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Moral Equilibrium: Applying the Market Equilibrium to Non-Market Human Behavior According to Adam Smith and Thomas Hobbes
Though traditionally recognized as scholars in dissimilar fields of academia, Thomas Hobbes and Adam Smith equally reference “the other” in understanding the self. “Nosce teipsum, read thy self” explains Hobbes, is used to “teach us that for the similitude of the thoughts and passions of one man to the thoughts and passions of another, whosoever looketh into himself and considereth what he doth, when he does think, opine, reason, hope, fear, &c, and upon what grounds, he shall thereby read and know, what are the thoughts and passions of all other men upon the like occasions” (Hobbes, intro 3). When speaking of sympathy in Theory of Moral Sentiment, Adam Smith correspondingly writes, “We can never survey our own sentiments and motives, we can never form any judgment concerning them; unless we remove ourselves, as it were, from our own natural station, and endeavor to view them as at a certain distance from us,” for example “when we place ourselves in the situation of another man, and view it, as it were, with his eyes and from his station” (Smith, 128). To both authors, we reflect upon our actions when we envision ourselves as would the other. By the process of “othering” we are not only learning about ourselves but about humanity in general.
  In reaching their understanding of humanity, Hobbes and Smith discuss the necessary balance between pleasure and pain, or passion and rationality. Such a balance can be reached only by the imagination of pain and pleasure in others. Hobbes says that people behave based on their passion and therefore compulsorily avoid pain to achieve pleasure. This can be applied to everything that we do. For instance, charity is merely an act of alleviating the pain that we feel when we see others in pain or because we expect charity for ourselves in return (Hobbes, vi 46, xiv 12). Smith echoes Hume in Theory of Moral Sentiment that people are the mirror into ourselves, so when we see others in pain, we imagine that pain upon ourselves and recreate a similar feeling: what he calls sympathy (Smith, 129). Smith hence agrees with Hobbes that by alleviating someone else’s pain, we are alleviating our own. We thereby are fixing, or removing, another’s pain in order to achieve pleasure for ourselves. Rather than avoiding pain, as Hobbes initially suggests in Leviathan, we are able to bring pleasure to both ourselves and the person in pain through one act of compassion. 
Via economics, Smith calls the process of benefiting society through self interests the invisible hand.  In Wealth of Nations, Smith develops a Supply-Demand curve to show the economic equilibrium between what consumers demand and what supplies are willing to supply. The equilibrium is the point at which consumers and suppliers come to an agreement and make the most of their transactions. A curve drawn in the same manner can be used to show a Smithian interpretation for the Hobbesian understanding of Human Behavior (Appendix A). In other words, the logic used by Adam Smith in proving the necessary balance between output and price levels can also be used to complete the Hobbesian dilemma of pain versus pleasure. 

The X- and Y-Axis

In the moral Supply-Demand curve, the x-axis distinguishes pleasure, rather than output, whereas the y-axis represents pain and rationality, instead of the price index (Appendix A). Pain is both physical and emotional, but it is the emotional pain, called sympathy, that teaches us the most about ourselves by means of the other. The association between pain and rationality relies on Smith’s theory on sympathy. He says that sympathy arises when we imagine upon ourselves the pain that another person experiences (Smith, 35). In order to imagine such pain we must have some understanding of the reality behind it. Because both pain and sympathy are passions linked with reality, pain forces rationality in our responses, or in how we construct our maneuvers to avoid more pain. Smith argues, in opposition to Hobbes, that to experience no pain is to be inhuman; so to avoid all pain is to be abnormal. In a sense, pain keeps us in check with morality. Smith writes, “A man of sensibility is apt to be more humiliated by just censure than he is ever elevated by just applause” (Smith, 141). Humiliation in any context is a type of pain that teaches us what is socially acceptable and what is not. In order to avoid humiliation we must keep ourselves in check. Hobbes would argue that because humiliation is a type of pain, the sensible man should therefore avoid it; but without having experienced humiliation before, or having not seen someone else experience humiliation, the sensible man would not know how to avoid it, or even what it were. It is in our best interest to fix pain than to merely avoid it, even if the pain we suffer is witnessed through “the other.” 
Pain is associated with rationality on the y-axis because it shows us what is real, and through pain we understand what is real for others by imagining it upon ourselves. Once we discover our own reaction to pain, we can rationalize what is in the best interest of others. The Hobbesian argument is weak concerning the avoidance of pain because it undermines our ability to be compassionate. The compassionate man must pursue pain to some degree in order to alleviate it from others. However, Hobbes declares that man tries “to deliver him[self] from the pain of compassion” (Hobbes, xiv 12); in other words he tries to avoid compassion as well. Not only is compassion a pain in and of itself, but pain ignites compassion, and without compassion we are beasts, as Hobbes says, driven by our passions (Hobbes, vi). Conversely, pleasure and passion, are associated with utopia. When passion is taken to the extreme we become unconscious of what is real or logical. In this Hobbes concurs: “as to have no desire is to be dead, so to have weak passion is dullness; and to have passions indifferently for every thing giddiness and distraction; and to have stronger and more vehement passions for anything than is ordinarily seen in others is that which men call madness” (Hobbes, vii 16). Although Hobbes believes mankind to avoid compassion, he acknowledges that it is necessary to discuss the self in relation to the passions of others. 

So far the balance between pain and pleasure, or rationality and passion, is vague. Hobbes says that to be guided by one’s passions is to be irrational (but more rational that to seek pain), and according to Smith to insistently avoid pain is stoic (yet necessary to experience in order to understand thy self and the other).  Rather than avoiding pain, one must learn to fix it by experiencing it; and one will receive pleasure from the results of doing so. To conclude the findings of the x- and y-axis, both pain and pleasure are essential, but either sensation taken to the extreme is unrepresentative of true human nature. Determining that pain and pleasure must interact is an important step in understanding human behavior, but the analysis is incomplete with out understanding how. In the diagram for Market Equilibrium, Smith designated one curve downward sloping and its balancing factor upward sloping. Where the two curves intersect is the Market Equilibrium in which opposing demands are compromised. Just as the x- and y-axis can be converted into moral terms, so can the curves which balance the system.
How the Curves Relate to the X- and Y-Axis 
The downward sloping demand curve signifies personal desire whereas the upward sloping supply curve represents compassion and welfare. The passion curve is downward sloping due to the economic understanding of demand: functioning on an individual basis, and wanting the most of anything for the least of its alternative. The lowest point on this curve represents the best for the individual, and the highest point shows the worst. In Smith’s understanding of economics, consumers demand only that which they desire, without consideration of the total long terms affects on the community. The same applies to the demand for personal passions. In order to achieve the most pleasure, one must receive the least amount of pain (Appendix A, lower right hand point, the best for the individual); and, one receives the greatest amount of pain with the least amount of pleasure (Appendix A, upper left hand point, the worst for the individual). 
The upward sloping welfare curve, on the other hand, dismisses the individual and portrays the actions necessary only for the best, or worst, of the community: the self willingness to receive the most pain in order to allocate the greatest pleasure to the community (Appendix A, upper right hand point, the best for the community). Conversely, to accept the least amount of personal pain, one is also willing to distribute only the least amount of pleasure to others (Appendix A, lower left hand point, the worst for the community). The welfare curve parallels the willingness of a supplier to produce the most goods when he receives the most income (in moral terminology, he is willing to receive the most pain in order to produce the most pleasure); and the opposite applies to the least of each. The welfare curve and supply curve are literally opposites in their terminology because in economics the supplier produces based on what he receives, but in welfare the supplier receives based on what can be produced. Nonetheless both curves remain upward sloping. Ideally this is an egalitarian arrangement functioning in a one-to-one ratio, but in reality the welfarian correlation between pleasure and pain is most likely very elastic: for each increment of pain that one is willing to receive, they expect a larger unit of pleasure—both for themselves and the community (Appendix B). 
How the Authors Identify with the Curves

 
As this theory develops it should be noticeable that each author aligns with one curve or the other. The theory of human behavior introduced by Hobbes corresponds with the passion curve, whereas that of Smith identifies with the welfare curve. Standing alone, however, each curve, and respectively each author, is incomplete in their theory of human behavior; yet when the two curves balance, and the theories of both authors are integrated, we receive a better understanding of what it is to be human. 
Hobbes perceives human behavior in light of the downward sloping passion curve. Recall that the passion curve is downward sloping because individuals desire more of one thing and less of its alternative. According to Hobbes, humans desire pleasure and avoid its alternative, pain. By nature, humans strive for the maximum amount of pleasure with zero pain, but by achieving this they act as beasts, responding only to their passion (Hobbes, vi). Contrarily, it is uncharacteristic of mankind to seek the maximum amount of pain and receive zero pleasure (unless physical or emotional pain in itself provides them with pleasure, in which case they would ironically seeking pleasure and not pain). If one end of the passion curve is illogical while the other end of the curve is unnatural, we must strike a balance midway between pleasure and pain. Where does the equilibrium lie? 
Smith provides the balancing factor. The argument he makes in Theory of Moral Sentiment supports the upward sloping welfare curve because pain is a feature of life equally as important as pleasure. Smith writes that pain lasts longer in the memory than pleasure (Smith, 36), which explains why pain is the prominent source of all life lessons. Despite this fact, however, it is unnatural for individuals to take in more pain than they are provided with. Although overly compassionate man wants the most for the collective it must not be forgotten that he too is a part of the collective and shall receive as much pleasure as everyone else. In the alternative context, it is inhuman to have no compassion, and be unwilling to take at least some pain for the benefit of the community. No one can undermine their own pain without undermining the pain of others, and no one can be so self dissolved as to not experience pain when they see others in pain. Smith, as discovered with Hobbes, speaks of a balance between rationality and passion, which parallels the balance between pain and pleasure. Smith writes, “It is [the man within] who shows us the propriety of generosity and the deformity of injustice; the propriety of resigning the greatest interests of our own, for the yet greater interests of others, and the deformity of doing the smallest injury to another, in order to obtain the greatest benefit to ourselves” (Smith 158). It is the compassionate person within and the personal fear of humiliation that keeps us in check with our morality. The most compassionate man shares as much joy and pain with others as he feels for himself, but as previously discussed, no one can undermine their own happiness (Appendix, upper right point). At the opposite end of the compassion curve (Appendix, lower left point), the man that cannot feel for himself, can have no passion for himself, cannot be compassionate to others, and therefore will restrict the amount of pleasure he desires for the community; this also is unnatural. Thus we are left with an upward sloping welfare curve under the theory of Smith, with the least passionate, least compassionate man in one corner and the most passionate, most compassionate man in the other. The average human being, as a result, resides somewhere in the middle, balancing his passion with his compassion.
Conclusion

Under the mathematical logic of market behavior in economics, it should now be clear as to why and how humans balance their passions for pleasure with their compassions through pain. It should also be clear as to why and how we come to know ourselves when we imagine “the other.” After examining the logic of Thomas Hobbes and Adam Smith one should understand that not only can economics measure the behavior of man in consuming for the self, but also in providing for others. The mathematical diagram of economic behavior can be applied to the realm of philosophy and social sciences because it is in itself a field of study in correlation with the social and scientific realms. Just as in Smith’s Market Equilibrium, there is a tie between the self interest and the best of the community. Because “the other” helps us determine who we are, it is necessary that the community receive as much benefit as we desire for ourselves. The Moral Equilibrium, similar to the Market Equilibrium, represents the point at which mankind can achieve the maximum of his desires, and restrict the minimum desires of his fellows. It similarly allows mankind to reach the maximum of his compassion without undermining his own self interests. In the most logical sense, the Moral Equilibrium is the height of human behavior.
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