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{Tjhe goJ and the sodety is one and the Same. I 

I. INTRODUCTION 

It can be said that fieedo"m is arguably the central animating concept behind 
every . political order. 2 Since the existence of the State necessarily and 
essentially curtails the liberty of men, the concept of freedom should be the 
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core value that statesmen should always consider. Beneath every political and 
social structure lies a particular, sometimes inchoate, conception of freedom.3 

According to Aristotle, the State exists for an end - the supreme good 
of man, his moral and intellectual life. 4 Aristotle believed that society is a 
natural creature because man is by nature a political being.s .& such, the 
existence of society and its infringement on the freedom of man should be 
considered as a necessary evil. For this reason, freedom as an individual, 
might mean freedom to live as one may wish; and as an active participant in 
the political sphere, the freedom to take part in self-government. 

Following the lead of Aristotle, a commentator noted that in order to 
understand the concept of freedom in a democratic society, one should first 
distinguish the different kinds of freedom: the positive freedom and the 
negative freedom. This is similar to Aristotle's view that freedom means 
freedom to live as one may wish and the. freedom to take part in self
government. Positive freedom means the capacity of the individual to 
exercise his or her right to take part in the political process.6 Negative 
freedom, on the other hand, "connects liberty to the idea of limited 
government and, more generally, to the philosophical conviction thatfieedom 
is none other than the absence of constraint. "7 

These concepts of freedom can be seen to animate the Philippine 
constitutional system. In fuct, to be more precise, it can be said that the 
philosophy by which the constitutional system has been written is a 
philosophy etched in these freedoms. 

The individual's positive freedom to exercise his or her right to take part 
in the political process or the right to vote and be elected to public office, 
are sacredly protected by the Constitution since upon these rights hinge 
upon the manner of enjoying political and civil liberties. 8 Meanwhile, 
negative freedom is also seen as a philosophical foundation in the 
constitutional system since the Constitution provides a framework for a 
limited government. The Constitution considers certain inalienable rights -
qualities inherent in man which the State has a duty to protect - which 
are higher than the government. These inalienable rights ::~re generally 
considered tC' be beyond the scope of governmental power to control or the 
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