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INTRODUCTION

Man is a being towards the preservation of the $&elthis respect
all his actions and motives are to be evaluateithaggthe scale of his atom-
istic egotistical motive of self-preservation.

In connection with this, Asouzu expounds, in hisnptementary
Reflection, the concept of the Joy of Being (jideijk. Thomas Hobbes and
John Locke in their espousal of their social carittheories systematically
conceded the instinct of self-preservation as tbstmudimentary. Howev-
er, this paper shall show the points of departarersy the positions of these
three philosophers.

THOMAS HOBBES

Thomas Hobbes was born into a terrifyingly tumultsigoolitical
cauldron. The seventeenth century England wenugfr@ period of serious
civil disorder (Baradat 63). Two ideological forcesmpeted: absolutism,
allied with Anglican traditionalism, versus puritaeform, in league with
parliamentary assertiveness. Queen Elizabeth lashenonarch of England
of the most popular Tudor line died in 1603.

James Stuart succeeded Elizabeth to the thronartStas bookish
and a dire-heart divine right absolutist. Naturatlye unabashed assertive
English parliament found James 1's political stglepiece uncondonable
sophistry. The unhealthy relations between parligraad the Kind was not
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guelled even at James’ son, Charles 1, who ascehdetrone of his father,
was ho less a politically unpopular figure than faither. The crescendo of
Charles 1's unpopular political attitude was reakimehis pursuance of arbi-
trary and dastardly policies which culminated ici\al war during his reign,
from 1642 to 1649, with Charles’ executive.

The execution of an English monarch; the percereguesentative
of God, the defender of the people, the “Fountéidustice,” the hope of the
hopeless and the embodiment of the traditionakdmpziof the English peo-
ple; is like a desecration or profanity of a Jewismple or an Islamic
mosque, a derogation from a divine injunction, wgigenough to warrant
(for the Islamic world) the proclamation of a jah&ar the first time in the
history of England a King was tried and executedra®ppressor (Baradat
64). It happened. It happened on the ground tleakKthg himself had dero-
gated from the obligations and duties he owed higests. From 1649 to
1660, England was rulled by Oliver Cromwell. Théftelg of the English
Crown from the Stuart line to Cromwell shows wedlahdiscreditable popu-
lar and parliamentary opinions were about the $tireage. However, it
does not seem that parliament was much impressidGuomwell’s reign
for he was not much better than Charles 1 (McGidlla12). Furthermore,
the publication of Marsilius of Padua’s defendelPeface in England which
was proscribed by the papacy in 1327 and 1378 c&sply/, which Crom-
well had a hand in, has been described as omirgarmdat 130). As if to
show parliament’s dislike for Cromwell’s reign, ldt death in 1660 parlia-
ment considered favourably Stuart royal restorati©onsequently, Charles
II, the executed son of Charles 1, became King ngl&d. Charles II
reigned between 1660 to 1685, although he alwateddais reign back to
1649 when his father was executed undermining Craftsaregime as void
(the same way the incumbent governor Peter Obirandbra State should
date his administration back to May 29 2003 whabmeiaistration the court
of Appeal declared illegal). The red fluid of thévide Right of kings had
permeated the mentality of the Stuarts to an irdardegree. One would
expect the subsequent Stuart successors to theettwdearn a lesson from
the fate of their forebears. This was not the edtie James Il who succeed-
ed his brother Charles Il in 1685. In fact, if Akarll had chastised his sub-
jects and parliament with whips, James Il was tastke them with scorpi-
ons. He was an hyper-active chief executive, withmapeccable commit-
ment to absolute sovereignty, who was not conterdliow his ministers
bargain with Parliament. Such royal ambitions, woalld say, had become
stale and moribund in 17th century England. Butvaball, the fact that
James Il was a Catholic sealed his fate (to baBavadat's phraseology).
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The totality of these factors crystallized into aversion and disdain of
enormous profundity. James Il could no longer Her&bed, the English
people rose up against what they called “Cathgliarny”, and James Il
fled to France where his brother Charles 1l hachspgile after their father,
Charles I's execution.

In spite of Hobbes vivacious nature, it has beérgatl that Hobbes
and terror were born twins, for his mother wenbiptemature labour on
hearing the guns of the Spanish Armada in 1588s pertinent to note
Hobbes’ awful continental experiences as well. Hsbhad fled England for
France after 1641. His 10 years of exile in Fratmiacided with some part
of the period of the Thirty Years War in Germartyhas been alleged that
the leviathan sometimes reads like a philosopreoahmentary on Grim-
melShausen’s Simplicissimus, the standard accolu@eomany’s descent
into so chaotic a State, with so many sovereignspating for mastery, that
it begins to look very like the Hobbesian Statenafture (McClelland 209).
So it was like Hobbes ran from fear in England @arfin continental Eu-
rope. The political scenario with and into whichldbes was born was like a
tempestuous ocean, malignantly tumultuous withisgariolent and viru-
lent waves powerful enough to seal an everlastivgrant between Hobbes
and Terror for ex nihilo ninil fit, fear begets feand Hobbes espoused the
anarchistic, chaotic, and terrific nature of man.

THE HOBBESIAN GEOMETRICAL POLITICAL SCHEME.

The proclivity of mathematics to philosophy caniet underesti-
mated. Alive to this fact Salmond writes:

Geometry and philosophy were born together at #mestime, in
the same place, and indeed, they had the same.fdthey are more like
twin sisters than father and mother (1).

It should be recalled that Hobbes had been Ch#resitor in ge-
ometry during their exile years in France. The gaay of philosophers is to
grasp that truth that can be said to be immutatdeirzcorrigible, eternal and
absolute. Right from the time of Thales, who wasramauspicious for his
mathematical than philosophical commitment, tottine of Plato, even be-
fore the publication of Euclid’s monumental The fa@nts, philosophers
have craved that philosophical truths should apprate after the perfection
(as they supposed) of geometrical truths.

Given this intellectual climate that pervaded tigpdsition of phi-
losophers at the time, Hobbes was to axiomatizedhare of man, deducing
vary tightly within perfect logical prescient frofew axioms, a somewhat
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geometrical picture of the social and politicalusture of a state. Hobbes
establishes that:

The passions that incline men to peace are fedeath, desire of
such things as are necessary to commodious ligind,a hope by their in-
dustry to obtain them (226).

But man is an incurable egotist who is constargigking his atom-
istic gains, Safety and glory. Hobbes imaginesatesdf nature where man
lived without a common power to keep them all ireaand no man was so
much stronger than another by nature that he coaotide killed by him by
stealth. Man, in this state, is a sovereign to bifnand therefore homo Iu-
pus homine. Man was in a perpetual state of aemndladrenalin-pumping
fear. Fear of war, fear of encroachment on the gmimal right of self-
preservation, fear of destruction of life.

In such condition, there is no place for industecduse the fruit
thereof is uncertain: and consequently no cultéithe earth, no navigation,
nor use of the commodities that may be importedds; no commodious
building; no instruments of moving, and removinggls things as require
much force, no knowledge of the force of the eamthaccount of time; no
arts; no letters; no society; and which is worsalfcontinual few, and the
danger of violent death; and the life of man, sojit poor, nasty, brutish and
short (Hobbes 225).

But men, according to Hobbes, are endowed with seoneof im-
pure rationality. They are able to know that thaydan irresistible inclina-
tion towards their self-preservation, and reasgygssteth convenient arti-
cles of peace upon which men may be drawn to agree(Hobbes 226).
Consequent upon this realization men agree toqgakh their rights to
“...that great LEVIATHAN, or rather, to speak moreseeently, that mortal
god [for] peace and defence”.

Hobbes is thus very rigorous and geometric a palitithinker
whose foundational axiom is his view of man astemal egotist, and de-
duced therefrom his theorems of the laws of nafuee liberty, justice,
equality, freedom, etc), the social contract, dreldreation of absolute sov-
ereignty.

JOHN LOCKE

Locke was born in 1632 during the reign of King @és | while
Hobbes was 44 years old. Locke found his intelbgitated by the civil up-
heavals in England in his time. Like Hobbes, hetfelt a rational lapse was
responsible for the political brouhaha endemic mglend. He disagreed
with Hobbes, departed from the absolutist status god pioneered a liberal
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democratic political structure.

Locke like Hobbes agrees that man is naturally ptech to do
whatever he thinks “fit for the preservation of kif” (Locke 181). But the
state of nature for Locke is not as nasty and &nuéis Hobbes represents.
This is because even in the state of nature, manatisnal and social to
know what is good for him. This gave rise to thstidction between society
and government. For Locke society pre-exists gowemt. Men were ra-
tional social gregarious being able to conglomeeaten before the emer-
gence of government. The Lockean picture of mahus not one of egre-
gious egotistic and atomistic individuals alwaysvar with one another. In
fact Locke reiterates that man is wont to doing thhich is “fit for the
preservation of himself and the rest of mankintsligs mine, 181).

So the society would have emerged spontaneoushoutitan ex-
press contract by individuals. Locke uses the aaptor human language to
buttress human inherent capacity for social living.

Natural human rights are inalienable. But becadgheinconven-
ience in the State of nature where there were etashinterests man opted
for the formation of government, (not society) arbitrate between persons
in society in cases of disagreement. The distinchetween society and
government is necessary because in Leviathan iHttgbesian mortal god
is dethroned, human beings revert back to the sfatature but in the Two
Treatises, if a government is rebelled againstcitizens revert back to so-
ciety until the formation of a new government. Leakas thus adumbrating
the principle of natural justice of nemo judex musa sua when he foretold
that a man reposes only a limited right (not riglafsjudgment to the state
to enjoy protection of his inalienable Natural Rgy(not right). The natural
justice rule against bias is to avoid the pargalhich man is susceptible to
when he is to adjudicate a case where he has agisopr financial interest
(Ugbe 84). Locke was consequently very vehemeritisnemphasis that a
government that desecrates the trust it holdsHerpeople should be top-
pled, for its usefulness would have been outliveacke’s indefatigable
commitment to the people’s right of rebellion ruhsough the entire of the
Two treatises, and it has been argued that itsigailain (not its writing)
was to justify the English Glorious Revolution i68B against James Il
(McClelland 242). To further forestall the eventnatamorphosis of gov-
ernment into absolute and unlimited sovereigntygHeosuggested a power-
check mechanism know today as separation of powerke was an advo-
cate of limited (which does not mean weak) govemmimm contradistinc-
tion to the Hobbesian absolute sovereignty. Mematoneed the Hobbesian
Leviathan to keep them restrained for even befbeeemergence of gov-
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ernment men knew that though the state of natuezea“btate of liberty, yet it
is not a state of licence”.

In the essay concerning Human understanding LoaKenhitten:

Let us then suppose the mind to be, as we sayewhiper, void of
all characters, without any ideas, how comes kigdurnished .... To this |
answer, in one word, from experience (387).

Locke’s total commitment to his epistemological émsm is in
doubt. The state of nature which Locke intelligedulilt (or most appropri-
ately conjectured), is more a rationalist concladivan it is empirical. This
is because there seem to be no historical evidensapport the existence,
ever, of such a stage in human history.

Again Locke’s representation of the @abie nature of the
human person makes it difficult for him to adeqlyatecount for a reason
why man should wish to quit such a state. Man vikasva to be so rational
as not to need government at all for arbitratiomiatations of natural rights.

Be this as it may, the Lockean vergibthe state of nature,
more than Hobbes's, fitted more into the situationgland during the in-
terregnum and after the exile of James Il. Locke Itegen quite approved by
a great many. Sabine writes:

His (Locke’s) sincerity, his profound moral conviet, his genuine
belief in liberty, in human rights, and in the digrnof human nature, united
with his moderation and good sense, makes himdéal ispokesman of a
middle-class revolution (540).

INNOCENT I. ASOUZU

Asouzu was born in 1952 in Nigeria, plegiod of that mon-
ster: colonialism. Rodney asserts that:

From every viewpoint other than that of the minoitass of capi-
talist, colonialism was a monstrous institutiondioty back the liberation of
man (221).

Babu, A. M. very pathetically and rhetorically delses the situa-
tion as:

The harrowing account of the brutalities of slayafysubjugation,
of deprivation and humiliation, when whole civilizans were crushed in
order to serve the imperialist interests of the ¥Meben settled cities were
disintegrated by force of imperialist arms so ttiat plantation owners of
the ‘new world’ could get their uprooted, and there permanent labour
force to build what is now the most advanced cégitaconomy.... (Rod-
ney 316).
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The period of Asouzu’s birth is the period of lagmle continent-
wide colonialism in Africa which phenomenon egregily bruised Nigerian
economy, politics, religion, and social living.

1952 was eight years away from the yd¢aindependence’
from the British administrators. If we blamed caldism for whatever, one
would expect that after the malignant days of callism, Nigeria (Africa)
would begin to experience peace and calm. This weagthe case. In fact,
Ademoyega Adewale, the only surviving soldier oé tthree including
Nzeogwu Kaduna with Ifeajuna Emmanuel who plottied first military
coup de tat in Nigeria of 1966 in Nigeria allegestt

Nigeria’s political problems sprang from the cagefrmanner in
which the British took over, administered, and almed the government
and people of Nigeria (1).

Asouzu thus grew up to meet a Nigeria which, eviear @urported
political independence, scarcely knew any peacebglly for want of phi-
losopher-rulers).

The Nigerian-Biafran civil war started1967 when Asouzu
was barely 15 years old. He probably would havergsart in the war. Ad-
emoyega describes the war as “fierce, murderoustefud.... (195). Even
after the civil war in Nigeria, there have beentgared agitations, incessant
military interventions in politics, embezzlement piiblic funds, political
assassinations, restiveness of youths of the NDgéta, inter-religious vio-
lence, premature determination of perceived enewiegovernment from
public service, elections rigging, large-scale upkyyment, inability of
government to provide basic social amenities, ettypiand a whole lot of
social ills. After the pogrom of the civil war, aefbing the scale of ethnici-
ty perceived in the Eastern region, Nnoli presentmthetic picture of the
area that would move even a heart of stone:

Thus, for example, between the end of the wardmuary 10 1970]
and July 1977, no major federal project was citetiboland. The area has
become notorious for band roads and the issuebaf pgoperty abandoned
during the war was resolved politically to the deént of the Igbo and with
other disregard for the basic principles of citigeip and the sensitivities of
the Igbo. The overall effect of the war is the isification of ethnicity
(246).

The situation in England in the days of Hobbes hadke is not
much worst off than Asouzu’s situation in Nigen&hat then has made it
impossible for Nigeria to leave these social ikhind?

Asouzu develops his philosophy of canpntarity whose
purport is the comprehensive integration of advgegaof all persons and
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peoples for the comparative advantage of the sodletouzu espouses that
the instinct of self-preservation is the most fundatal of all human in-
stincts (Method 51). Man is therefore basely wanpeérpetrating those ac-
tions that tend to the preservation of his own. I[Asouzu at this juncture
introduces his well-conceived concept of the anlbivee of human inter-
ests. Human interest is ambivalent because it ldmuble capacity and as
such can represent something negative and pos#ivéhe same time
(Asouzu, Effective 5). Therefore when one acts authproleptically giving
an adequate consideration to all possible effettsioaction (i.e. uncon-
scious of the ambivalent nature of man’s actior®, “imdirectly and, at
times, directly also negates the fundamental axabmutual complementa-
rity as a precondition for meaningful action witlansystem of interacting
units” (Asouzu, Method 82). The catastrophe of @wdhate or no attention
to the ambivalent nature of human interests isnafite negation of what he
has dubbed the joy of being. Thus there is a dialaelationship among
contrary units of a whole. Although the task of isaging the possible con-
sequences of an act is no mean task, Asouzu subiraitshe nature of the
human mind is so constituted with the capacity gfraleptic anticipation
that it is able to grasp the future in a transcandmity of consciousness
though in time and space (Method 171).

But as a matter of fact, the awaremdgbe ambivalent na-
ture of our actions is at the pain of the realmatof human limitedness.
This realization seem to conclude Asouzu’s schesnié should mathemati-
cally and irresistibly leave us on the domain omptementarity where the
Joy of being is attained.

While man is individualistic and atotigésin nature for the
preservation of his existence, his actions arentisdlg so constitute that in
the furtherance of his activities, a base emphasishe self-fish benefits
with only serve, in the long run, to negate thastrfandamental instinct of
man’s life, the Joy of Being, the instinct of spteservation. We glean,
from our exposition so far, a paradoxical interptaythe effect that man’s
egotistical instinct for the preservation of th# salectically metamorpho-
ses into an irresistible and compelling need fmomplementary and har-
monious existence. It is like saying let man goaah® be malignantly atru-
istic without any purposive efforts at seeking themefits in the other per-
son(s) to supplement his limitations, there shathe a time when he must,
advertently or inadvertently, renounce selfishresd egocentricism in fa-
vour of a humane complementary existence. Muchthkeprophetic Marxi-
an proposition that even if the whole world foldiésl arms and watched,
there shall come a time when capitalism, as a statfee scientific dialectic

8



materialistic scheme of evolution of society, mdisappear giving way for
socialism.

While Hobbes adopts the social contthebry as a justifi-
cation for an unquestionable Leviathan, the absatatvereign, and Locke
employs the social contract as a justification fmpular sovereignty,
Asouzu, on the other hand, demands that the liimitatof our being occa-
sioned by our relative historic existences showddhe cause of the joy of
our being. This somewhat paradoxical injunctioraghieved when human
limitedness, rather than impose an anguish oniuss gis the bliss of taking
the advantage of the potentials of others as thley advantage of ours.

There is a salient call to live up e tconsciousness of the
double capacity of all human actions. This uniquetpuzu’s observation is
what most people including world leaders have ofirssed over. The at-
tendant consequences of such a gloss are as clases the mouth is to the
nose. At the conception of the idea of these astitime catastrophic and
near nihilistic consequences are not often foreseenanticipated. But all
human actions contain in them the seminal gemswhiatear their (ugly or
beautiful) hands in due cause. The ethical dimensidhe realization of the
ambivalence of human actions is in the avoidandbasge actions that satis-
fy our short-term and proximate goods but that #remselves time-
explosives that will detonate with concomitant afiaths that are a negation
of the primordial human instinct of self-presergatithereby denying man
the joy of being.

CONCLUSION

In Asouzu’'s somewhat geometric development of bimmemen-
tarism by the espousal of the instinct of self-preation through the ambiv-
alence of human interests to the complementatiolushan limitedness
bringing about the joy of being (when the Igbo wbptoclaim jide ki ji) he
offers a more practicable programme for human tigiag. The notion of
complementarity may not have been alien to othhplacs. This comple-
mentary perspective was adequately captured ifottoeving passage:

We wonder through the world, from perspective tspective, car-
rying our own subjective horizon with us; it is ayind of intellectual inte-
gration of subjective views that we succeed in ttonting a total view of
the world, the consistent expansion of which esgtitlis to ever increasing
claims of objectivity (Reichenbach 225).

But the credit goes to Asouzu for giving a ratioselentific epis-
temic explication why the joy of being can onlydttined in complementa-
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rity perspective. The cogency of complementaryectibn lies in its capaci-
ty to offer a pragmatic solution to the ubiquitaexial ills that attend us, its
profundity in the detailed scientific explicationdiits vivacity in the origi-
nality and genuineness of its conception.

So while Hobbes and Locke formulateghlgustifications
for absolute and limited governments respectivAlgouzu formulated an
expedient and integral ethical concept for theltgmm of social and politi-
cal crises and inadequacies. Asouzu’s conceptiomdse appealing and
sympathetic because it takes into account thetiattife is larger than legal
logic and constraints. Although his option be negal, it is nonetheless as
arresting and implementable as its execution idigdpn human nature.
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