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1. Introduction: A Philosophical Inquiry into Genocide
The phenomenon of genocide has become a far too common occurrence in recent human history. When the idea of genocide is broached one immediately thinks of the crimes against humanity committed in places like Cambodia, Bosnia, Rwanda, East Timor and Sudan in the latter half of the twentieth century. But the fact of genocide has existed from time immemorial and is etched into the annals of history and as such is not a uniquely modern happening. Campaigns of destruction and killing against entire groups of human beings have been carried out throughout the ages, as evidenced in the brutal Assyrian domination of Mesopotamia in the 7-8th centuries B.C., the massacre of the Trojans by the Greeks as recounted in Homer’s Iliad, the annihilation of Carthage by the Romans in the Third Punic War (149-146 B.C.), and the vicious pogroms waged by the Mongolian rulers Ghengis Khan and Tamerlane in the 13-14th centuries A.D. History is replete with events that bear the mark of genocide.
Although genocidal atrocities are nothing new, the term genocide is. In fact, the word “genocide” was first coined by the jurist Raphael Lemkin during the 1930’s and appeared for the first time in print in 1944.
  It is etymologically derived from the two words genos (Greek for “race” or “nation”) and caedere or occidere (Latin for “to kill”) and thus connotes the extermination of a discrete association of people, in contrast to mere homicide which is the killing of an individual human being. The concept of genocide first made its mark in international law at the Nuremberg trials after the end of World War 2 in 1945. However, the definitive statement on genocide was presented in the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide which was unanimously adopted by the General Assembly of the United Nations in 1948. As the Convention states in Article 2: 

In the present Convention, genocide means any of the following acts committed with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial or religious group, as such: 
(a) Killing members of the group; 
(b) Causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the group; 
(c) Deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part; 
(d) Imposing measures intended to prevent births within the group; 
(e) Forcibly transferring children of the group to another group.

In this document the international community has for the first time a clear definition of genocide and a recognition of how this heinous crime can be perpetrated. There are two features of this UN convention on genocide that stand out. First, there is an explicit emphasis on intent as a necessary condition for an act to be considered genocidal. An accidental or unintentional extermination of a group of human beings cannot be categorized as genocide. And second, the UN convention improves upon the narrow 1945 interpretation of genocide at Nuremberg by making it a crime in the context of both war and peace. For genocide is not the direct product only of a state of war, but can also arise in the absence of overt hostilities and dire conflict.

The legal and political establishments have given a name to this atrocity and have described some of its properties and manifestations. But what remains to be grasped are the true causes and inner essence of genocide. How should we understand the very nature of genocide? What motivates human beings to want to destroy other groups of people? In what respect can genocide be labelled an evil? What is evil? These questions have not be adequately examined hitherto, largely because the parameters of the discussion have been framed solely in legal and political terms and as a result any inquiry into this problem has been unable to penetrate to the metaphysical, moral, and anthropological roots of genocide.
 This is why it is the special task of the moral philosopher, who has the requisite intellectual skills and insight, to investigate this peculiar expression of human evil and to lead us to a deeper and more authentic understanding of its nature. Only by situating genocide within a broader context of human nature, moral truth, and the ultimate purpose of human life will we be able to plumb its true depths. It is with this aim in mind, therefore, that I turn to Jacques Maritain’s thought for guidance as we venture to comprehend the essence of genocide.

Although Maritain was involved in the drafting of the United Nations Universal Declaration of Human Rights in 1945 and thus was privy to the developments in this international institution, he was not accustomed to employ the term genocide in his moral, social and political writings. Nonetheless, he was all too aware of the heinous projects executed by despicable governments and states to ostracize, dehumanize, and exterminate specific groups of people, singled out on the basis of race, religion, class, or ethnicity. Specifically, Maritain’s many writings on the disturbing problem of anti-Semitism testify to his preoccupation with the substance of genocide, something which he condemned in the strongest terms.
 However, Maritain’s philosophical corpus contains the resources to aid us in exploring this issue in some depth since he was passionately interested in the human being’s moral and social existence and sought to chart out his vision of the ideal human community. Only against the backdrop of what constitutes human goodness in a concrete setting, as lived out in a heartfelt solicitude for our neighbour, can we formulate an appropriate conception of the evil that is manifested in genocide, which is essentially the complete and utter collapse of communal existence as such, the breakdown of what Maritain calls human fellowship, which is the crux of the moral human life.

To this end I propose to proceed methodically in this investigation. It is imperative to begin any treatment of moral behaviour with a clear grasp of human nature. All moral acts originate from the centre of the human person. In this regard Maritain’s conception of human nature reveals how the human being wavers precariously between the good and bad, although it is originally ordained towards the supreme good in God. Yet since my primary preoccupation in this study is genocide, an abhorrent perversion of the moral order, there is a need to examine Maritain’s thoughts on the topic of evil to determine how genocide is evil within a moral and theological framework. Finally, I turn to a detailed examination of Maritain’s notion of human fellowship and the common good, the establishment of which is the determinate goal of the moral life in this temporal domain. Maritain’s doctrine of the mystery of Israel and his numerous writings on anti-Semitism provide the key hermeneutical framework to investigate the spiritual underpinnings of misanthropic behaviour directed against specific groups of people. In the final analysis it becomes evident that the particular kind of destruction and evil which is genocide can only be evaluated against the noble values of human fellowship which bind human beings into a universal community that is ordered towards a transcendent good. The hope is that this philosophical analysis will shed valuable light on the otherwise dark and sinister nature of genocide.        

2. The Moral Fabric of Human Nature
John Donne, the English Metaphysical poet, famously wrote that “no man is an island, entire of itself; every man is a piece of the continent, a part of the main”. The sentiment contained in these words is one that has been echoed throughout human history which has underscored the truth, canonically expressed by Aristotle, that human beings are by nature political animals. Human society, so the argument goes, is the consequence of innate characteristics of human nature itself which shoot forth into communal forms of life. This explains why most attempts in political philosophy to explain the origin of society concentrate first on examining the nature of the human being. Since political societies are composed of individuals, it would seem most commonsensical to study human nature and to determine what precisely in this nature moves one to enter into partnerships with others towards the attainment of definite goods. Such an approach customarily assumes that the building-blocks of society are the individuals themselves and thus the concept of human individuality serves as the starting-point for such scholarly endeavours. An individual is that entity which can be isolated from the group or species, but which cannot be broken down any further lest it sacrifice its very identity and unity. Hence the literal meaning of the term “individual”, as that which cannot be divided or which is indivisible unto itself. The individual is in its true essence an atom, a basic, irreducible piece of the larger puzzle of society.
The history of ideas displays many examples of thinkers who have begun their analyses of the political and social order from the perspective of the human individual. One need only look to Plato’s Republic, Aristotle’s Politics, Hobbes’ Leviathan, and Rousseau’s Social Contract to discern a pattern at work in philosophical methodology. The upshot of such theories is that society is tantamount to the association of individuals who have banded together for a variety of reasons, whether it is to seek protection against the dangers posed to their person, to secure certain social goods, or simply to overcome the sheer misery of their loneliness. But just as every forest can ultimately be reduced to its trees, so can a society likewise be analyzed down to its fundamental constitutive parts in individuals. This depiction of the essence of the social order of human beings presents it as a rather fragile and precarious community that is susceptible to dissolution given the right conditions. However, to be able to discern properly why such a theory of society, which is based on the primacy of the individual, is inherently unstable and lacks an enduring cohesiveness we must take a closer look at the very idea of individuality and explore some of its ramifications.

What makes something an individual? This metaphysical question is a perennial one in the philosophical tradition.
 However, it is important in this regard to draw a sharp distinction between individuality and individuation.
 Individuality pertains to the subsistence of things or how one thing differs from and is thus independent of another thing. By contrast, individuation underscores what is common among determinate things which belong to the same class, group or species. To put it simply, individuality emphasizes difference, whereas individuation stresses similarity or sameness among individuals. It has been generally held that the principle of individuation is somehow located in matter which makes the form that pertains to that object a specific and thus proper form.
 That is, every quantity of matter is distinct from and thus excludes from itself every other quantity of matter and so when a form enters into union with a quantity of matter it becomes distinct from every form united to another part of matter. Admittedly, however, the view that matter is the principle of individuation has been vigorously resisted by some. In protest it has been asserted that form instead should be construed as the veritable principle of individuation. After all, matter in itself is pure potentiality and lacks a structured actuality, which it can only receive once it is conjoined with form. It is pointless to speak of a distinct quantity of matter, so the argument goes, prior to matter’s union with form which particularizes the matter. 
Yet apart from these strict metaphysical considerations, another reason why someone such as Duns Scotus would wish to place the principle of individuation in form as opposed to matter is to safeguard the individual qua individual. Put succinctly, if matter is taken as the principle of individuation, then the individual is effectively sacrificed to the species which is regarded as being more important. But for Scotus this is an unacceptable position and in reality the tables should be reversed: priority must be given to individuality over and against the species; if we cannot first ascertain the individuality of individuals, then it is pointless to even speak about a human species which is supposed to be composed of individuals. Matter by itself, otherwise known as prime matter, as separated from form, does not possess any of the characteristics of individuality, which is the product of form. Scotus asserts that the form of the individual must be the principle of its individuation and bestow on the individual its quality of distinctness from other individuals. Since incorporeal beings, such as angels, are distinguished individually according to their form, why, Scotus surmises, can this not be the case with every kind of being? But the problem with this approach, as we have mentioned, is that in the sphere of corporeal beings the species of individuals comes under threat. If Socrates is distinguished from Callias on the basis of his form and not by virtue of his matter, then Socrates and Callias constitute two wholly different species. A formal difference between corporeal individuals jeopardizes the unity of the species, even though it solves the riddle, albeit temporarily, concerning the cause of individuality.

The problem that ensues from the foregoing debate with respect to philosophical anthropology centres on the need to fulfill two conditions: first, to determine the true cause of individuality in the human being, and second, to safeguard the human being’s innate membership in the species of humanity. As human beings, we are certainly individually distinct from each other, but there is an aspect of our individual form that makes us all the same, as belonging to the same species of living things. Thus preserving both sameness (individuation) and difference (individuality) in human nature is a requirement for any coherent theory of the human being’s social existence in the world. This can be translated into the project to identify those aspects of human nature that both separate us from and unite us with others.

Maritain’s well known distinction between individuality and personality serves this purpose well.
 According to Maritain, an individual is characterized by the qualities of unity and indivisibility. As such, an individual is the unity of matter and form, body and soul. Although individuality stems or ushers principally from the material pole of human nature, Maritain is careful not to assert categorically that matter is the principle of individuation, lest the individual lose its very unity as one substance which incorporates the soul. This is why form works in tandem with matter to bestow the status of individuality onto the corporeal being. Hence Maritain’s insistence that individuality derives from or is rooted in matter, but is not identical to matter.
 The composite unity of the human being must be preserved in this concept of individuality.

Existence is a category that belongs intrinsically to individuals. Indeed, a perennial philosophical adage asserts that only individuals exist (existentia est singulorum).
 Furthermore, Maritain affirms the real distinction between essence and existence, which connote two wholly distinct orders of being.
 Because existence applies exclusively to the individual, one can conclude, therefore, that the individual is somehow deficient or lacking in essence, which does not relate strictly to individuality. The essence of the human being emerges from out of one’s personality which is not grounded in matter, as individuality is, but rather in spirit.
 Expressed differently, the whatness (quiddity) of a human being is his personality, not his individuality, which is by contrast merely the basis of his thatness (quoddity). Personality is defined by Maritain as “the subsistence of the spiritual soul communicated to the human composite”.
 As a subsistent entity, personality has its existence within itself, that is, it supports or grounds its own independent existence. But existence, as we have just seen, is the exclusive mode of individuals, which should lead us to draw the conclusion that personality, insofar as it is subsistent, is also an individual substance, a composite of matter and form. In fact, personality belongs essentially to the human composite of body and soul, but anchored in the spirit, insofar as it exists. The manner of personality’s existence, or rather, as Maritain expresses it, super-existence, is through the communication of the acts of knowledge and love.
 As a subsistent entity, personality exercises existence, as opposed to receiving existence from individuality.
 Moreover, personality super-exists by communicating with other persons, and it is precisely through this communication, through this unique act of exercising existence, that it becomes the essence of the human composite of body and soul.

Personality exists in its own right in the human being just as much as individuality does. It is important, therefore, to recognize that the human being is both an individual and a person.
 However, this anthropological view dictates that the human being, by virtue of the subsistent status of personality and the non-essential nature of individuality, is a being who fundamentally communicates his essence through the acts of knowledge and love. That is, human nature is essentially personal and spiritual, oriented towards the highest good, and expressive of knowledge and love towards others. As an individual person, the human being is first and foremost concerned by and attracted to the deepest centre of other persons’ being. This act of generosity and love is what defines human nature for Maritain, which reveals his staunch conviction that the human being is fundamentally good. This insight into the inner goodness of the human being is revealed unambiguously in the structure and methodology of Maritain’s book The Person and the Common Good where he introduces the topics of individuality and personality by first presenting the doctrine of St. Thomas Aquinas on the highest good pursued by the human being in God.
 By means of the natural appetite inscribed in the very heart of his personality, the human being seeks his supernatural end in God as the defining feature of his being.
 This presupposition of the human being’s love of his highest good allows Maritain to explain the pivotal distinction between individuality and personality without being forced to assert that individuality is most fundamental to human nature, a position which would leave the human being deprived of a basic goodness, since goodness belongs intrinsically to the side of personality as a moral quality. 
Despite this optimistic view, human history has demonstrated quite starkly that human beings do not always pursue the highest good in their actions and are actually capable of committing the most despicable acts of evil. War, murder, torture, and deceit mar civilization to such a degree that it is easy to slip into the opposite view from Maritain’s and affirm that human beings are fundamentally bad. The empirical reality of human deeds and actions paints a rather nasty picture of human nature and seems to contradict the idealistic vision that Maritain entertains of the goodness of human nature. If Maritain is right, how does he explain the fact of evil in the world?

3. The Hermeneutics of Evil
There is no need to belabour the point that human beings are capable of evil, but it is crucial how one interprets this phenomenon. In a secular age that has completely surrendered itself to scientism and a superficial anthropocentrism, evil must appear as an inexplicable oddity indeed. There is a tendency in such an intellectual climate to explain evil variously as either having been caused by a defective psychological state, such as by means of mental illness or some chemical imbalance in the brain, or by tragic sociological conditioning, such as in negative childhood experiences of abuse and maltreatment. However, it is problematic to attempt to interpret evil independently of any reference to human freedom, which has consistently been affirmed as the efficient cause of evil in the philosophical tradition. In his essay on radical evil, therefore, Immanuel Kant argued that the human being is evil by nature, not in any transitory or accidental manner, but by employing the strongest words possible, in a radical way, in the very root of his being.
 The human being has freely chosen to violate the dictates of the moral law in an a priori manner, an act which has tarnished the very core of human nature, making human nature essentially evil. Such a conclusion, as persuasive as it might be in the light of empirical events, does not sit well with our analysis so far which has determined that human nature ought to be interpreted as fundamentally good. 
If we are to understand evil properly, so says Maritain, it is necessary to situate evil in its proper context. Evil is undoubtedly an act perpetrated by a free human will, but it is also and perhaps most importantly defined in relation to the source of goodness which is God. Evil would not be evil if there were no goodness in the universe, against which it is measured as evil. Thus the necessary presupposition to a doctrine of evil is the existence of divine goodness or innocence.
 Nonetheless, the human being commits evil because there is something fundamentally defective in his free will which leads him to perform such acts. It goes without saying that if the human being were perfect in all respects as God is, then he would perform nothing but good acts, but this self-evidently is not the case. The human incapacity to be invariably good would seem to suggest that the defect in human freedom has something to do with the fact that it is different from God, that the human being is in fact quite unlike God.

In explaining in what exactly this defect of human freedom consists, Maritain resorts to Thomas Aquinas’s doctrine of evil, which Maritain considers to be the most sagacious and illuminating treatment on this subject.
 Human action is of such a nature that it requires a rule or measure in its execution. For example, when a carpenter cuts a piece of wood he requires a ruler to enable him to cut in a straight line. Similarly, if a pianist plays his instrument well he must do so by paying attention to the principles of music and piano-playing, such as respecting the laws of harmony, otherwise he will produce an unpleasant dissonance of sounds. When we are dealing with moral action, therefore, the rule that is supposed to guide our actions is reason and divine law. Our acts are supposed to conform to this rule if they are going to be morally good, otherwise we will produce bad acts. Thus not paying attention to or considering the rule of moral actions, that is, reason and divine law, causes one’s act to be evil, just as in the analogous case of the carpenter who is prone to cut a crooked line if he does not use his ruler when he cuts the wood or the pianist whose performance should grate the ear if he should ignore the principles of music. However, Maritain is careful to point out that it is not merely in the non-consideration of the rule taken in itself that evil appears, but rather insofar as the human being acts.
 

We need to make a distinction between two moments in the appearance of the evil act.
 The first moment is an initial or original state which is not an act. This state is characterized by the soul’s non-consideration of the rule on account of the nature of human freedom. This original lack or absence of the rule in the soul is not the result of an act, but is the condition of human freedom itself, which is the possibility to act or not to act. In this original state there is a negation or absence of the good, a pure lack and nothingness, and as such it does not connote a state of evil, since this state is prior to the “due good” (bonum debitum), the good that ought to happen.
 The second or subsequent state is the choice which produces the act. In this case the choice should be made while considering the rule. If the choice is made without paying attention to the rule, then the act is evil. It is only in this second state that we can speak correctly of a privation of the good (privatio boni), which is the essence of evil, precisely because the good ought to have happened but did not, since this is the domain of the “due good”.

The defect of human freedom is located in the original non-consideration of the rule. But it is essential to notice that initially free will is merely defective and not yet evil. Evil is produced when the will proceeds to the act of choice without the concurrent consideration of the rule, which is to act not in accordance with reason and divine law. Maritain pushes this analysis even further by asserting that in the original, first moment the human being has actually made “the initiative of absence”, that is, the initiative of nothingness or non-being.
 This initiative, it must be borne in mind, is not an act and as such it still does not cause evil because all that the initiative entails is a kind of “making” or “doing” of nothingness or non-being.
 In this sense the initiative of absence allows non-being to enter the act and is the source of non-being.

Human freedom must be properly understood as defective and wounded, and it is precisely for this reason that freedom is capable of evil which only emerges in acts. With such a portrayal of the human condition it is no wonder that the widespread view of human nature depicts it as fundamentally bad or evil. But Maritain reminds us that evil has to be placed in relation to divine grace without which evil is unredeemable and incomprehensible.
 It is divine goodness that makes the human will good and thus without God’s assistance there is no hope of human goodness ever taking shape in the world. This is exactly what the definition of evil as the non-consideration of the rule in act suggests. The act which is good is one which pays attention to and follows the dictates of reason and divine law, such as the principles of love, trust, compassion, prudence, and justice. Human action must be informed and guided by these so-called rules of proper conduct. However, we discussed earlier that the acts of love and knowledge were specific to the life of personality, the subsistent spiritual element of the human being, as opposed to human individuality that lacked any such essential nature as communicated through acts. Therefore at this point in our discussion I propose to join Maritain’s distinction between individuality and personality with his doctrine of evil as adopted from St. Thomas with the intention of gaining a clearer understanding of the structure of human acts.

By marrying these two teachings we are led to the very interesting insight that human personality is an act that is executed in conformity with right reason and the precepts of divine law and thus amounts to a morally good act. By contrast, human individuality is not an act in itself, since it is not described by Maritain as essentially communicative, but rather as that which simply exists. It would not be misleading, I am convinced, to draw the conclusion then that individuality belongs to this first or original moment in which there is no act, yet which is constituted by a certain absence or lack, what Maritain described as the initiative of absence. That is to say, individuality in itself, as a determination of the human being, is the absence of an act and the ground of nothingness. Yet if the individual chooses to act without considering the rule, that is, without allowing personality to express itself, then evil results. This is, indubitably, what Maritain suggests when he writes the following: 
Of course, material individuality is not something evil in itself. Obviously as the very condition of our existence, it is something good. But it is precisely as related to personality that individuality is good. Evil arises when, in our action, we give preponderance to the individual aspect of our being. For although each of our acts is simultaneously the act of ourselves as an individual and as a person, yet, by the very fact that it is free and involves our whole being, each act is linked in a movement towards the supreme center to which personality tends, or in a movement towards that dispersion into which, if left to itself, material individuality is inclined to fall.

It is clear now that personality guides the human being in his or her actions in life towards the highest good. Personality encapsulates the life of spirit and is understood as action in accordance with reason and divine law. Yet if the human being chooses to act against or in total ignorance of his personality, then this will result in the nothingness or non-being from his original state to enter into his acts which will produce evil. To be sure, individuality without personality is the essence of evil for Maritain. But we have yet to show how this anthropology of good and evil, as situated in the distinction between personality and individuality, is lived out in the social and political order. To this task we now turn. 
4. Human Fellowship, the Common Good, and the Jewish Problem
One of the most captivating aspects of Thomas’s doctrine of evil is that human freedom actually presupposes the non-consideration of the rule. This means that free will, in order for it to be properly free, should not be forced or coerced to pay attention to any rule, and for this condition to be fulfilled the soul must therefore reside originally in a state of not considering the rule. The implication of this doctrine is that to consider the rule is an act that the human being must deliberately and willfully engage in and is not something that happens involuntarily.
 Personality must be resolutely won. To be sure, the two paradigmatic acts of personality - knowledge and love – are not performed spontaneously, but require the free decision of the human being and in this way personality represents a focused activity that essentially involves human agency.
The choices and decisions that the human person makes are for the sake of the other.
 Persons are oriented towards working for the good of others in their expressions of knowledge and love. Such a commitment to cooperation and mutual assistance contributes to the building of a society that is resolutely geared towards the protection and enhancement of the good of the person, who happens to be the driving force of this model of society. When persons are acting in the world for the benefit of other persons, this creates the common good. As Maritain defines it, the common good is the good that is built up and created by persons, which is then received back by persons.
 In other words, the common good benefits persons directly in accordance with the fundamental principle of redistribution. The two virtues indispensable to the common good are justice and civic friendship.
 Human beings must be able to live together as equals and as friends, expressing love for each other. In a pluralistic world where there are so many differences among people in their political and religious beliefs, ethnic backgrounds, racial identities, and socio-economic status it should be regarded as a genuine challenge to realize the moral ideal of friendship in civil society. But Maritain strongly believes that such an ideal is both a necessity and possibility which is why he speaks of the common good as founded fundamentally on a spirit of human fellowship. Friends do not merely tolerate each other respectfully, which is incidentally the prevailing paradigm of modern liberal democracies, but should rather share their lives together in the bonds of fraternal love which is the very heart of human fellowship. Maritain explains his choice of words in the following way: 
I prefer the word ‘fellowship’ to ‘tolerance’….the word fellowship connotes something positive – positive and elementary – in human relationships. It conjures up the image of traveling companions, who meet here below by chance and journey through life – however fundamental their differences may be – good humoredly, in cordial solidarity and human agreement, or better to say, friendly and cooperative disagreement.

Human fellowship is a central concept in Maritain’s understanding of the common good because it conveys the idea of the unity of persons, that human beings are fundamentally one in their nature, belonging to the same species or family. This universal unity of human beings, however, is in itself a moral category and is achieved through moral action in accordance with right reason and divine truth. People do not realize their commonality and oneness with others on the basis of their individuality, which flows from the material pole of their nature, but instead through their personality, their moral spiritual centre. The virtue of human fellowship establishes this context of camaraderie and fraternity among human beings which is the goal of human moral action as inscribed into personality itself. Nonetheless, it is essential that we properly understand the nature of this fellowship, that is, what its defining features are and thus how it comes into being. 

As Maritain explains in his important essay “To Exist With The People”, true unity is not achieved when we act for others and perform services for others, according to some lofty ideal of altruism or benevolence.
 Indeed, I do not develop a fraternal bond with a person simply by doing some good deed for him, such as by giving useful advice or offering money. Such a relationship is ostensibly one-sided and unidirectional, since I am doing all the work for the other and am not allowing the other to reciprocate and thus to enter into my own personal existence. An authentic unity, by contrast, is situated in a form of existence which is based on mutual sharing and sympathy. Maritain wants to define a new and irreducible category of existence which he calls “to exist with”, the fundamental principle of his personalist ethics. “To exist with” is unquestionably an ethical reality, not an exclusively metaphysical notion, and carries within it profound moral and anthropological connotations. It is revealing that Maritain further clarifies what he means by this moral category of “to exist with” by equating it with the additional category of “to suffer with”.
 When I exist with other persons I am not simply “co-existing”, in terms of standing next to or beside them (“shoulder to shoulder”), but am existentially involved in their experiences in life, especially their trials and tribulations. To exist with others is nothing other than to suffer with others, to empathize with their moral experiences, to be one with the other in the very core of one’s being. This point is made perfectly clear in the following passage:
To exist with is an ethical category. It does not mean to live with someone in a physical sense, or in the same way as he lives; and it does not mean loving someone in the mere sense of wishing him well; it means loving someone in the sense of becoming one with him, of bearing his burdens, of living a common moral life with him, of feeling with him and suffering with him.

Therefore, according to Maritain, human fellowship and the unity of humankind become a reality through existing and suffering with others.
Nevertheless, existence with others does not necessarily entail physical proximity to others, as if one had to be physically present to be able to exist with others. This special category of existence is a spiritual reality, rooted in personality, transcending the limitations of space. I can certainly exist with those who are physically close to me and with whom I share my life on a daily basis, but I can also exist with people in far away places with whom I am not in direct physical contact. This moral consciousness of common belonging among people arises especially in times of crisis and disaster, for example, as in a natural catastrophe or in a context of political persecution. In a deeply spiritual sense, I can suffer with those who suffer throughout the world even though I am not physically present to their suffering. Thus Maritain pays particular attention to the global or universal character of his moral category of “to exist with”, which explains why he interprets it firstly as “to exist with the people”. The concept of a people is difficult to define with precision, yet it should be carefully distinguished from a class and race.
 Maritain affirms that a people is a moral community due to its common activity of labour, understood in a holistic sense as including more than mere manual labour, all the trials, experiences, and history that are commonly lived through and that define the identity of human beings.
 A people are marked by their historical existence as they work towards a common goal. This common goal which people are working towards is nothing other than the common good, the ethical good of persons.
When Maritain speaks of the common good he does not restrict this concept to a particular culture or political state, but has in mind the entire human family throughout the world.
 The common good must include and benefit all human beings; its purpose is to create a civilized world community, what Maritain calls a “city of humankind” (civitas humani generis).

For there exists a genuine temporal community of mankind – a deep intersolidarity, from generation to generation, linking together the peoples of the earth – a common heritage and a common fate, which do not concern the building of a particular civil society, but of the civilization, not the prince, but the culture, not the perfect civitas in the Aristotelian sense, but that kind of civitas, in the Augustinian sense, which is imperfect and incomplete, made up of a fluid network of human communications, and more existential than formally organized, but all the more real and living and basically important. To ignore this non-political civitas humani generis is to break up the basis of political reality, to fail in the very roots of political philosophy, as well as to disregard the progressive trend which naturally tends toward a more organic and unified international structure of peoples.
  
All of our differences in our pluralistic world should not be regarded as hindrances to the achievement of this global common good. The aim is not to efface our unique individuality in order to produce a spiritless uniformity among human beings. Rather, the unity that is achieved takes place on the plane of personality, the dynamic movement towards our highest good and supernatural end in God. All human beings are united in their common human nature which is expressed in their personality that is ordained towards a transcendent destiny.

The human person is focused principally on the supernatural common good, the divine life of God, which infuses the terrestrial or temporal common good of the city with personal values.
 This hierarchy and priority of the supernatural good over the terrestrial common good is essential to Maritain’s vision of human fellowship. If human beings forsake their commitment to God and the precepts of reason and the divine law, then the common good as such is threatened to dissolve from within. In his book The Rights of Man and Natural Law Maritain articulates his notion of a healthy political society which demands that there be a common task, project or goal that all the members of the society share and work on.
 The very idea of there being something “common” for an entire society, namely, a point of unity for all the seemingly disparate and diverse individuals of the society, necessarily implies that this common task or project be oriented towards a supernatural end, as an emanation of personality. It is only personality, the spiritual pole of human nature, that seeks the Separate Good in God as its basic goal and thereby realizes the unity of humankind, whereas individuality, the material pole of human nature, fragments this potential unity by reducing human existence to the singular ego. Thus the reality of what is common is the work of personality. To abandon this common task or goal is for a society to lose its very unity, cohesion and common identity. If human society abandons its commitment to a common task, then human fellowship disappears, to be replaced by a more adversarial and antagonistic exchange among human beings. But even if this common ground should erode, a particular society would continue to affirm its unity for the sake of its own self-preservation. This new, artificial unity would not come about through human fellowship and the virtues of justice and civic friendship, but through the political government’s authoritarian attempts to impose such a unity. In this scenario the political society attempts to define its identity against other societies. Instead of valuing what human beings share in common, the people begin to oppose otherness and to understand their own identity in its difference from the other. When this happens the other is viewed as the enemy, as someone to be detested and hated. “It is by recognizing and hating its enemies that the political body will find its own common consciousness”.

When a political society ceases to build up its unity and identity on the ground of human personality, which is intrinsically ordained to a divine end, this results in the disappearance of the common good along with personality itself. Human beings are reduced increasingly in such a society to their animal natures, to their mere individuality, without any regard to their personality. However, human beings will continue to identify themselves with certain groups and collectivities, but now in a profoundly selective manner. This new identity can be based on a number of different criteria, such as race, ethnicity, and political and religious affiliation, yet what is certain is that there is no longer a supreme unifying principle in that culture that could harmonize all members into a whole. And what is lost most importantly is the consciousness that all human beings are fundamentally one and belong to the same moral community. The political society’s identity is then crafted around the sentiment of hate towards those who are different and who are viewed as inferior and despicable. When this feeling of hatred is channeled into determinate acts of hatred against identifiable groups of human beings in the form of violence, torture and murder, then genocide rears its head.
The essence of genocide, this deliberate project of a society to exterminate members of another group or society, springs from a society’s complete abandonment of the common good, understood more specifically as the refusal to act in accordance with the principles of divine and natural law and the rational tenets of morality. It is produced by the stifling of personality in human beings and the abolition of the true and proper end of human action in God, which is the natural end of personality. From the perspective of Maritain’s philosophical anthropology, situated in his distinction between individuality and personality, we can now discern that genocide is a spiritual crisis and should be, therefore, examined according to the spiritual categories of personality. Only an adequate and true account of the human person can illuminate the nature of the evil that is present in genocide. These ideas come to the fore in Maritain’s extensive studies on Israel and the Jews.

Throughout his life Maritain demonstrated a serious intellectual and religious interest in the Jewish people and what they represented for both Christians and the world as a whole.
 The Jews are unlike any other people in the respect that they were chosen by God to carry out God’s plan of salvation in this temporal domain. They are a people of God because they are bound together by a common experience, a common history, and most importantly, a common vocation or mission, which relates to the redemption of humankind.
 Maritain emphasizes that “Israel is a mystery. Of the same order as the mystery of the world or the mystery of the Church. Like them, it lies at the heart of the Redemption”.
 We should not understand the Jews as a race, nation or class, but as a people who have been given a sacred and divine identity.
 In this way it is impossible, according to Maritain, to comprehend who the Jewish people are without recognizing their relation to God. A purely naturalistic, biological or socio-political approach to understanding the Jewish people will completely miss the intrinsic essence of their identity which is spiritual and divine.
Because the identity of the Jewish people resides on the spiritual plane, Maritain views anti-Semitism, which was widespread in Europe during the 1930’s, as not merely an attack on a particular group of human beings, but as an antipathy to God Himself and to his love for humankind. Anti-Semitism, correctly understood in its basic essence, is a rejection of the spiritual order as such because of the Jews’ identity as a spiritual people.
 In a section entitled “The Spiritual Essence of Antisemitism” from his book Antisemitism Maritain comments on the plight of the Jews in a Fascist Europe: 
If the world hates the Jews, it is because the world clearly senses that they will always be ‘outsiders’ in a supernatural sense, it is because the world detests their passion for the absolute and the unbearable stimulus which it inflicts. It is the vocation of Israel that the world execrates. To be hated by the world is their glory, as it is also the glory of Christians who live by faith.
 
The reason why the Jews are hated so much, according to Maritain, is because they are firmly committed to their supernatural vocation which is to be the chosen people of God, an identity which is unbearable for those cultures and peoples who have given up all interest in spiritual truth. Once a political society has abandoned its task to build up the common good and has rejected all spiritual and personal values, then it will necessarily regard with contempt and malice all peoples which do affirm such ideals. Simply put, to detest the Jews is to repudiate the unity of humankind which is the hidden message present in the transcendent and mysterious essence of Israel.
It is undoubtedly true that the Jews are a unique people in human history because they are the select vehicle of God’s revelation to humanity. In this sense anti-Semitism serves as the paradigm of all instances of hatred and violence perpetrated against all groups of people, and it is for this exact reason that the scourge of anti-Semitism exhibits the intrinsic nature of genocide, whether it is carried out against Jews or any other people. To grasp this point it is crucial to remember Maritain’s insistence that anti-Semitism is incomprehensible from a point of view which is not spiritual, as can be witnessed in the many writings by scholars erroneously endeavouring to make sense of this senseless crime from a myriad of empirical perspectives, be it biological, economic, sociological, political, or racial.
 The Jews are persecuted not because they possess certain economic advantages or because they happen to be of an inferior race, although these are certainly arguments which are often presented as the potential causes of anti​-Semitism, but rather because morally defunct societies have rejected God as the ultimate end of human existence and consequently seek to annihilate that which is properly ordained towards the divine in each and every human being, namely, spiritual personality. However, personality is a totality unto itself and is genuinely itself only in the context of the fulfillment of the common good, the enlivening prosperity of persons. Personality, as we have been arguing, is realized in community, in the fraternal bonds of human fellowship, and should not be equated with a purely individualistic existence. Bearing this fact in mind, therefore, it becomes clear why the devilish project of abolishing any supernatural determination of a political society in God and the concomitant desire to extinguish the spiritual centre in human beings takes place in the persecution and extermination of entire groups or societies of people. In its mysterious vocation as the chosen people of God, Israel reveals to us that God is present in the world in the history and experiences of an entire people, not simply in particular individuals. It is precisely this insight into the operations of the divine economy in human history that impels Maritain to develop his unique vision of human personality which is ordained to both the supernatural and terrestrial common good, that is, to both God and humankind. It would be a serious error to suppose that the mystery of God’s presence in the world is somehow independent of the plight and history of peoples, and one could even add, of humankind as a whole.
For Maritain, the Jewish people represent the spiritual substance of all peoples. It is Israel’s unique mission on this earth to provoke, stimulate, prod, and unsettle the people of the world to become mindful of God’s presence and his design of salvation for all. As strangers and outsiders to this world, the Jews are a veritable stumbling-block; they create a tension in the bosom of human history so that the restlessness in the human heart is never quelled or silenced. This tension will never be resolved and it is futile to attempt to find a “solution” to the Jewish problem because we are dealing here with a mystery, something which cannot possibly be solved.
 As Maritain underlines, the mystery of Israel is of the same order as the mystery of the world and the mystery of the Church. Our destiny as a universal people of God is revealed to us in and through the Jews. But God’s presence in this world is opposed by many and this hatred of the divine in human culture and civilization is at the root of not only anti-Semitism proper, but also of genocide. In this regard Maritain was fond of quoting Pope Pius XI’s words: Spiritually we are Semites.
 In our spiritual vocation as persons we exist with the Jews in fellowship with their suffering.
 To reject the Jews is to deny our own destiny as persons ordained towards God. However, this Semitic identity inscribed mysteriously into our own personality and spirit is threatened whenever any peoples, and not only Jews, are reviled and persecuted. Although many different reasons and explanations can be offered as to why such hatred is channeled towards specific groups of people, the true reason resides in the order of the mystery of God’s designs for humankind, centered squarely at the intersection of human personality and human fellowship.
5. Conclusion: Towards a Moral Political Community
This paper has attempted to bring together two strands of Maritain’s thought: his philosophical anthropology and his theological reflections on God’s plan of salvation as revealed in the unique and mysterious vocation of the people of Israel. Maritain’s sustained engagement with the Jewish problem should be viewed as a further elaboration of his conception of human nature and not as a peripheral interest with no relation to his main body of work. A holistic theory of the human person can only be acquired if we situate this investigation in the broad context of the divine economy, God’s inscrutable intention to redeem humankind. The human being’s historical situation in the world, as a member of a wounded people, impresses an indelible stamp on the human spirit and thus permanently marks human nature. If we examined this concordance more closely we would notice that the common ground of human nature and divine revelation is the ethical dimension of human existence, which is the proper subject-matter of moral philosophy. Maritain consistently affirmed throughout his life that moral philosophy is the foundation of all philosophy and should be our initial point of departure. Human personality is intrinsically ethical as it communicates acts of knowledge and love and builds up the common good which is a thoroughly ethical good.
 Furthermore, the divine plan of salvation, revealed in Israel and the Church, belongs to the philosophy of history which is a part of moral philosophy, the order of practical wisdom.
 In sum, the human being is an ineradicably ethical being and his vocation in life is to create an ethical community of persons that extends worldwide.
The exclusion of moral principles from human life leads to the racism, oppression, and ultimately genocide against which Maritain protested so vehemently. To ignore or negate the moral law which originates from God and which is written into the structure of human conscience itself is the sure prescription for evil. Maritain coined the term Machiavellianism to describe the despicable ideology in modern political history which seeks to eliminate the moral dimension from human society. In his famous essay “The End of Machiavellianism” Maritain trenchantly critiques the perversion of the moral order which is shamelessly promoted in this brand of power politics.
 In its simplest terms, Machiavellianism is the justification of the use of power by political authorities to attain any political objective. It introduces a radical split between politics and morality.
 As a consequence, politics need not and should not be moral, but should instead be focused on the preservation and accumulation of power. However, the firm basis of Machiavellianism, which is the source of its justification and persuasiveness, is the radical pessimism regarding human nature.
 For the political ruler who abides by the precepts of Machiavellianism human beings are fundamentally bad. Human beings are reduced to their animal nature and any trace of a spiritual or personal essence in human beings is effectively snuffed out. Therefore, this doctrine dictates that political rulers should not govern in accordance with moral principles, as if the people could be trusted to reciprocate with morally good acts, but should rather manipulate and maltreat them if this should be necessary for the best interests of the political state. 

When moral truths no longer penetrate the political realm then it is clear that the dignity of the human person is threatened in such a situation. Machiavellianism is inevitable if political leaders do not believe that there is a supernatural and objective order of moral truth located in God, which is superior to and constitutive of the temporal political good.
 Whenever political society cuts itself off from its natural ordination to God and its supernatural common good and thereby endeavours to establish a human community based on a crude materialism, scientism or rationalism, that is when the true unity of the society disintegrates and an unbridled irrationality takes hold of the populace in its desperate quest to define its fractured identity. The great evil of Machiavellianism is its single-minded determination to kill the spirit of human personality and to remove all ethical elements from the political society in which human persons live, move and have their being. To abolish the moral and divine elements from human culture and civilization is the chief intent of this maniacal political ideology. 
The extreme corruption of the political order in Machiavellianism is not the final word. There is no lasting victory for Machiavellianism because it tends by its very nature to self-destruct.
 Natural and divine law decrees that injustice and evil cannot endure forever, since they are inherently unstable and self-defeating. But this does not mean that people should simply sit idly by and wait for this inner deterioration to take place on its own. Social and political change occurs when people stand up against their oppressors and actively affirm the true, life-giving principles of a political society which are rooted in the supra-temporal, uncreated common good. The political order must once again be infused with moral and spiritual values and the human person must be allowed to exercise all his faculties and talents in his full participation in society. The tragedy of modern democracy, for instance, is that it has failed to tap into its own spiritual resources in Christianity to create a truly free and just social order.
 Modernity has produced the rampant secularization of culture which has inhibited the total instantiation of Gospel values in democratic society. However, the centrally important task in this transformation of the political and social domain is rediscovering the innate goodness of human beings and dispelling the Machiavellian myth of the radical evil of human nature. Only by resuscitating the trust, cooperation, and solidarity among human beings can the ideal of human fellowship be realized concretely in this world which blossoms forth into a political community which is both personalist and pluralist, respectful of the intrinsic dignity of person and the diversity of individuals. If the twentieth century was the century of genocide, as Romeo Dallaire put it in his recent book on the genocide in Rwanda, then the hope is that our present age will learn the lessons of history and give birth to a century of humanity, a civilization that fosters a spirit of fraternity and fellowship among human beings.
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