actual no-
tions of not only concluding and observing agreements, but also the way out of the natural state
and establishment of the state, are actualized:

Therefore before the names of just and unjust can have place, there must
be 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 to make good that pro-
priety which by mutual contract men acquire in recompense of the uni-
versal right they abandon: and such power there is none before the erec-
tion of a Commonwealth. (Hobbes, 2005, p. 125)

The State becomes essentially fundamental to property and justice: "So that 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: and then it is also that
propriety begins" (Hobbes, 2005, p. 126).

Hobbes also argues that the basic principles of a social contract and the human desire to act
fairly and impartially do not come from the unconditionally universal structures of the mind,
but from the conditional, categorical, conventionally agreed refusal, the prohibition to partici-
pate in a disastrous general social conflict. Moreover, the principle of justice based on such an
agreement is not actually a metaphysical, universalizing justice, but only a temporary principle,
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which needs (for its own compliance) further state-political legitimization. The same thanks to
T. Hobbes has articulated the importance of realizing the justice of the modern world — the mu-
tual rejection of freedom must occur in certain, generally recognized limits. How does Hobbes
answer the question of what it means to be a free person:

And according to this proper and generally received meaning of the
word, a freeman is he that, in those things which by his strength and wit
he is able to do, is not hindered to do what he has a will to. But when the
words free and liberty are applied to anything but bodies, they are
abused; for that which is not subject to motion is not to subject to imped-
iment: and therefore, when it is said, for example, the way is free, no lib-
erty of the way is signified, but of those that walk in it without stop.
(Hobbes, 2005, p. 40)

In other words, Hobbes continues, human freedom is that it performs as its will and desire
point to it. Moreover, in his opinion, fear and freedom are also compatible, and human actions
for fear of laws are also voluntary, because he can hold out from them.

True, D. Hume, beginning with a critical understanding of modern contractualism, considered
somewhat naive thinking about the fact that power structures are established only by agreement.
In his opinion, the binding nature of social orders may have initially contractual nature, but sub-
sequently gradually loses it, obtaining an independent, independent of the arrangements of the
force. Hume warns against the danger of imposing the unlimited power of the ruler and insists —
only the principles of general and binding for all laws can protect the life and property of each
person. It is this (polemically directed against Hobbes) the idea of the rule of law over the legit-
imate will of the ruler consistently advocated J.-J. Rousseau. When Hobbes tends to the ad-
vantages of the political system and the "kingdom of the earth”, Hume gravitates to an internal
moral law that updates his reflections in the context of the newest critical discourses of the social
contract (E. Tugendhat, A. Macintyre, and others) and the conventional interpretation of nature
and the essence of morality.

Thus, Hobbes desired to realize comprehensively the rooted, in his opinion, depending on the
security of freedom from the security of the relationship between the state and the citizen, the
sovereign and the subject, transforming (but in due course, through the work of Locke and Rous-
seau) the landscapes distorted by the selfish interest of political existence into an intimate just po-
litical space. The latter tends to the internal moral law and prefers the interpretation of the state
system as a free, and not alienated subordination of individuals to a certain supreme moral law,
which receives the title of general will: I adhere to such an agreement, individuals take responsi-
bility to be guided in their actions only by reason. It should also be emphasized that the morality
of a person and his good attitude to other people are due to the relations of equality and solidarity,
and vice versa, in the unequal conditions of social existence, people turn into atomic selfishness.

Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International
doi: https://doi.org/10.15802/ampr.v0i17.206718 © L. A. Sytnichenko, D. V. Usov, 2020

82



ISSN 2227-7242 (Print), ISSN 2304-9685 (Online)
AHnTpomnonoriyHi Bumipu ¢inocopcbkux gociimkens, 2020, Bum. 17

Anthropological Measurements of Philosophical Research, 2020, NO 17

SOCIAL ASPECT OF HUMAN BEING

Originality

Yet in the theory of social contract of T. Hobbes, who "defeated the traditional priority of a
man over the individual and the responsibility over the right" (Maier, 2002, p. 221), it is said that
each "small" person is a leak, both personal and institutional freedom and justice, concluding,
first of all, an agreement with themselves, with their ambitions and consciences, and then with
other people and the state. Everything mentioned above to a certain extent, as Laurens van
Apeldoorn (2019) points out in the contextual special for the Ukrainian social space article "On
the Person and the Office of the Sovereign in Hobbes’s Leviathan" refers to the sovereign, his
actions as an "ordinary person” and actions of a sovereign as a politician as an artificial person
who embodies the state in the head office. Proposed by the author interpretation of Hobbes’ "Le-
viathan™ became the development of the idea of the possibility of a constitutional restriction of
the actions of the sovereign (state authority), the continuation of the discussion about the rela-
tions of the sovereign of a person and the civil society.

And, secondly, the deep transformations and crisis phenomena of modern society actualize
over and over again the comprehension of the place and role of social contract in modern society.
The particular relevance, it is the newest, often critical, aimed at understanding the heuristic
meaning and the limits of modern contractualism, acquired for post-Soviet countries, which seek
to build their states as legal and democratic. After all, democracy, at least in its most significant
definition, is nothing but power, based on a social contract. In addition, the desire to combine the
empirical and normative dimensions of contemporary social and political philosophy, to over-
come the deep gap between philosophical discourses and real being, and to find the answer to the
question of real and worthy ways out of the already described T. Hobbes’s state of "a war as is of
every man against every man" and devaluations based on freedom and courage, moral virtues,
social justice in general.

Of course, such a desirable and hard-to-reach presence of common interest and consent based
on mutual trust will help people (better than any contract) to act in a coordinated manner to
achieve a common goal. And in order to remain in the area of justice and morals, it is necessary
not only to get rid of formal agreements and to replace them with real deals, but to adhere to the-
se agreements, without changing them to the advantage of ruling elites or clans. Thirdly, it is
thanks to Hobbes that the significance of understanding the role of a social contract is not only
for the constitution of the state, but also for its further functioning as a community of citizens
who have the opportunity to live freely and discuss the actual social problems.

Consequently, the principle of a social contract rooted in the philosophy of man, actualizes
not only the problem of justice, but also the problem of freedom and the rule of law as an essen-
tial moral and legal way of existence of modern society. A well-formulated idea is that the dis-
course of the social contract contains fundamental philosophical questions about the nature of
man and the source of socialism, the nature of the interaction of people in society and the ways
of its regulation, the nature of morality and law, the relation of coercion and freedom in society
requires further research and development.

Thus, it is worth noting that the arguments of Communitarists against liberalism can already
be overcome within the framework of a liberal paradigm, since individual rights and freedoms
are carried out only in a certain social context. O. Hoffe begins with the fact that historically, lib-
eralism and individualism grew together. However, this is different doctrines. Liberalism is a
doctrine of political morality that focuses on the issue of personal freedom. Individualism is a
moral doctrine. It is related to liberalism in the same way that liberalism is related to democracy,
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which is interpreted as the theory of political institutions. Liberalism can reign as a basis for de-
mocracy, although it can be achieved for democratic purposes and on other grounds, each of
which presupposes a democratic theory in a slightly different way (Hoffe, 1996). It is also advis-
able to speak of communitarianism as an addition to liberalism, and the limitation of the applica-
tion of the theory of social contract to the basic structure of a particular society was theoretically
weak and rather fragile, since the public agreement should primarily concern the principles of
"external™ (global) justice. The latter should be interpreted in the search for algorithms to over-
come global economic inequality and a new understanding of the subject of justice.

Conclusions

T. Hobbes has already emphasized that the reasons for violations of the social contract and
hostility between people are rooted in the very nature of man and can be distinguished for the
following three reasons: competition, distrust and vanity. It is the lack of trust that leads to vio-
lence and unfair claims of life and property of other people. This is also accompanied by desire,
also in any way, more respect and recognition. Due to the absence of trust people appear to each
other not as citizens, equal members of the public agreement, but as distressed competitors. Of
particular relevance to the further study of T. Hobbes’s philosophy is its profound, intellectual
courage, reflection on man and his social being: "And be there never so great a multitude; yet if
their actions be directed according to their particular judgements, and particular appetites, they
can expect thereby no defence, nor protection, neither against a common enemy, nor against the
injuries of one another” (Hobbes, 2005, p. 3).

Already from the time of Hobbes, thanks to Hobbes, the significance of the trust of the partic-
ipants in the social contract has become clear, which, in contrast to suspicion and distrust, trans-
forms atomic, selfish individuals into real citizens.

Constructed in the context of a modern social project, political anthropology of T. Hobbes
justified the issue of interaction between freedom and justice, which is fundamentally important
to nowadays, through the search for such a way of social relations, in which an individual, being
in the realm of social existence, would seek to limit his own selfishness and freedom for the sake
of the common will of the majority. Thanks to Hobbes, the idea of external humility in disobedi-
ence to the inner, of freedom of conscience as a "human and citizen", of an understanding of in-
dividual independence, which is not just a permissible but accepted by state power, has been ac-
quired with exceptional theoretical and practical meaning. Thanks to Hobbes’s works, the es-
sence (and the falsity of simplified interpretations of the latter’s heritage) was revealed by the
relationship between the cooperative and the conflicted vision of man.
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J10 3ACAJI MOJEPHOI ITIOJIITUYHOI AHTPOIIOJIOT'1i: CBOBOJIA
TA CIIPABEVIUBICTH ¥ TEOPII CYCHIIVIBHOI YT'OJU T. TOBBCA

Meta. Meta 10CiiKeHHS IToJIsirae y KpUTHYHIA PEKOHCTPYKLIT Teopii cycminpHol yroau Tomaca ['o66ca sik
Ba)XJIMBOI 3acaj iy HE JIMIIE MOJICPHOI MOJIITHYHOT aHTPOMNOJIOTi], a i MOJEPHOI0 Ta MOCTMOJIEPHOTO COIiaIbHUX
MIPOEKTIB. A TakOX — Yy PO3rOpTaHHI NPUHLIMIIOBO BAXKJIMBOI 1 /IS HOBITHIX couianbHO-(inocodchbkux Ta ¢ino-
co(cbKO-aHTPOTIOJIOTIYHUX JUCKYPCIB TE3M PO Te, IO KOXKHAa OKpeMa JIIOJIMHA € BUTOKOM, SIK IEPCOHAIBHOT
TaK 1 IHCTHTYHIHHOT CBOOON Ta CHPaBEUIMBOCTI, YKIIaalouu epeaycimMm yroay 3 coboto, 31 CBOIMU NparHeHHs -
MU Ta CyMJIHHSM, a BX€ MOTIM 3 IHIIMMH JIOABMH Ta AepkaBoio. Teoperuunuid 6asuc. [IpuHINTIOBO BaXKiIH-
BUM, METOIOJIOTIYHO-3HAYYIINM Ta aKTyaJbHHM JUIS Cy4acHOI IOJIITHYHOI aHTPOIIOJIOTII CTaB 3alpoBaKeHUH
I'o66coM mpUHOHUT CYCHITBHOI YTOON K HOBUH CYCHITBHUN MPUHIINI PETYIAMIi AisUTBHOCTI, IO 3aCBiAUye PO
icTOTHHI A cydacHOi moJiTHyHOI ¢inmocodii Ta dimocodii mpaBa mepexim Bix TENCONOTIYHHX (aHTHYHHUX Ta
CEepeHbOBIYHUX) A0 MPaBOBHUX (CydaCHUX) YABICHb IPO CIpaBeIHBICTh. IS MOTIHOIEHOTO IOCIiIKeHHS
¢bi10co(hCHKO-aHTPOIIOJIOTIYHUX ACIIEKTIB KOHTpakTyaii3My ['o60ca B sIKOCTi HEOOXiJIHOrO MOCTAI0 BHUKOPHUC-
TaHHS 1CTOPUKO-TIOPIBHSUIBHOTO METOJy Ta METOJy KOHTEKCTyali3all, a TaKoX IMpalb MPOBIJHUX BiTYM3HIHUX
Ta 3apyOi’KHUX T0OOCO3HABIIB, 5IKi 0OCTOIOIOTH MOJIOXKEHHS PO OPraHiuyHy NPUHAIEKHICTh (HYyHIAMEHTAIbHUX
couiaiabHO-(inocodcbkux Ta (iaocoPcbKO-aHTPOMOJOTIYHUX MUTAHB TPO NMPUPOAY JIFOJUHH, CIiBBIAHOIIECHHS
MPUMYCY, CBOOOIHM 1 CIIPaBeJIMBOCTI 0 AUCKYpCY cycniibHOl yronu. HaykoBa HoBu3Ha. Ha migcraBi moci-
JIOBHOTO aHaJi3y aHTPOIMOJOTIYHOI CKIaa0Boi ['000coBOT Teopii CycmiIbHOT YroIu 3aponoOHOBAHO MOTTHOJICHE
PO3YMiHHS MOAEPHOrO0 KOHTpPaKTyali3My Ta Cy4YacHHX JHCKYCiH B LapuHi HOro eK3HCTeHLIHHO-
AQHTOPOIIOJIOTIYHOI CKIIaJOBO1, @ TAKOX IOBEJCHO Te3y MpO Te, L0 came IMOJIITHYHA aHTPOIOJIOTIS € OcepIsM
aHTpPOMOJIOTII (iocodchbkoi, 00 YMOKIIUBIIOE METOIOJIOTYHO-3HAYYIIE PO3YMIHHS 3aCaJHUYHX IS JTFOJICEKOTO
OyTTs mpoOyeM — B3a€MOJIIi CIPaBEIIMBOCTI Ta CBOOOIM, BIACHOTO iHTEpeCy Ta CYCHIIBHOTO Olara, a TaKoXk
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JIOCHUTH YiTKO OKPECJIIO€ IIISXU MOJOJaHHs AWJIEMH Jibepani3aMy i KOMyHITapu3My, IHOUBIAyali3My 1 ToJi3My.
BucHoBku. Po30ynoBaHa B KOHTEKCTI MOJEPHOTO COLIAJIBHOTO MPOEKTY HOJiTHYHa aHTpomosoris T. ['o66ca
0o0IpyHTYBaja NPUHIMIIOBO Ba)KJIMBE W 1O CHOTO/HI YSIBJICHHS ITPO B3a€MOJII0 CBOOOIH 1 CIIpaBEUIMBOCTI uepe3
MOLIYK TaKOro CIoco0y COliaJbHUX B3aEMMH, 33 SIKMX OKpeMa JIIOJMHA, rnepe0yBaroun B IApUHI COLiaIbHOTO
OyTTs mparHyna 6 oOMeKeHHs BJIAcHOTO eroisMy Ta CBOOOIM 3apaau KOJEKTHBHOI BOJi OiMbmIOCTi. 3aBASKA
I'066cy HaOynm HEMEPEeCiuHOTO TEOPETUIHOTO Ta MPAKTUIHOTO CEHCY ifiel PO 30BHINMIHIO IIOKOPY MPH HETOKOPi
BHYTPIIIHIN, IPo CBOOOMY COBicTi K "mpaBa MIOOWHU i TpOMafgsHUHA", IPO PO3YMIHHS iHOWBITyadbHOI He3a-
JIEKHOCTI, SIKa € He MMPOCTO JO3BOJICHOIO, a BU3HAHOIO Jep)KaBHOIO BIIaJ00. 3aBAAKU TBopaM [ 0060ca BUsIBMIIACH
CYTHICTh (Ta XUOHICTH CIPOIICHHWX TIIYMA4eHb CIAIIINHH OCTAHHHOTO) B3a€MO3B 3Ky KOOIIEPATUBHOTO Ta
KOH(MJIIKTHOTO 00pa3y JIOAMHH.
Kmouosi crosa: cycninbHa yroja; JHOIMHA; CIIPABEJIMBICTh; CBOOOA; BiIaja; IepKaBa
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K OCHOBAM COBPEMEHHOM NOJUTUYECKON AHTPOITIOJIOT N U:
CBOBO/JIA Y CIPABEJUINBOCTH B TEOPUU OBILIECTBEHHOI'O
JTOT'OBOPA T.TTOBBCA

Heap. Lens ucciaemoBaHus 3aKI0YaeTCI B KPUTHUECKON PEKOHCTPYKIIUH TEOPHUH OOIIECTBEHHOTO OTOBOpA
Tomaca ['000ca kak BaXHOW OCHOBBI HE TOJBKO COBPEMEHHOW MOJUTHYECKON aHTPOIOJIOTHUU, HO U COBPEMEHHO-
T'0 M MMOCTMOJICPHUCTCKOTO COLUATBHBIX IMPOCKTOB. A TaKKe — B pPa3BEPTHIBAHUU MPHUHIIUITHUAIBHO BaXKHOT'O H IS
HOBEHIIUX CONUATBHO-PUIOCOPCKUX U PHIIOCO(CKO-aHTPOTIOIOTHIESCKHUX JUCKYPCOB TE3UCA O TOM, YTO KaxIbIil
OTJCTbHBIN YCIOBEK SBIISCTCS UCTOYHUKOM, KaK IIEPCOHAIBHOM, TaAK M HHCTUTYIIMOHAILHOM CBOOOBI U CIIpaBe/I-
JIUBOCTH, 3aKJIOYasi, IPEXKIE BCEro, JOTOBOP C COOOW, CO CBOMMH CTPEMJICHUSMU M COBECTBIO, a yXKE MOTOM C
IPYTUMH JTIOABMH U TocyaapcTBoM. Teopermdeckuii 6a3mc. [IpuHIUMNHATEHO BaXKHBIM, METOIOJIOTHYCCKU 3HA-
YUMBIM U aKTyaJIbHBIM JIJISI COBPEMEHHOW MOJIMTHIECKONW aHTPOIOJIOTHHN CTal pa3padoTaHHbIi [ '000coM mpuHITHIT
0OIIECTBEHHOTO JOTOBOpPa B KayeCTBE HOBOTO OOIIECTBEHHOTO MPHUHIIMIIA PETYISAIUN NEATEIHHOCTH, KOTOPHII
3aCBHICTEIHCTBOBAJ 3HAYUMBIH I COBPEMEHHOM MOJMTHYECKONW (rirocopuu u GuIocouu mpasa mepexos oT
TEJICOJOTHIECKIX (AHTHYHBIX U CPEIHEBEKOBBIX) K MPABOBBIM (COBPEMEHHBIM) MPEACTABICHISIM O CIIPaBeIHBO-
ctu. Jus yrmybnerHoro uccienoBanus (puinococKo-aHTPOTOJIOTHIECKHX aCIeKTOB KOHTpakTyanm3Mma [ o60ca
HUCIIOJIb30BaHbI I/ICTOPI/IKO'CpaBHI/ITeHbHI:Jﬁ METOA U METOJ KOHTCKCTYyaJIU3allhuu, a TaKKe pa60T1)1 BEAYyHIUX OTEC-
YECTBCHHBIX M 3apyOe)KHBIX UcciiefoBarencii ['060ca, KOTophie pa3pabaThIBAIOT MU 00 OPraHMYCCKON MpHHA-
JIEKHOCTH (YyHIaMEHTAIBHBIX COLMabHO-PuIocodpckux n Gurocodcko-aHTPOIONIOTHIECKUX BOIIPOCOB O IMPH-
poae 4€jI0BE€Ka, COOTHOMICHUS MPUHYKICHUA, CBO6OI[LI U CIIPAaBCAJIMBOCTH K JUCKYPCY O6L[ICCTBGHHOFO JO0roBO-
pa. Hayunas HoBm3Ha. Ha ocHOBe moCie0BaTENbHOIO aHaly3a aHTPOIOJIOTHUYECKOW COCTaBJSAIOLIEH TEOpuHU
o01mecTBeHHOro J0roBopa ['060ca mpeaioxkeHo yriayOJeHHOE MOHMMAaHUE COBPEMEHHOTO KOHTpaKTyalu3Mma U
COBPEMEHHBIX JUCKYCCHH B O0JIACTH €r0 SK3UCTCHIHATHHO-aHTPOIOJOTHIECKON COCTaBISIONICH, a TaKkXke 00oc-
HOBaH TE3WC O TOM, YTO UMEHHO TOJUTHYCCKAsT aHTPOIIOJIOTHS SBISACTCS CEPALIEBUHON aHTPOTOIOTHH (HHUIOCOD-
CKOH, TaK KakK JENacT BO3MOXHBIM METOJOJOTHYCCKH 3HAYMMOE MMOHUMAaHHE OCHOBHBIX JJISl 4EeJIOBEUYECKOTrO ObI-
TUS MPOOJIEM — B3aHUMOICHUCTBHUS CIIPaBEIIUBOCTH M CBOOOIBI, COOCTBEHHOTO MHTEpeca U 0OIIECTBEHHOTO OJara,
a TaKKe JOCTATOYHO YETKO OMPEJeNIeT MyTH MPEOJOICHAS IIIIEMMBI THOepanin3Ma U KOMMYHUTapU3Ma, WHIH-
BHyalTu3Ma U Xoiu3Ma. BeiBoabl. PazpaboTaHHas B KOHTEKCTE COBPEMEHHOTO COIMAIHHOTO MPOCKTA MTOIHTHYC-
ckas auTpomnojorus T. ['060ca 000CHOBaNA MPUHIMITMAIBLHO BaXKHOE M CETOMHS MPEIACTABICHHE O B3aUMOCH-
CTBUHU CBOOOIBI M CIPABEUIMBOCTH YEPe3 MOMCK TAKOTO CIIOCO0a COIMAIbHBIX OTHONICHHH, MPH KOTOPBIX OT-
JIETbHBIN YEeJIOBEK, HAXOMSICh B 00JIACTH COIMAIBLHOTO OBITHS, CTPEMHIICS Obl K OTPAaHMYECHUIO COOCTBEHHOTO
3TOM3Ma U CBOOOABI pagu KOJJICKTUBHOW BoiM OonbmmHCTBA. brmaromaps ['066cy mpnoOpenn Hempexo s
TEOPETUIECCKUI M MPAKTHYSCKUI CMBICT U/ICH O BHEIIHEM ITOAYNHEHUH IIPU HETIOBHHOBEHUH BHYTPEHHEM, O CBO-
0o/ie coBeCTH Kak "TpaBa YeJIOBEKa W TpakJaHWHA', O MIOHUMAHWW WHIUBHUAYaJbHON HE3aBUCHMOCTH, KOTOpAs
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BBICTYNAeT HE MPOCTO Pa3pellieHHOM, a MpU3HAHHON rocyJapCTBEHHOM BiacThio. braromaps mpousBeaeHHUsIM
I'o66ca BBIsIBICHA CYIIHOCTH (M OMIMOOYHOCTH YNPOLICHHBIX TOJIKOBAaHUI HAcJeIusl MOCIETHEr0) B3aMMOCBSI3U
KOOIIEPAaTUBHOTO M KOH(UIMKTHOT'O 00pa3a 4ejoBeKa.

Kniouesvle crosa: oOLeCTBEHHBIN JOTOBOP; YEIOBEK; CIPABEAIUBOCT; CBOOO/A; BIACTh; TOCYAAPCTBO
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