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Nulla lex satis commoda omnibus est,
id modo guaeritur, si maiori parti et

in summam prodest. - Livy.

Der Mensch mag sich wenden, wohin er will,
er mag unternehmen, was es anch sei, stets
wird er auf jeﬁen Wog wieder zurlickkshren,
den ihm Natur einmal vorgezeichnet hat,

- Goethe.
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NATURE, MAN, AND THE POLITICAL ORDER - An Exposition of

Thomas Hobbes's Philosophy of Man and the State.

ABSTRACT.

This thesis is intended as a preparation for more advanced and
sophisticated research. 1Its conception, therefore, is not part-
icularly ambitious, and the furrow which I have ploughed has heen
ploughed very often befora. My aim has been to present a straight-
forward account of Hobbes's social and political doctrines which
is both complete and compact. Writing primarily as an historian
of ideas, I have devoted much space to the strangely-neglected
task of placing Hobbes in a broader historical and intellectual
context. I have also paid particular attention to methodological
considerations (an area in which there is apt to be great con-
fusion) and to the systematic, organic character of Hobbes's
overall philosophical enterprise. I have taken care to avoid
the excessive reliance on the Leviathan which has often charac-
terised previous approaches to Hobbes; and I have tried to
meke intelligent use of insights arising from the extensive
literature which has emerged around Hobbes during the past
twenty-odd years. Given the canons dictated by limited scope
and length, my purpose has inevitably been chiefly expository;
but I have included as much critical material as has seemed

necessary to a properly-balanced account.

. R.W. Dyson,
Collingwood College,

Durham.

1978‘



PREF ACE,

I have used Sir William Molesworth's edition of Hobhes's
works throughout, end I have followed the now-standard practice
of referring to these works by means of the volume and page
numbers of the Molasworth édition. A1l translations sppesring
in the text are my own, except where the contrary is indicabed;
and, taking due precautions against muﬁilating the sense, I
have brought the spelling and punctuabtion of quoted passages
into conformity with modern conventions. Where more than one
posaible quobation would have served a particular purpose equelly
well, I have, as a rale, chosen the shortest. Where it has
been possible %o do so without damage to the meaning, I have

abridged what would otherwise have been inconveniently long

quotations.

T wish particularly to thank (in alphabetical order)
Dr Wolfgang von Leyden, Professor A, J.M. Milne and M,F., Murch-
ison, Esq., for their endless help and endurance of nuisance -
particularly Professor Milne, who has supervised my work through-
out. My thanks go also to the staff of the Durham University
Library, and to my wife, Valerie Dyson, to whom this thesis
owes more than she probably realises., More generally, I wish
to thank Henry Tudor, Esq., whose teaching first stimulated

my interest in political philosophy.



A Note Prafixed to Professor Milne's taps~recorded copy.

The thesis as it stands on these tapes is the same in évery
maperial respect as the typewritten copies. But I have, as it
were, 'translated' certain typographical conventions which cannot
conveniently be expressed by reading aloud. Thus, for example,
when on thertapes I introduce a quobation with the words 'as
Hobbes puts it! or 'and I qﬁote', or something of the kind,
these words are usually only a 'translation'! of what, in the
examiners' copies, simply appears as a‘colon or a comma, Also,
where a word appeérsriﬂ inverted commas to indicate that it is
used in some peculiér sense, I 'translate' the inverted commas
by some‘such formula as 'so to speak' or 'as it were'; and these
formulae do not necessarily seppear in the text itself., Moreover,
all standerd abbreviations used in the text, such as e.g. or i.e.,

are given in full on the tapes.

The footnotes are brought together onto a single taepe, arranged
in chapter order. When I come to the point in the text ab which
a footnote appears, I simply read the number of the footnote
without further digression; aﬁd this numbsr can then be married
up to the cbrresponding number on the separate footnotes tape. For

the sake of convenience, I have completely avoided such con-

ventions as op.cit or ibid., and have given each separate reference

in full.

The endpaper quotations from Livy and Goethe which are read
in translation on the tape appear in the typescript in their.

original languages.

A copy of this note will be bound with each copy of the thesis

for the information of the examiners.



INTRODUCTTON.

Thomas Hobbes came unexpectedly into the world on Good Fridey
(5th April), 1588 ~ unexpectedly, because the shock of hearing
of the impending approach of the Spsnish Armada apparently camused
his mother to go prematurely into labour. This somewhat unprom-
ising beginning later prompted Hobbes's own rueful explanation

of the abnormal degree of anxiety which troubled him for the rest
of his life:

Mnd such fear then took hold of my mother
That she gave birth to twins - me and Fear, both at once, |

He lived long enough to he eble Lo wear an unususally varied

selection of personae: talented classical scholar, post and

.translator; tutor to aristocracy, and even royalty; amateur

geometfician, conbtroversialist and crank; natural scientist,
political theorist and suspected political subversive; and at
lagt, after the raturn of Charles II in 1660, pensioner and
intimate of the king, renowned for his smart and ready answers
to the sallies of the Court wits ~ the Grand Old Man of the

Ragtoration Court,

To say the least of it, Hobbes was by way of being a psycholog-
ical paradox. The congenital timidity which he blamed on the
Spanish Armade grew on him to an almost absurd degree. He was (or
go his detractors alleged) afraid of the dark, afraid of heights,
afrald of thieves, afraid of death; and his worries led him into

some comical practices. He used to sing lustily in bed before going
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off to sleep, take violent exercise (even at an sdvanced old

age) in his employer's gardens, and'pay the servants to give him
a rub-down afterwards - all because he thought that he might thus
prolong his life by two or three years. On a more saerious note,
he responded to contemporary events with an exaggerated and fear-
ful sense of his own prominence and valnerability. He was always
ready to cast an anxious eye at current affairs and see in them
threats directed towards himself. When the Long Parlisament

met in November 1640, it proceeded at once to the impeachment

of Thomas Wentworth, first Earl of Strafford, one of the most
dedicated and unscrupulous of all the supporters of Charles I,

At this juncture, Hobbes began seriously to suppose that his

own life now hung in the balance, because of the absolutist

political opinions elaborated in his treatise The Elements of

Law, Natural and Politic.2 He promptly departed post-haste for

Paris, where he was to remain in self-imposed exile for the

~ next eleven years. Later, he was able to congratulate himself
on having been 'the first of all that fled‘.a As John Plam-
enatz has put it, Hobbes 'seems to have prided himself on his
timidity as other men do on their courage'.4 It is indeed
'very prodigious that...the timorousness of his nature from
his infancy...shéuld not have chilled the brisk faervour and
vigour of his mind, which did wonderfully continue to him to
his last'.5 For, notwithstanding all this anxiety, he was &able
to seize upon the most advenced end controversial speculations
of an advanced and controversial age, and to utilise them for
his own peculiar purposes with a truly remarkable degree of

conceptual penetration and daring. Cautious conservatism and
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scholarly ambitions of the most radicel colour are strangely
vet comprehensibly mingled in Hobbes's commodious mind. Again
and again, with no little arrogance, but with a logical implac-
ability which seldom shows signs of fsltering, he delivered
himself of philosophical and political opinions - materialism,
Erastianism,6 politiéal absolutism, psychological egoism and
ethical relativism - which brought upon him extremes of oppro-
brium and persecution. He even achieved the rare distinction
of being suspected of having brought down the wrath of God upon
his fellow countrymen. After the Great Plague of 1665 and the .
Great Fire of the following year, a Bill against abheism and
profanity was introduced into the House of Commons. A Committes

of the House was instructed (on the 17th October, 1666) to

recaive information touching such books as tend to
atheism, blagphemy and profaneness, or against the
essence and attributes of God, and in perticnlar...
the book of Mr Hobhes callaed the 'Leviathan,' and to

report the matter with their opinion to the House.’

As it happens, nothing came of this - probably because of
Hobbes's intimacy with King Charles and prominent members of
the aristocracy. .But at about this time he was expressly
forbidden by the king himself to publish anything of a contro-
versial nature in English. Even his collected works in Latin -
which were hardly likely to foment disaffection amongst the
common people - were not alloyad to be printed at home: they
had to be published (in 1648) in that most accommodating city,
Amsterdam. Indeed, both during his 1ife aﬁd after his death,

Hobbes was most bitterly vilified as an atheist, a heretic, a
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libertine, a politicel liability and a potentiel corrupter of
the country's youth. One Deniel Scargill was stripped of his
degree and removed from his Fellowship of Corpus Christi College,
Cambridgse, for alleged professions of 'Hobbism'; and not even the
personal intervention of the Archbishop of Canterbury sufficed
to rescue him.8 No other philosopher, perhaps, has ever been

so extensiveiy inveighed against as Hobbes was without actually
being called upon to suffer martyrdom - although Hobbes

seems to have come fairly close even to this at one point.
According to AMibrey, on one occasion shortly after the Rest-
oration - possibly the occasion to which I have already referred -
Hobbes thought it prudent to burn some of his writings bacause
'some of the Bishops made a motion to have the good 0ld gentlemen
burnt for a haretic';9 and White Kennet tells us that he became
conspicuously more reguler in his attendance at church after the
Parliamentary Committee had got onto his track.10 Over one
hundred books and pamphlets either denouncing him explicitly or
roferring to himvwith the utmost hostility eppeared in print
betwean 1650 and 1700 - and this is not counting the copious
literature generated by Hobbes's acrimonious controversies with
Bramhall and Wallis over technical matters. Some of these

assgys in denunciation are quite extrsordinary, as much for
their ineptitude as for their vituperation. Unfortunatsly for
him, if not for us, Hobbes's development of seemingly atheistical
end subversive doctrines was 'so lucid that on many issues it

was obviously wrong and so readable that even minor clergymen

occupied themselves with trying to refute it.'11

The whole subject of the reception given to Hobbes's ideas
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and the possible motives actuating those who gave it has been
fully documented by Samuel I, Mintz in the work already cited.
I content myself with a single irresistible quotation - from

one Charles Robotham, an Anglican divine of Norfolk, who refers

to the

Malmesburian Hydra, the snormous Leviathan, the
gigantic dragon, the hideous monstrosity and British
beast, the Propagator of execrable doctrines, the
Promulgator of mad wisdom, the Herald and Pugilist

of impious death, the Insipid Veneraﬁor of a Material
God, the renowned fabricator of a monocondyte Symbol,
the Depraved Renswer of old heresies to the faith, the
Nonsensical roguish vendor of falsifications, a

strenuous hoer of weeds and producer of deceits...

and 8o on end So on - all for timid old Mr Hobbes. > This
axcerpt from one of the more sumptuous and absurd examples

of the eanti-Hobbes literature is perhaps senough to convey
something of the flavour of contemporary responses to the good
old gentleman. I quote it here simply becemse no testimonial
to his originality and imaginative power could possibly be so
vivid as the near-hysterical fulminations which his ideas were

capable of provoking amongst his compatriots.

Needless to say, posterity has been a good deal kinder to
Hobbes than was contemporaneity. To bg sure, his work in the
fields of optics, dynamics end geometry is now of interest
only insofar as it sheds light upon his theories of man and the

State; while his long and tendentious historical essay, Behemoth,13
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has been evaluated by Professor Trevor;Roper in two precisely-
selected words ~ 'incorrigibly erroneous.'14 Moreover, by con-
sent which I take to be common, his general philosophy, for all
its insights into, say, the uses and sbuses of language, is re-
garded as inadequate to 'raise Hobbes to the lavel of the
classical triumvirate of British philosophy - Locke, Berkeley,
and Hume.'15 Nevertheless, all these caveats apart, it is now
hardly open to question that he is the weightiest Pnglish con-
tributor to the extensive corpus of political ideas generated by
a politically dynamic century, with the possible single exception
of John Locke. His Leviathan is one of the great masterpisces of
philosophical synthesis and ratiocination, end his own greatest
achigvement. To quote A,G.N. Flew again, 'the rest of his writ-
ings serve only as introductions, footnotes and appendices to
Leviathan‘1§ although, as I have already indicated, these
introductions footnotes and appendices probebly deserve closer

attention then they are often given by students of their anthor.

In chronological order, the chief sources of what Hobbes called

his 'eivil philosophy' are The Elements of Law, Nabural and Pol-
18

{tic, the De Cive '’ end the Leviathen.

It might seem danger-
ously speculative abt a distance of three centuries to try to
penetrate too deeply into the purely subjective questions of
motivation and purpose. In Hobbes's case, however, it is not
in fact necaessary to do more than resort to the obvious truism
that philosophies are always to some extent the progenies of
their time and circumstences. More spaecifically, Hobbes's own

remarks reveel, without our having to hagard conjectures, that
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this 'oivil philosophy! is in some sense tha product of a con-
frontation between his own insecure and retiring personality and
the events through which he lived. All political discourse occurs
at the interface between thought end fact, between the subjective
and the objective; and nowhaere.is this more clearly exemplified
than in the case of Hobbes. When he was born, the reign of
Queen Elizsbeth I still had f£ifteen more years to run. He died
only nine years before the Whig Revolution of 1688 established a
pair of constitutional monarchs upon the throne of England., It
was thus his fortune (or misfortune) to have coincided with some
of the most seminal events of modern English history. He saw
the attempts of the House of Stuart to form English government
into anabsolute monarchy groundsd upon the ideology of Jure
Divino. He experienced the moral earnestness and passionate
bourgeoils individualism of the Puriten revolution; the Civil
War; the innovationg in ecclegiastical and political organis-
ation engineered by the Long Parliament and the Protectorate;
and, by way of culmination, the execution of King Charles I on
the 30th January, 1649. Hobbes was in Burope for much of this
time. But he watched and trembled from afar; and in 1646 he
became tutor to the exiled Prince of Wales, By temperament and
circumstance, he was for the most part disposed to be a supporter
of the Royalist cauase;19 and exposure to the implications of
such a period of gathering aspirations to greater political and
religious liberty must have been a truly appalling eiperience

for a man who, for all his intellactual boldness, was a physical
coward. It was precisely because he 8o acutely felt 'the dis-
orders of the present time' in which so many of his Royalist

friends and associates were implicated that he determined 'to set
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befors men's eyes the mutual relation betwesn protection and
| obedience.‘zo He chose to do so by formulating a purely nat-
uralistic moral philosophy end an ahsolutist theory of the State
grounded (as he supposed) so securely upon strict scientific and
logical principles that reasonable men could no more doubt its

validity than they could doubt that of the laws of physics.

Nevertheless, although we must take these contemporary influences
seriously, it is at the same time ohbviously impossible to make
an adequate study of Hobbes's political theory in isolation from
his other spheres of interest. This is so simply because these
gphares of interest all empty into one another with such ingen~
ious complexity. Hoﬁbas was pre-eminently an eclectic, a syn-
thesiser - a polymath on a scale and in a way fundamentally
alien to modern modes of thinking. Working at the very time
when the modern clagsification of lmowledge began to geit under
way, he was still himself ambitious enough - and confident enough ~
to suppose that he could accommodate the whole gamut of scientific
knowledge within a coherent and comprehensive system. The mod-
ern distinction batween philosophicel and scientific investige
ations - the notion of dividing our knowladgse of the external
world off from our internal or subjective concern with the nature
- of lmowledge itself - doés not appear in his work: Hobbss
invariably uses the two terms 'science' and 'philosophy'! as
synonyms (& point, incidentally, to be borne in mind throughout
the following chapters). His anxiety-ridden concern with events
in the political world repeatedly distracted him from the excur-

sions into the worlds of physics and geometry which were his
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greatest love. Thus, his system of philosophy appsared hefore
the pubiic out of its logical order. Naevertheless, his own
declared intention ~ formulated, perhaps, as early as 163721
was to extrapolate naturel-scientific explenations to the
field of what we.should now call the 'sociel sciences'. He
wished to produce a systematically-developed account of physics,
physiology, psychology, ethics, sociology and politics. All
these branches of knowledge ware to be brought together and
related according to what Hobhes took to be the proper method
of seientific enquiry; and, apparently, the whole enterprise
originally had no particular political tendsncy. As Hobbes
himself puts it,

I was studying philosophy for my mind sake, and I

had gathered together its first elements in all kinds;
and having digested them by degrees, I thought to have
written them, so as in the first I would have treated of
body and its general properties; in the second qf man
end his special faculties and affections; in the third,
of civil governments énd the duties of subjects....Whilst
I contrive, order, pensively and slowly compose these
matlters...it so heppened in the interim that my country,
gsome few years before the civil wars did rage, was
boiling hot with questions concerning ths rights of
dominion and the obedience dus from subjects, the true
forarunners of an approaching war; eand was the cause
which, all those other matters deferred, ripened and

plucked from me this third part.22

Hobbes is now chiefly (end deservedly) remembered as a polit-
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ical theorist - as an exponent of 'possessiva individualism'23
and a meticulously-developed doctrine of undivided sovereignty.
It is his political recommendations which have stimulated the
overwhelming prepondersance of the literaﬁure which has gathersd
around him in recent times. Nevertheless, it would obviously be
an error - e@specislly in view of his own dsclarations - 1o
attempt to do justice to his contribution in this field without
considering it as part of an integrated system spanning nature,
man and the political order. And it is also essential to bear
in mind that this system exists not only against a well-defined
background of political turmoil and conflicting ideologies, but
also in the context of a major gcientific revoiution. We cannot
truly understand Hobbes's philosophy other than as an organic
vhole. We cannot understand his social and political philos-
ophy unless we first understand his materialistic and deter-
ministic psychology. We cannot understand his psychology unless
we understand his natural philosophy. And we cannot understand
his natural philosophy without examining his ideas in the light
of contemporary scientific developments, and without grasping
at least something of his view of aepistemology and the nabure
and method of philosophy itself. These considerations have

largely determined the pattern of this thesis.
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NOLES.

(In preparing the notes, I have deliberately avoided using the

conventional shorthand devices - op.cit., ibid., and so on.

This hes made for a visually rather cumbersome system of ref-

arencing; but I could not see how else to avoid multiplying

the already acute difficulties involved in recording the foot-

notes onto tape.)

1.

3.

5.

Thomae Hobbes‘Malmesburiensis Vite Cermine Expressa, Latin

Works (hereinafter L.W.), Vol.I,p.lxxxvi.

Circulated in manuscript form in 1640, and published in

1650 in two separate parts, Humen Nature, or the Fundamental

Elemants of Policy, and De Corpore Politico. Molesworth

prints these two works in a single volume (English Works -
hereinafter E,W, - Vol.4), coupled with Hobbes's treatise Of

Liberty and Necessity, under the title Hobbes's Tripos.

This grouping and title are artificial. The third treatise
was not wribtten until 1646, as part of Hobbes's celabrated
controversy on free-will with Bishop John Bramhall of Derry.
Its association with the other two seems to date from an
edition of the so-called 'Tripos' published in 1684. The
work was not printed in the form and with the title which
Hobbes had intended for it until the appearance of Ferdinand

T8nnies's edition in 18989,

Considerations on the Reputation, Loyalty, Manners and

Religion of Thomag Hobbes of Malmegbury, E.W. Vol.l,p.414.

Man and Society, Vol.I,p.117.

John Aubrey, Brief Lives, p.31A.
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A, Thét is, the doctrine that the church ought to be completely
subordinated to the secular powers., The doctrine is named
after the Swiss physicien and theologisn Thomas Erasftus
(1524~1583), although Erastus himself did not hold it in
anything like the extreme form in which it is commonly
understood. Indeed, G.H. Sabine speaks of Marsilius of
Padué (ca.1280-1342) as 'the first Lrastian' (A History of
Political Theory, third edition, p.291.)

T Journal of the Commons, quoted by George Croom Robertson,

Hobbes, p.194.

8. Vide Samuel I. Mintz, The Hunting of Leviabthan, pp.50-52,

9. Brief Lives, p.316.

10. Memoirs of the Family of Cavendigsh (1708), p.15. Cited

by Croom Robertson, Hobbes, p.195,n.2.
11. Richard Peters, Hobbes, p.45.

12. | Charles Robotham, Ode prefaced to John Templer's Idea

Theologiae Leviathanis (London, 1673). Quoted in translation

by Mintz, The Hunting of Levisthan, p.56. For further

documentation of contemporary reactions to Hobbes, see John
Laird, Hobhes, pp.247-317; Sterling Lamprecht, 'Hobbes and

Hobhism', Americen Political Science Review, xxxiv, (1940),

pp.31-53; and John Bowle, Hobbes and his Critics, a Study

in Seventeenth-Century Constitutionalism.

13. E.W. Vol.4,

14. H.R. Trevor-Roper, Historical Essays, p.238.

15.  A.G.N, Flew, 'Hobhes and the Use of Language', The Listener,

November 15th, 1951, p.847.
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17.

18,

19.

N
N
.

13.

A.G.,N, Flew, 'Hobbes and the Use of Language', The Listener,

November 15th, 1951, p.845.

1642, L.W. Vol.II,pp.157=432., Translated by Hobbes as

Philosophical Rudiments concerning Government and Socisty,

E.W. Vol.2.
1651, E.W. Vol.3.

To be more exact, although he preferred monarchical gov-
ernment, he was disposed to support any regime which could
guarantes peace and security. Thus, when the publication
of Leviathan in 1651 made him unpopular with the Royalist
exiles and the Catholie Church in France, he fled back to
Bngland and made his peace with the Council of State; only
to make a fresh peace with Charles II abt the Restoration,
when it turned out that his unpopularity had not been as
groat as he had feared. His contemporariss tended to regard
his return to England in 1451 as a piece of heartless
tergivergation. In fact, Hobbes was acting quite consis-

tently within his own declared principles.
Leviathan, E.W. Vol.3,p.713.

As 1637 was Hobbeg's forty-ninth year, the word 'sarly'
nmight seem out of place hare; mat the pace of Hobbes's
philosophical development was nothing if not leisurely., He
does not seem to have become sariously interested in philos-
ophical or scientific matters until at least 1628, when

he was forty; and he was in his sixty-third year when the

Leviathan first appeared.

Philosophiéal Rudiments concerning Government and Sociely,
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E.w. Volo z,pp.XiX‘XX.

23, Vide C.B, MacPherson, The Politicsal Theory of Possessive

Individualism, esp.pp.9-104. Incidenﬁally, an:. interesting
dimension which space forbids me to discuss here is Hobbhes's
relation to the religious thought of his time, as to which

gee Mintz, The Munting of Leviathan; F.C.Hood, The Divine

Politics of Thomas Hobbes; eand Ralph Ross, Herbert W,

Schneider and Theodore Waldmsn, Thomas Hobbes in Hig Time.

A separate discussion of this important field would, I
ﬁhink, have been clsarly besidé the point of this thesis.
But, since the earliest and most bitter controversies aboﬁt
Hobbes centred upon essentially religious issues, I do not
wish my omission to be construed as a balittling of this

aspect of Hobbes studies.
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CHAPTER ONE - THE INTELLECTUAL CONTEXT.

This chapber is by way of being a general and discursive
introduction to Hobbeg in his inbellectual milieu, to serve
as a viaticum for more technical matters. At the same time,
pure biography is an important key to understanding, and has -
at least in much recent scholarship - rather tended to be lost
in the penumbra of exclusively philosophical matters. Since
one of the preauppositions‘of this thesis is that, in the study
of Hobbes, there are very few exclusively philosophical matters
capable of being understéod in abstraction from their broader
context, I regard this chapter as being rather more than mere

ground-clearing.

One has heard it said, with some appositeness, that Thoﬁas
Hobhag was the Bertrand Russell of the seventeenth.century.
Not only did he live almost twice as long as the typical.
Englishman of the period might reasonably expect; his life
was also disbinguished by the most remarkseble versatility,
snergy and good health, Indeed, though he was rather a puny

specimen as a young man, he seems actually bochave become

healthier as he grew older:

From forty or better, he grew healthier, and then he
had a fresh, ruddy complexion. He was ganguineo-

melancholicus, which the physiologers say is the most

ingenious complexion....In his old age he was very

; bald...yet within door he used to study and  sit bare-
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headed, and he said he never took cold in his head,
but that the greatest trouble was to keep off the flies

from pitching on the baldness.1

He was atill playing tennis two or three times a year when
he was seventy-five. Although he suffered from the age of
sbout sixty from 'the shaking palsy in his hands'? which
eventually increased into a paralysis so severe that he could
hardly write his own name, his vigour of mind remained undim-
inished to the end of his life. In 1472, when he was eighty~
four yesrs old, he wrote an autobiography in Latin verse,B
and in 1473 he brought out a verse translation of Books IX-
XIT of the Odyssey. This was so well received that in the
following year he published a translation of the whole of the
Odyssey and the Iliad, prefacing the completed work with en
introductory essay ‘Concerning the Virtues of en Heroic Poem.'4
Of this effort, with the same old mixture of fearfulness and

arrogance, he said:

Why...did I write it? Baecause I had nothing else to do.
Why publish it? Becamse I thought it might take off my
adversaries from showing their folly upon my more serious

writings, and set them upon my verses to show their wis-

dom.5

It has to be admitted that the translations are not very scin-
tillating oneg -~ there is no room for examples, although there
are soma amusing possibilities. The more successful translator
of Homer, Alexander Pope, declines to say more about Hobbes's
effort than that it is 'too mean for criticism'. But the whole

underteking is not at all bad for a man in his later eighties,
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Indeed, in August, 1679, no more then four months before his
death, he was 'writing somewhat! for his publisher, William
Crooke, 'to print in English'.6 Unfortunately, we do not

know what this 'somewhat' was,

Even apart from the Spanish Armade which hurried him into
the world, Hobbes's earliest years were rather unpromising,
and augured little of the remarkable developments to come.
His father, also called Thomas, was tha vicar of Westport,
near Malmesbury in Wiltshire; but the family evidently did not
enjoy & very lavish stsndard of living., AMbrey tells us that

7 Hobbes

the parish was worth less than seven pounds a year.
the elder 'was one of the clergy of Queen Elizabeth's time -

a little learning went & great way with him and many other
ignorant Sir Johns in those deys; could only read the prayers
of the Church and the homilies, and disesteemed learning...

as not knowing the sweetness of it.'8 One Sunday morning,
having dropped off to sleep in church after a Saturday-night
bridge-session, he woke up to tell the congregatidn that clubs
were trumps. But he let the side down most spectacularly, snd
for the last recorded time, when he got into a fight with a
neighbouring parson at the church-door. Even the ignorant Sir
Johns of those days could only go so far and no farther; and
Parson Hobbes left the district under a cloud and died in red-
uced circumgtences 'Yheyond London.'9 The care of Thomas junior
- who was not yet four yesrs old - and his brother and sister

passed to their father's elder hbrother, Francis, a well-to-do

glover and local dignitary, who thus unknowingly assumed a mome
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entous responsibility.

After an elementary education under clergymen at Westport
and Malmesbury, Hobbes was very fortunate to come under the
care of an excellent schoolmaster, one Robert Latimer, 'a
young man of about nineteen or twenty, newly come from the
university, who then kept a private school in Wbstport.'1o
This Robert Latimer was apparently a more than compstent Greek
scholar; and he took to Hobbas at once. He was gquick to spobt
promise in his new pupil, and would instrict him and other
gifted boys of the school until nine o' clock in the evening.
Whether or not they were grateful for this extra devobion is
not recorded; but Hobbes rewarded his master's dedication by
presenting him with a translation of Buripides's Medes into
Latin iambics before he was fourteen years old. By this time,
he had evidently absorbed all that Mr Latimer had to offer;
because, at the age of fourteen, he went up to Magdalen Hall,
Oxford (absorbed into Hertford College in 1874).

When Hobbes baecame an undergraduate, the University of Oxford
was still, to all intents and purposes, a medieval institution.
The course of study for the Bachelor of Arts degree did now
include courses in classical literature - Renaissance humanism
had at least penetrated to that extent. But the method and
Spirit of tﬁe place nevertheless remained essentially scholastic,
and a series of disputations and exercises in the schools still
lsy between the undergraduate and his degree. The intellectual
vigour which, in the fourteenﬁh century, had enabled Oxford to

occeupy a place of eminence in the world of scholarghip second only
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to that of the University of Paris seems, howsver, largely %o
have dried up. Degres regulations wers often only very cur-
sorily enforced - when, that is, they were enforced at all.
Discipline was bad. Canon law and scholastic theology hed come
to be neglected to the point of atrophy. Philosophy was now
dished up raw from the works of Aristotle - chiefly the Rhetorie,

the Dialectics and the Nicomachean Ethics ~ and the great

medieval commentaries of Duns Scotus and Peter Lombard were more
or less ignored. The declamations and disputations given in

the Faculty of Arts in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth
centuries ware predominantly abgtract and sophistical. They
were often plagiarised directly from Aristotle's own works,
frequently triviel and flippent, and more often than not display-
ing little or no awareness of current events. Candidates for
degrees debated such burning questions ag whether mothers love
their children more than fathers do, or whether kindness or
severity is the best method of keeping a wife in order. The
dominant impression is that logical adroitness and verbal skill
are more highly prized than either quality or quantity of know~
ledge. Hobbes's own comments, frequently and trenchsntly delivered,
lesve us in no doubt that discipline and standards of hehaviour

-~ gmongst academic staff as well ag students ~ could run at a
pretty low ebb even in a college such as Magdalen Hall, where

the Puritan ethos was very sbrongly established.

Placed in the loweast class of logic, and obviously rather out
of his depth, the fourteen-year-old Hobbes did not take at all
wall to this academic curriculum, He seems to have enjoyed

rhetoric, and thought himself a good rhetorician; but Aristot-
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elian logic aﬂimqtaphysica laft him both cold and uninformed.11
It is clear enough from his writings that he never did quite
manage to understand the temper of scholasticism; and Oxford
loft him with a mistrust of and distaste for it which never left
him. Here is a sample of his short wey with the giants of

medieval philosophy:

The first Rector of the University of Paris, as I have
read somewhere, was Peter Lombard, who first brought in
them the learning called schqol—divinity; and was second-
ed by John Scot of Duns, who lived in or nesr the same
time; whom any ingenious reader...would judge to have
been two of the most egregious blockheads in the world,

so obscnre and senseless are their writings.12

To be sure, it is probable that Hobbes, like Descartes, liked
to pretend to be more idle than he was. His boast was that, if
he had read as much as other men, he would have known no more than
they»13 - the boast being both an avowal of rationalism and an
expression of distaste for the musty past. BEven so, it is plain
that the university curriculum of the early gixteen~hundreds was
not such as to stimulate heroic feats of industry. According to
hbrey, Hobbes spent much of his undergraduate career trapping
jackdaws in the sarly summer mornings and browsing through maps
in the Oxford bookshops. " As Richard Peters has put it, 'at this
time it was the new and strange worlds chartad by Drake and
Megellan that fired his imagination rather then the intellectual
voyages of Kepler and Galileo out of the snug, earth-centred
security of the Aristotelian cosmology.‘14 Hobbes was to dis-

cover Kepler and Galileo latsr, and the whole of his subsequent
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career was to become a revolt against the traditional syllabus
which he had experienced as a young man. Throughout hig 1life,
he was convinced that the universities, as well as being useless
for any worthy practical purpose, were hotbeds of political
sedition, introducing the dengerous notions of Greek democracy
into the pliable minds of the young. He held that, in origin,
they were cunning front-organisations for the intrigues of the
Roman Catholic Church, which they disguised by the cultivation
of incomprehensible and bewildering subtleties. Those who
succeeded the ‘egregious blockheads' mentioned earlier learnt

from them

the trick of imposing what they list upon their
readers, and declining the force of trme reason by
verbal forks; I mean distinctions that signify nothing,

bubt serve only to astonish the miltitude of ignorent

men.15

Jackdaw-trapping notwithstanding, Hobbhes took his Bachelor of
Arts degree in 1408, when he was twenty ysars old. He seems
to have acquired nothing at the university in the way of pre-
paration for his subsequent life's work - beyond, perhsaps, a
great dislike of the past and the seeds of a desire Lo become
an innovator. At the time of his graduation, by a piece of great
good fortune, William Cavendish, Baron Hardwick (who was to be
created first Earl of Davonshire in 1418) was looking for a
tutor for his eldest son, also called William. The Principal
of Magdalen Hall, James Hussey ('a great encourager of towardly

youths'16) recommended Hobbas for the job. The family was
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looking for a young men of more or less the same age as the
futurs second Earl - then seventesen, end married to a twelve-
year-old Scottish haeiress who, as Mintz demurely puts it, 'was
allowed to mature soms years more before assuming her wifely
duties'.17 Hobhas was accepted; and so begen an association
with the Cavendish family which was to continue, in spite of
interruptions, for mors than seventy years. Hobbes, who never
married, lived for much of his 1life as part of the household;
end, indeed, his death - on the 4th December, 1479, at the age

of ninety-one - occurred at Hardwick, one of the two Darbyshire

segats of the family.18

Hobhes seams actually to have been more of a Jeeves than a
tutor to his new charge, who was, by all accounts, a yoﬁng man
of colourful habits. They went out hawking and hunting together,
and Hobbes often caught cold through stending sbout in the rain
trying to bofrow monej for his pupil. While he was living in
this way, he worried so much about forgetting his Latin that he
bought a pocket adition of selections from the classics to carry
about and read in his odd moments. But in spite of the drawbacks,
Hobbes tells us that the years betwsen 1608 and 1628 , when the
second Earl died (having succeedsd to the titls only two years

previously) were the happiest of his 1ifa. 2

The Cavendishes departed from the usual practice of traating
the family tubor as one of the less important of the domestic
gervants., They allowed him to mix soclally with them, and they
gaem ganuinely to have accepted him as a friend. Indeed, in view

of the length of his service with the family, he no doubt even-
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tually became something of a household institution. His assoc-
lation with the family is especially important from our point of
view., It conferred upon him advantages which a person of his
station, the parvenu nephaw of a glove-maker, conld hardly other~
wise have hoped to enjoy, and without which the breadth and
ambition of his career would never have been asble even to have
baen conceived. He now had constant and ready access to first;
class libraries and to the converssation of sminent and influential
men. He enjoyed the society of Edward Herbert; Baron Cherbury,
the philosopher, historian and exponent of ‘natural religion' -
against whom Locke's critique of innate ideas was later to be
directed, He also knew Lucius Carey, second Viscount Falkland,
the Royalist historian whose home abt Great Tew near Burford was

a meeting place for some of England's most cultivated intellects;
William Cavendish and his brother Charles, nephews of the first

Earl of Devonshire,go

who had aestablished, at Welbeck K Aobay in
Nottinghamshire, a thriving nucleus of optical, geometrical,
chamical and mathematical study; end Ben Jonson, the poet and
Court favourite, whose sadvice he took on points of literary style.

Of his employer, through whose offices he was introduced to all

these luminaries, he was moved to say that

there wag not any vho more reslly and less for glory's
sake favoured those that studied the liberal arts
liberally than my Lord...did; nor in whose house a

man should less need the university than in his.21

Evidently, art snd nsture were more accessible to the curious
mind within the aristoeratic circle of the day than they were at

the University of Oxford where Hobbes had spent his five tedious
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undergraduate years.

For some time during this happieat period of his life, Hobhes
acted as part-time amanuensis to the most eminent Royalist of
all, Francis Bacon, Baron Verulam and Viscount St Albans. This
association presumably bagan sfter 1621, when Bacon was removed
from the Lord Chancellorship, banished into the country (after
four uncomfortable days in the Tower) and barred from office for
taking bribes. It may have lasted until Bacon's death in 1624,
It is, in fact, impossible to establish an accurate chr‘onology
from the evidence available; but Hobbes is apparently the source

22 that Bacon caught cold

of the famous story retailed by Mibrey,
and died after experimenting with refrigeration by stuffing a
chicken full of snow. In any case, we know that Hobbss assisted
the ex-~Lord Chencellor in translating several of his essays into
Latin; and they would stroll together in Bacon's 'delicious

walks at Gorhambury?,23 Hobbaes with pen and peper waiting to jot
down the philosophical pearls as they dropped from the great

man's lips. According to Aibrey, Bacon thought very highly of
Hobbes's services, Hobbes being the only one of his secretaries
who could understand what he said. The question of Bacon's
possible 'influence' on Hobhes has been widely discussed, in

spite of the complete lack of paertinent evidence. As we shall

see presently, not a great deal of the Baconian scientific spirit
seams to have rubbed off on Hobbes; but at least we might reason~
ably suggest that Bacon's vehement hostility towards Aristotle
reinforced notions whichAhad already come into Hobbes's mind st

Oxford. #nd we might also conjecture that Bacon's conviction thatl
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the resources of the natural world might be understood and
nastered by science mast have been impressive and inspiring

to a younger man with a fixed direction of his own still to

£ind, <4

Unguestionably the grestest éingle advantage which Hobbaes
derived from his employment in the Cavendish household was the
opportunity to travel abroad and to become accustomed to the
intellectual ambience of seventeenth-century Burope, His first
chance came when he and his pupil set out to make the inevitable
furopean grand tour in 1A10. They visited France, Germany and
Ttaly., The young Lord spent a great deal of money, and Hobhes
picked up the rudiments of French and Ttalian, at the same time
greatly improving his rusty Latin. He returned to England burst-
ing with ambition to become & classical scholar. Thereafter,
for ebout fifteen years, while employed as private secretary to
his former pupil, he devoted his ample free time to the study
of classical literature, concentrating particularly upon poetry
and history. Significantly enough, the Blackbourne biography
tells us that he embarked upon these studies in order to try to
find an intellectual system which satisfied him: He wished to
escapa from the sophistical and contentious logic of the school-
men, their ethicé, grounded less upon truth than upon prejudice,
and the ingenious but pedantic and unreal physics of Aristotle.25
It was ab this time that he began to work upon his translation

of Thucydides's History of the Peloponnegian War, the first of

his works to sea the light of dasy. Although it 'lay long by
him',26 this was eventually published in 1629, with an introduc-

tory essay and a delightful dedication to the first Earl, 'by
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whose indulgence I had both the time and ammunition to perform
it.'27 Towards the end of his 1life, Hobbes was to explain that
this work had a didactic as well as a purely literary purpose -
namely, to warn his countrymen that one man is wiser then a
number by referring them to the example of Athenian democracy.28

It is often suggested that this is merely an ex post facto

explanation, and that there is no resson to suppose that Hobhes's
politicel ideas were so firmly set by this time. But then again,
there is equally no reason to suppose that they were not. In
default of decisive evidence to the contrary, we»might as well
take Hobbes at his wérd end conclude that, by the time he was
contemplating publishing the translation, his faith in absolute,
and preferably monarchical, government was crystallising.
Associating as he did with the kind of company habitually to be
encountered in the Cavendish household, why should it not do

so abt the age of forty?

Altogether, Hobbes made four expeditions into Europe: the
first grand tour already menbtioned; a second grand tour, made
between 1629 and 1631, this time with the son of Sir Gervase
Clifton, a gentleman of Nottinghamshire;29 a third grand tour
with the third Rarl of Devonshire from 1634 to 1437; and the
long voluntary exile in Paris, from 1640 to 1651. 0f these
Journeys, the third is certainly the most significant from the

point of view of Hobbes's intellectual development.

These European excursions amounted, in sum, to & period of
slightly less than twenty years. In the course of them, Hobbes

was drawn into the most eclectic and sophisticated circles of
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his age. As a result, his career as a philosopher got under way.
At some time during the second grand tour he made a discovery which

marked one of the great turning points of his lifé:

Being in a gentleman's library, Euclid's Elements lay

open, and 'twas the 47 El., libri I. He read the proposition.

By G =, sald he;(he would now and then swear an emph-
abical oath by way of emphasis), 'This is impossible!' So
he reads the demonstration of it, which referred him back
to such a proposition; which proposition he read. That
referred him back to another, which he also vead. Lt sic

deinceps, that at last he was demonstratively convinced
of that truth,>®

Thereafter, as Aubrey puts it, he was 'in love with geometry!',
although the truth of the mattér is thabt he never became more
then a second-rate geometer himself, in spite of an exuberant
faith in his own competence. Before very long, he managed %o
convince himgelf that he had found out how to solve the immem-
orial constructional problems of squaring the circle, duplicating
the cubé and cubing the sphere.31 Eventually, he was unwise enough
to embark upon a long, bitter and quite futile pamphlet war on
these and other subjects with John Wellis, Savilean Professor

of Geometry abt Oxford. Not unreasonsbly irritated by Hobbes's
unpleasant snimadversions on English University life, Wallis and
Seth Ward, the Savilean Professor of Astronomy, had determined to
teach the old boy a lesson; and Wallis unmercifully made Hobbes
look very stupid. In no time at all, the controversy had becoms
no more than en exchange of insulting remarks;32 but Hobbes had

gone ovarboard for geometry, and was not by any means to be diver-
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ted. It was to form one of the fundsmental parts of his philos-
ophical method, for the technigue of proceeding by clear steps
from rigorously-gtated first premisses to indubitable deductive
conclusions seemed to him to offer exciting possibilities to

the scientific investigator. Thus far, he resembles Spinoza and

Descartes; bub there are dangers here, to which we shall

presantly return.

In Paris on his third grand tour, Hobbes was intioduced (poss-
ibly by Sir Kenelm Digby) to the Franciscan Friar, Marin Mersenne,
the fyiend and schoolfellow of Descartes, who was, as Croom
Robertson puts it, 'in the republic of intellect like the heart
in the body.'33 M indefatigable encourager of scisntific en-
quiry, with interests of his own ranging from mathematics to
accoustics and musicology, Mersenne cultivated a wide and advan-
ced intellectual circle. His cell operated as a kind of minie-
»tdre university where, by correspondence and personal meetings,
gome of the foremost exponents of scientific investigation
exchanéed ideas., Mersenne and Hobbes became firm friends. It
was to Mersenne that Hobhes communicated his own earliest en-
quiries into the fields of sensation and opties, which Mersenne
published in summary form in the Preface to his Ballistica. It
was elso through the agency of Mersenns that Hobbes wrote the set
of sixteen criticisms of Descartes's Meditations which now appear
as the 'third objections‘.34 At the same time, Hobhes pra-
pared a critique of Descartes's Dioptrique, in which he compared
and contrasted his own optical theories and some of those propoun-
ded by Descartes. This was published by Mersenne in his Optigue

in 1644. Posasibly for no reason more obacurs than jeslousy,
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Descartes did not take at all kindly to Hobbes's eritical remarks

- which were, to be fair, expressed in a perfectly amicable tone.35
Descartes accused Hobbes of plagiarism; Hobbes replied that he
had been saying the same things for years and could prove it; sand
when the two eventually met in Paris in 1648 they fell out almost
at once. They seem never to have entertained more than a some-
what frigid respect for one anothaer - as witness the backhanded

compliment recorded by Aibrey:

Ho [Hobbes ] would say that had he [Descartes| kept
himself to geometry he had been the best geometer in
the world, but that his head did not lie for philos-

oph}r.}6

Also through the mediation of Mersenne, Hobbes formed the warmest
of friendships with the neo~Epicurean philosopher Pierre Gassendi,
who came to Paris in 1645 as Professor of Mathematics in the
Gollége Royal. This friendship lasted until Gassendi's death

in 1655. In view of the direction of his own philosophical
development, Hobbas must have found the atomism and materialism
of Gassendi's philosophy congenial., Most important of all,
however, Hobbes now came to be acquainted with the seminal scien-
tific work of Galileo and Kepler; and in 1635 or 1634 he
Journeyed to Florence where he met the aged Gélileo. Acooraing
to the inexhaustible Aubrey, the two became friends; although
the friendship cannot have lasted long, since Galileo died in
1642. Nevertheless, throughout his life, Hobbes maintained the
most profound respect for Galileo, who 'was the first that opened

Yo us the gate of natural philosophy universal.'37

A glancs at Hobbes's early development furnishes a clear



30.

picture of a precocious young men, longing for novelty, bored
with the conventional orthodoxies, and searching for an intellec-
tual grounding more secure than that yielded by the academic
curriculum then available in England. Extensive foreign travel
was obviously the best possible antidote for such gnnui. Having
chafed so much against the traditional Aristotelian psbulum dished
up by the beardless young tutors of Magdalen Hall, Hobbes found
himself completely in harmony with the intellectual aspirations
of seventeenth-century Europe. Here, after all, the imminent
collapse of the scholastic edifice was accepted as inevitable.
The most impressive and forward-looking intellects were daring
to be heedless of the sanctity of Aristotle, The past was almost
daily being undermined by epochal new steps in the natural sci-
ences. Men weré venburing for the first time to seek perfect
magtery over the physical world and its resources. Here was the
baginning of the modern sclentific experience - the age of the
vindication of Copernicus's heliocentric planetary theory and

the final displacement of men from the centre of creation. It
wag the age of Galileo's work in astronomy and dynamics and
Keplér's formalation of the laws of planetary motion; and Hobbes
found himself perfectly at home in it, It is small wonder that,
after his return from his first European journey, he was already
the only one of Bacon's amanusnses who could understand the
masterts scieﬁtific musings. He had had his baptism, and he was

to become more and more deeply involved with FBuropeen science,
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On Hobbhes's relations with Descartes see F. Brandt, Thomag
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CHAPTER TWO -~ HOBBES AND THE RISE OF SCIENCE,

Given the intellactual end social milieu in which we find him
moving, it is not difficult to see why the structure of Hobbes's
mature thought is as it is. Indeed, his eventual return from
the scientific haven of France in 1651 coincided with (and, as
we have saen, was occasioned by) the appearance of the ¥nglish
version of his masterpiece, the Leviathan. In order to under-
stand the growbth of his ideas, theréfofa, it is obviously impor-
tant to consider the nature and significance of the chief ideas
which Hobbes encountered during his long formative period%as a
philosopher. Unfortunately, it would teke us too far afield to
embark on even the shortest history of seventeenth-century science
here; end, as it happens, pure descfiption would not serve onr
purposes very well in any case. It is more appropriate to point
out that scientific thought at this time had begun to centre
chiefly upon three concepts - concepts which waere also to bacome
fundamenﬁals of Hobbes's own thought, These concepts are matter,
motion, and law. To illusbrate their lmportance, we need only
glance at the vivid contrast between geventeaenth~century dynam-
ics and the traditional Greek mode of conceiving the phenomenon

of motion.

From the esarliest times - with the odd exception such as
Anaxagoras of Clazomenas or Democritus of Abdera, hoth of whom
ware accounted impious - Greek scientists had held either that

the planets are gods or that they are moved by gods. A more
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sophisticated version of exactly the same kind of belief had
passed down through the Middle Ages from Aristotle. To Aris-
totle's mind, one of the functions of the soul is to impart

movement to the hody whose soul it is:

The soul is the cause and first principle of the
living body....It is the cause in the sense of being

that from which motion is derived.1

Indeed, on Aristotle's account, every object in motion requires
an actuel moving cause. It follows from this that not only do
individuel bodies require a cause to move them, but the entire
universe must have a First, that is to say a Supreme, Mover,

The term 'first' in this context is not to be understood as

first in tiﬁe. Aristotle regards time as eternal since, if we
were to spesk of the creation of time, we should, in effect, be
speasking of the time when time was created, or of the time during
which time was not, which plainly would not do. Also, change and
motion are connected with time insofar as they are temporal
Phenomena ~ to borrow Collingwood's expression, every change and
avery mobtion requirss a certain 'minimum time' in which bto occur.?
Therefore, change and motion must be eternal as well. Further-
more,bsince motion and change are necessarily eternal, the cause
of motion, the First Mover, must itself be incapable of being
changed. If this were not so, we should have to admit the poss-
ibility of the First Mover being changed in such a way aé to cause
it to ceage from cauging mobtion; in which case motion and change
would not, after all, be necessarily eternal, The First Mover
migt therefore he non-material, since heing material involves the
possibility of being acted upon and changed., The First Mover is

pure energeia - energy or force.
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To the extent that Aristotls wes the genius lo¢i of medieval
science, the underlying presuppositions of his explanabion of
motion are of great importance. They may briefly be stated as
follows. First, the natural state of material bodies is rest.
Second, our experisnce confirms our rational certainty of the
eternality of mobion, since we see thabt, although their natural
state is motionlessness, there are some bodies in motion (e.g.
the plenets) which do not just run down and stop. Third, there
must therefore be an externel force operating continuously upon
such bodies. Moreover, as we have seen, this motive force must

issue from a source which is itself non-material and thus

unmoved and unmovable,

Seventeanth-century dynamics, as enunciated in Galileo's law
of inertia, and as ghortly %o be brought to perfection in Newton's
laws of motion, completely exploded this traditional view of the
world. It suggested, and demonstrated the pleusibility of the
suggestion, that a body in motion will continue to move in the
game direction for ever, unless some exbrinsic canse arrest its
movement or cause it to alter its direction. Mnd such extrinsic
causes as will produce these effects were held to be explicable
in purely mechanical terms. The planets continue to describe
their orbits simply under their own momentum, and in accordance

with ascertainable lawg of the kind formulated by Galileo and

Kepler; and if one ware suddenly to stop or alter course, this
would be due not to the fact that a 'mover' had stopped moving it,
but to the spplication of another force of discoverahle intensity.
In short, it had now become possible to formulate an entirely

gself-sufficlent explenabtion of the universe as a system of matter
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in motion according to discoverable laws of mechenics. Appeals
to an unseen, metaphysical suthority or mover or sustainer were
no longer necessary to scisntific explanation. To be sure, it
was étill negessary, or at least prudent, to leave a place for

God in the explanation: God was the creator, the Deus ex machins,

who had built the mechanical universe end set it going. Even
Newton held this view, although Aristotle himself was well aware
that there is no need to suppose that the universe had a begin-
ning in time, The important point, howsver,-is that it was no
longer necessary to sssume that God took any further interest in
the machine which he had created. Unless impeded, it would run

on forever, according to laws which the intelligent observer might
formulate and understend - or, to bs more exact, in regular ways

capable of being formulated into scientific generalisabions.

Of greater significance still was the excision of téleological
or purposive assumptions from the study of nabtural phenomena.
For as long as observant men believed thab some outside intelligencs,
some mobtive force 'out there'!', conbinuously imparts to objects
the motions which they are seen to make, it was both natural and
deeply inhibiting also to believe thabt the intelligence in quest-
ion does so for some resson. In other words, it was easy to
asgume that there must be some cosmic purpose undsrlying the fact
that the universe is as it is, and so to seek for explanations
of why rather then how natural phenomena are the way they are.
This view is, of course, not quite dead to this day; and as its
alternative has such anti-theological implications, there will,

I suppose, always be those whose interest is to keep it alive.

Bub, given the possibility of a purely mechanistic explanation
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of the universe, teleology ceased to seem necessary to scientif-
ic understanding. Whatever the original motive’behind the creation
may héﬁe been (assuming it ﬂo have had any motive at all) natural
phenomena as we observe them just g;g.4 Man could thus sesek,
not merely %o understand them, but also to control them to his
own ends. Never before had the secrets of nature been so plastic;
never before had man been able, bj sclentific discovery and
understanding, to seek to inject his own purposes into the natural
world. Indeed, men of the past had tried to ward off naturs to
some degree, making shift with ill-equipped expeditions into
medicine, astronomy, astrology, and so forth. But now the
sclentific investigator began to conceive the possibility of
comprehending the universe and, potentially, all it contains,
by operating with the three methodological concepts of matter,
motion and law. He began, in other words, to formulate a comp-
rehensive, nomological, mechanistic and useable explanation of
nature, independent of authority or revelation. Nébural science
had achieved a wholly new intellectual independence., Just as,
in the emergent 'possessive individualism' of seventeenth-century
England, the individual was at last completing his emancipation
from the hierocratic medieval community, so too, on the intell-
ectual frontiers of Europe, physics was finally liberating itself
from theology. And this emergence of the imago of naturasl
science from the chrysalis of theology may be regarded as the

first step towards the modern comparbtmentalisation of knowledgs.

This whole scisntific enterprise was not to reach its seventeenth-

century culmination until 1687 ~ the year of the publication of
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Sir Isaac Newbon's Principia., By this time, Hobbes had been
dead for eight years. But from the moment of his acceptance,
in the 1630s, into the Europesn intellectual world, the fascinated
Hobbes was drawn ineluctably into a new world of dazzling explic~
ative possibilities ~ into a conceptual voyage which was indeed
no less daring in its way then the terrestrial conquests of Drake

and Magellan which had so absorbed the bored undergraduate 'gaping

on maps' in the bookshops.5

Hobbes himself gives a suggestive account of how he first came
fully to see the possibilities latent in an explanation of the
universe as a system of matter in motion.6 At some time after
he had complebted his studies in classical literature, he happened
to be present at a‘gathering of learned mén. Someone brought up
the subject of the cauée of gsensation, This moved one of the
compeny Lo ask, as though to dismiss the subject as insignificant,
'What is sense?' To Hobbes's amazement, no-one present at the
gathering could come up with an enswer; and he himself fell to
thinking deeply on the matter. Eventually, he stumbled upon a
solution which was to provide him with the keystone of his system,
If, he reasoned, bodies and the internal paris of bédies were
always at rest, or if they all always moved in the same way,
we should have no means of distinguishing betwsen any one thing
and any other. We should not, in other words, be able to exper-
ience the chenging conjunctions of phenoméns which we call sen-
sabion. Thus, the cause of everything, including sensation,
must reside in the diversity of motion. Not only must Gelileo's
suggaestion that the whole of the physical world consists in the

diversity of motions of homogeneous particles be trus. Tt must
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also .ba tfue that our awareness of this physicsal world itself
arises out of motions within ourselves, answering to motions in
the external world.

Hobbes, like Bentham, was something of a men of fads. Just
as he fell head over heels in iove with geometry, so he now
seems immediately to have become obsessed with the possibilities
of this new theory. The third Earl of Devonshire mdét have found
him a tedious travelling companion; for Hobbes tells us that,
throughout his third Buropean journey, whether sailing, driving
or riding a horse, he was constantly preoccupied by the idea of
motion.’ He also tells us that, when in Paris on the same jour-
ney, he was husy enquiring into the kinds of mobion which night
effect sensation, intellect, apparition and other animal properties.8
Here was the obsessive student, who was 'wont to draw lines on
his thigh and on the sheets, &bad, and also multiply and divida',9
off on a new tack., He had hit upon the idea of applying the gen-
aral theory of motion, by mesns of which Galileo sought to ex-
plain the physical world, to an explanation of sensation and
therefore of human behaviour. At some time between 1630 and 1A37
- it is impossible to say precisely when - his first tentative
explorabion of this possibility of a new philosophy of man

appeared in A Short Tract on First P:;noiples.1o This work,

more commonly known as the Little Treatise, is similar in its

gtructure to the De_Corpore, only, of course, much smaller: It
ig a first draft of ideas laber to bhe developed more fully. The
helief that the sensations, and therefore the bshaviour, of men

are capsble of explanation in the same mechanistic and essent-
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ially non-teleological terms as the movements of natural bodies
lies at the very centre of Hobbes's philosophy of man. More
particularly, it lies at the centre of his moral and political
recommendabions. For, having arrived at this belief, he now set
out to discover a final solution to all political disputes, in
the form of a clear and indubitable scisentific aécount of the
form and functions of the commonwealth, capable of being express-
ed in the same nomological terms as the propositions of natural
science. This undertaking, odd and misguided as it may now seem

to us, was to provide the main directional thrust of his life's

work.

Hobbes's step from nabural to political and social philosophy
is certainly an entérprising one, Whether or not it is also an
original one is a question which remains open. In one sensa,
of course, it is obviously not original. Plato's Republic is
just such an attempt as Hobbaes's to construct a universal intell-
acbual scheme culminabing in a theory of the State. But Plato's
system is, of course, of a very different order from that of
Hobbes, and certainly does not rest upon extrapolation from crude
mechanical explanation. Hobbes certainly thought, and ela.imed,11
that he was the first to transplant a method of natural-scientific
enquiry into the realms of social and political invaestigation.,

It may be, however, that he is indebted to Bacon or to classical
atomism, to which he certainly had ample access through his
friend Gassendi. Also, T8nnies has conjectured (although only
upon the basis of very slender evidence) that the idea of reason-

ing about morals by means of the method of geomebry was first
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suggested to Hobbas by TGalileo.12

There may be some element of
truth in all these guesses; but there is no way in which we can

really substantiate any one of them,

As we have slready suggested, the sbolition of telsology from
natural science, although never completed, encouraged the
saventeenth~century men of science to take a very definitely
instrumental view of knowledge and its pursuit. This view,
recurrent in the history of science, is in essence the game ag
that of the Sophists of the fifth century B.C., or of the
Enlightenment, and it implies the same kind of faith in human
retionality. Gslileo's work on projectiles, for instance, was
of more than purely academic interest: Once we know the correct
mgthod of calculating the trajesctories of projectiles, we are in
a position acecurately to work out the range of guns. The geven-
teenth century was, in its intellectuwal vangnard, unambiguously
an age of applied sclence: The proper relabion between theory
and practice was conceived as being very clogse., Its guiding
principle may be expressed thus: Given the right intellectual
aquipment, the appropriate method, men of imagination can, hy the
power of their own intelligence, meke public the secrets of
nature and impart purpose to them, forming them in such a way as
to create conditions of 1life to order. Whatever practical |
obstacles there might be, theoretically there were no 1imits'to
what practical wisdom might accomplish, given only the proper
method. And men like Bacon and Descartes believed themselves to
have discoveraed this method. They published their findings in

treatises which were written precisely to serve as handbooks for
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intelligent men who wished to achieve practical wisdom. Such
phronesis or know-how was to be achieved, not by monkish researches
into the past and appeals to the authority of Aristotelian meta-
physics, but by bold and rational forwsrd snquiry. /Mnd because
such enquiry amounted to prying into the very secrets of God's
creabion, it is hardly surprising that it met with repeated
suspicion, condemnation and secpticism. H,A.L, Fisher has a

story which neatly 11lustrates the kind of uphill battle which

the new naturel scientists found themselves fighting:

When at the beginning of the seventeenth century Kircher
invited a brother Jesuit to look through his telescope
at the newly-discovered spots on the sun, the professor
replied, 'My son, it is useless. I have read Aristotla
through twice, and have not found anything sbout spots

on the sun. There are no spots on the sun.'13

The problem of reconciling reason with revelation was as intrac-

table then as it is now for enquirers who are also believerg.

But a still more intractable problem at this time was that
presented by the sbsence of consansus over the question of what
the proper method of scientific investigation might be. One
might be forgiven for supposing that such pragmatically-minded
men were all uncompromising empirieists; but this was far from
being the case. To put it'simply, there was, on the one hand,
the purely deductive method of continental rationalism, as

expounded in Descartes's Discourse on Method. This rationalism

stressed the power of a priori reason to grasp substantial truths

about the world, and so tended to regard the pursuit of science
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as an essentially non-empirical exercise.14 Its essential feat-

ure is the faith which it places in reason as over against sensory
axperience. Daescartes did not, strictly speaking, believe in the
sufficiency of human resson to solwve all philosophicsal problems,
because he was at least prepared to admit God and innate ideas

as logically prior to any procass of reagoning. But the continenteal
rabtionalist sought to found a whole comprehensive system of
knowledge upon logical inferences drawn from luminously-clear

first principles or innate ideas rsther than from experience of or
encounters with 'the world'. But, on the other hand, there was

the experimental method advocated by Bacon in the Novum Organum

and practised with such zeal by the Royal Society, vhich was
incorporated in 1662, Here, the emphasis was upon the building
of knowledge brick by brick, by observation and generalisation,
and by the careful arrangemant of observational data. But however
mach they might disagres over methodologiceal issues, no-one ab
the heart of contemporary scientific circles doubted the cardinal
importance to true knowledge of relying upon an effective method.
System and method ware to be preferred to appeals to. conventional
wisdom sanctified only by its antiquity. Moreover, no-one
doubted the importance of accurate knowledge as giving its poses
gssor mastery over nature. Bacon's famous dicbum, nam et ipsa

scientia potestas est - knowledge itself is power -~ was the watch-

word of the best geventeenth-century scientific minds.

Hobbes entersd fully into the conviction of his quondam emp-
loyer that knowledge is power - even to the extent of quoting

him without acknowledgement. To his mind, philosophy, properly
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conceived, has purely practical gosals:

The end or scope of philogophy is that we may make use
to our benafit of effects formerly seen; or that, by
application of bodies to one snother, we may produce the like
offecta of those we conceive in our mind, as fer forth
as matbter, strength and industry will permit, for the
commodity of humen 1life., For the inward glory and
triumph of mind that a man may have for the mastering
of some difficult and doubtful matbter, or for the disc-
overy of some hidden truth, is not worth so much pains
as the study of philosophy requires; nor need any man
care much to teach another what he knows himself if he
think that will be the only benefit of his labour. The
end of knowledge is powar; and the use of theorems...
‘is for the construction of problems; and lastly, the

scope of all speculation is the performance of some action

or thing to be done.15

That a man who expended so much ensrgy during his lifetime
trying to square the circle and duplicate the cube should have

written the second sentence of this passage may seem curious;

but thers it is.

The usefulness of natural philosophy and geometry is, of
courge, clsarly to be seen by oonsidefing what they enable
men to do ~ measuremsent of matter and motion; moving heavy
objects; designing and constructing buildingé; navigabion;
mgking instruments for every use; astronomy and the caleculation

of time; the making of maps; and so on. The fact that these
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things can he done by almost everyone in Furope, most peopls
in Asia, some people in Africa and nobody in America or the
polar raegions is due not to any intrinsic differences betwaen
men who live on different parts of the earth's surface. It is
due simply to the fact that the American and Polar peoples

do not understand philosophy.16 But Hobbas, as we have seen,
believes that the usefulness of philosophy extends beyond the
world of nature. into the world of man, where it is capahle of

conferring insights into human behaviour of the game kind as

those which it gives into that of inanimate ohjects. When so
exbended, natural science becomes moral and civil science. Mnd
moral and civil science are also capable of hestowing great bene-
fits, even though these are measured rather differently from those

arising out of natural science:

But the utility of moral and civil philosophy is to he
eatimated not so much by the commodities we have by
knowing these sciences as by the calamities we receive
from not knowing them. Now, 8ll such calamities as may
be avoided by humen industry arise from war, but chiefly
from civil war; for from these things proceed slaughter,
solitude and the want of all things. But the cause of war
is not that men are willing to have ity for the will
hath nothing for object hut good, at least that which
seemeth good. Nor is it from this, that men know not
that the effects of war are evil; for who ig there that
thinks not poverty and loss of life to be great evils?
The cause, tharefore, of civil war is that men know not

the canses neithsr of war nor peace, there being mt fow
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in‘the world that have learned those dubies which -
unite and keep men in pesce, that is to say, that
have learned the rules of civil life sufficiently.

Now, the knowledge of these rles is moral philosophy.17

In other words, from certain assumptions about human psychology,
whicﬁ he invariably makes, and which he takes to be obviously
true in the light of our experience, Hobbas draws the inference
that it is in the interests of all men to master 'moral philos-
ophy! or 'the rules of civil life'. More correctly, Hobbes
holds that it is in the interests of all that some men, or even
only one man, master these rules, since he recognises that not
all will wish to take the trouble necessary to become a philos-
opher, In this respect, Hobhes's view of the relation between
practical politics and philosophy is reminiscent of Plabto's;
although, as we shall gee presently, Hobbes's view of the ends
of e¢ivil association and of the meaning of the terms 'good' and

'evil' are decidedly un~Platonic.

Since it is so clearlybin the interests of men to acquaint
themselves with moral or civil philosophy, why is it equally so
clear from our experience that they have not done so? Why are
there still civil wars when, first, it is obvious that men would
rather not suffer the 'poverly and loss of life! which they
antail and, second, it is in principle so easy to avoid them?

The answer is gimply this:

Now that which is chiefly wanting in them [%he philosoph-
ical works of the pas@J is a true and certain rule of
our ections, by which we might know whether that we

undertake be just or unjust. TFor it is to no purpose to be
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bidden in every thing to do right before there be a

certain rule and measure of right established, which

no man hitherto hath esta.blished!8

When Hobhes says that there is no point in bidding men to do
right before 'a certain rle and measure of right' is established,
he obviously does not mean that it is pointless to exhort men
to do right before there is positive law. It is plainly not
true that 'no men hitherto hath established' codes of positive
law; but it is true that such dodes have not, on the whole,
been very successful prophylactics against civili wars. What
Hobbss means by'a certain rule and measure of right' is not lsw
in itself, but knowledge of what laws to make, of how to see that
they are obeyed, and of how to avoid laws which are bad in the
sense that they conduce to, or do not prevent, breaches of the
psace. In other words, we are back to method again, Hobbes,
1like Aristotle, longs for an unchanging and secure State - he
fears change, end seeks a dégree of certainty which will be
sufficient to eliminate it. Such certainty, he holds, can he
provided only by an effective method of moral and civil science
answering in kind to the methodology of the natural sciences.
His task, as he sees it, 1s to become the Galileo of the polit-
ical world - to apply to the world of morals and politics a
universal and comprehensive method furnishing prineiples of
organisation end behaviour as necessary and universal in their
validity es scientific laws, Bub however mich of Bacon's
anthusiasm for practical science and hostility to Aristotle
Hobbes may have imbibed in the 'delicious walks at Gorhambury!',

he had no time for the Baconian method of empiricel, experimental
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sclence. Characteristically, he minced no words when it came

to saying so. Of those who share Bacon's delight in experiment,

he has this to say:

Every men that hath spare money can get furnaces and buy
coals. Every man that hath spare money can be at the
charge of making great moulds and hiring workmen to grind
their glasses, and so may have the best and greatest
telescopes. They can get engines made, and apply them
to the stars; vrecipients made, snd try conclusions; but

they are never the more philosophers for all‘thiso19

It is worth noting that when, in the Epistle Dedicatory to the
finglish translation of the De_Corpore, Hobbes celebrates the
founders of modern science, he mentions Copernicus, Galileo,
Harvey, Kepler, Gassendi, and Mersemme; but of Bacon there is

not a word.go

So far as I know, Hobbes mentions the writings

of Bacon only twice in his entire works - and hoth allusions are
no more than passing references in out-of-the way works.21
Hobbes and Bacon shared a common mistrist of tradition and a
mitial convictibn that knowledgs is power; and if anyone wishes
to conclude that this is evidence of Bacon's 'influence' on
Hobbes, then I suppose he might as well do so. DBut that they

differed when it came to the method by which such power-giving

knowledge is to be acquired is not open to doubt.

Hobbes's criticisms of experimentation in science amount,
in a nutshell, to a mistrust of observation without reason.
Whether criticisms based upon this mistrust are altogether fair

to Baconian scientists or not is a moot point -~ They would hard-
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1y hold water against Boyle or Newton, for instance. But such,
for better or worsge, is Hobbes's position.22 Ayone with more
money then sense can watch liquids bubbling in 'recipients'
or peer into the heavens through an expensive telescops; buﬁ
-this, in itself, 1§ not enough to constitute philosophy. It
is to an attempt to render intelligible Hobbes's answer to the

question of what dogs constitute philosophy that I now come.
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NOTES.

1. On t£e Soul, II,iv,

2,  R.G. Collingwood, The Idea of Nature, pp.17ff.

3. Vide Metsphysics, XII,ivff.

4Le Incidentally, some possible moral implications of this view
are interestingly caught by the novelist John Steinbeck
in The Log from ﬁhe Soa of Cortes.

5. John AMbrey, Brief Lives, p.308.

6. T. Hobbes Malmgsburiengis Vita, L.W. Vol.I,pp.xx-xxi.

7. Vita Carmine Expressa, L.W. Vol.I,p.lxxxix.

8. T, Hobbeg Malmegbhuriensig Vita, L.W. Vol.I,p.xiv,

9. Brief Lives, p.309.

10, Published as an appendix to F. TBunies's edition of The
Ilements of Law.

11, Vide, e.g., Concerning Body, F.W. Vol.1,p.9.

12, P, Tdnnies, 'Hobbes Analekten', Archiy flir Geschichte
der Philosophie, III, 232.

13. A History of Europe, p.ééz.

14. This note may be unnecessary, but in view of my earlier

passing mention of the lnlightenment I shonld perhaps make
it clear that I invariably use the word 'rationalism' in
the sense here indicated. In other words, it is nbt to bhe
confused with the so~called ‘rationalism' characteristic

of the French thought of the Enlightenment (D'Alembert,
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20,
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Voltaire, Condorcet), which was typically enti-religious, anti-

clerical and thoroughly utilitarian in spirit.

Concerning Body, E.W. Vol.1,p.7.

Hobbes of course means the American indians.

Concerning Body, E.W. Vol.1,p.8.

Concerning Body, BE.W. Vol.1,p.9, emphasis mine.

Considerations upon the Repubation.,.of Thomas Hobbes of Malmesge

bury, B.W. Vol.4,p.436.

Concerning Body, E.W. Vol.1,pp.viii-ix,

Problemaba Physica, L.W,.Vol.IV,p.317.

Decameron Physiologicum, E.W. Vol.7,p.112. This latter work,
ineidentelly, was the last thing that Hobbes eVer completed.

It was written when he was ninety.

To his grea£ mortification, the Royal Soclety steadfastly refused
to admit Hobbes to a Fellowship. This refussal is hardly to be
wondered at, considering the strongly Puriten membership of the
Society and in view of the fact that John Wallis and Seth .Ward
were among its founder-members. But one wonders how‘much of
Hobbas's scorn for experimental science was really due to hurt
feelings. As we shall see in the following chapter, he was much
nore of an empiricist than is often realised - and much more of

an Aristoteliam, boo.
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CHAPTER THREE - THE THEORY AND MiTHOD OF PHILOSOFHY.

No attempted exposition of Hobbes's philosophy of man and the
State cen be compléte without some clarification of a substra=-
tum in respect of which much confusion has tended to prevail.

I refer to his methodology ~ a topic which I shall understand
a8 encompassing two related and inseparsble issnes: On the

one hend, his theory of philosophy, or his account of what it
is to undertake a philosophical or scientific enquiry; and, on
the other, his view of how such an enquiry ought to be conduc-~
~ted,s  The nature of the problems with which I shall try to
deal in“this chapter may be illustrated by reference.to two re-
current commonplaces of Hobhes criticilsm. In typical form,
these may be formulated as follows. On the one hand, we hear
the complaint that Hobbes set ont to-construct a purely ded-
uctive or rationalistbic system, and then failed to be consistent
within its terms of reference By introducing empirical material
into it. On the other, Hobbes is criticised for having faile@
to grasp the importance of fact-collection and the careful
arrangement of empirical data which characterise the inductive
procadure of scientific investigation. OCertainly, it is largely
Hobbes's own fault that the study of his methodology turns out
to be such a recondite affair.. To begin with, his various all-
usions to methodological considerations in different contexts
often appesr asmply to justify the kinds of criticism which I
have just mentioned. On the one hand, as we saw a little while

ago, there are places where he has nothing but scorn for the
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Baconian method of inductive science. On the other, there is
his infatuabion with the deductive science of geometry, in
which he professed such boundless faith and demonstrated such
sublime incompetence. Hobbes used up a great deal of ink
during the unfortunate episode with Wallis, and sometimes he does
indeed speak as though he believed that the method of geometrical
raasoning is the key to all mysteries.1 Moreover, even Hobbes's
warmest admirer cannob overlook those areas in his work which
convey the clear impression that the philosopher himself is
not entirely sure of what it is that he igs trying to do - I am
thinking particularly of the famous and disastrous twentieth
chapter of the Qgﬂﬁk&jﬁgﬁi? Nevertheless, the difficnlties and
ambiguities which confront the student of Hobbes's methodology
arg, in my view, more apparent than real. This is what I hopa
to show in the present chapter; and, in any case, Hobhes's
account of the proper method and subject-matber of philosophy
will certainly be none the worse for a brief abtempt to expound

it in as intelligible amjccherent a manner as may be possible.

I.

It comes as no surprise to find that the initial assumption
underlying Hobbes's conception of scientific or philosophical
method ig the time~honoured one that man is by nature a rational
creabture. Hobbes accepts this as a truism - he does not question
that 'rationality' is part of the meaning of the term 'man',

This philosophical commonplace doas not need to be verified by
gxperience - its only critérion is the law of contradiction,
fnd, for Hobbes, it is an initial premiss which has generously

democratic implications. TFrom it, he proceeds to infer that,
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in principle, every men is capsble of becoming a philosopher:

Every man brought philosophy, that is, natural reason
into the world with him; for &all men can reason to

some degree and concerning some‘things; but where there
is need of a long series of reasons, therse most men
wander out of the way and fall into serror for went of
method, as it were for want of sowing and planting,

that is, of improving their reason.3

Philosophy, therefore, is an actbivity which is natural to man.
Since it is itsglf a process of rétional explenation, it is
ipso facto available to the capacity for rational explanation
which every man has 'brought...into the world with him'. Never-
theless; a foolproof method of philosophising is necessary if a
man is to do more than perform the most elementary operations
of reason. Without such a method, he will soon become lost in
the maze of his own arguments, and unwittingly stumble into
mistakes. The development of such a method is, of course,

a tedious business, requiring much patient application. Not
gveryons will wish to take the trouble necessary to become a
philosopher; but, for those who do, Hobbes offers a couple of

essential definitions. The first is that

Philosophy is such knowledge of effects or appearances
as we acquire by true ratiocination from the knowledge
we have first of their causes or gensration; and, again,

of such causes or generations as msy be from knowing

first their eff.'ects.4

'Ratiocination' or reasoning, he tells us, is nothing more

than computation - that is, addition and subtraction (and mult-
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iplication and division also, since multiplication is only a
form of addition and division only a form of subtraction). In
other words, in reasoning, we are in fact engaging in a process
which formally mirrors the procesées of mathemétics.w Gbhyiously,
however, this need not be a process confined simply to the

manipulation of ‘abstract numbars, hecause

magnitude, hody, motion, time, degrees of quality,
action, conception, proportion, speech and names (in
which all the kinds of philosophy consist) are capable

of addition and substraction.’

Lven in our day-to-day sensory exparience of the world, when
wo would not ordinarily be inclined to suppose that we ware
reagoning at all, we add snd 'substract'; for whenever we see
an object approaching or receding we are either taking account
of more and more of it (i.e. adding) or less and less of it
(i.e. subtracting). It is by this process that we become able

to formlate definitions, either positive or negative, of what

we perecaive,

So far, all this may seem to heve something of a ring of
quaintness to it. But Hobbes laber reformulates his definition
of reason, giving it a different slant and saying the same thing

in a rather more suggestive way:

[?atiocinatioi] consists...in composition and division
or resolution. There is therefore no method by which
we find out the canses of things but is either compositive

or resolutive, or partly composibive and partly resolutive.

And the resolutive is commonly called analytical method,

as the compositive is called synthetical.6
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This way of putting it brings us at once to the heart of Hobhes's
methodology. We begin to perceive that he is grounding his method
of philosophical investigation upon a procedurs which is, in fact,
of great antiquity. It mekes an appearance in the following form

at the beginning of Aristotle's Physics:

In all enquiries which have to do with principles
or éausas or elements, knowledge or understanding con-
sists in familiarity with these. It is when we have
become familiar with its ultimate causes and first
principles and when we have arrived at its elementary
parts that we claim to have knowkedge of something. And,
by the same token, in the study of nature itself, our

first objective must be to establish principles.

The direction of our enquiry mist be from that which
is more immediately cognizable and clear to us, to that
which is clearer and more intimately cognizsble in
itself, For it is not the same thing to be immediately
available to cognition and to ba intrinsically intelligible.
Thus, in proceeding to that which is intrinsically more
luminous and available in itself to deeper knowledgs,
we must begin from that which is more immediately within
our cognition, though in itself lass readily available

to understanding.7‘

By way of the very influsential commentaries on Aristotle written
during the twelfth century by the Arab philosopher Mochammed Ibn
Roshd (more usually known as Avemves), this method had, by the

fourteenth century, found its way into the universities of Italy.
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It took aspecially deep root at the University of Padna, whers
it was developed with particular skill and success - and where,
of course, it was to be brought to perfeétion by Galileo, Its
essentials are captured by the fourteenth—century writer Pietro
d' Abano (friend and colleague of thae more notorious Averroist,
Marsilius of Padua), who spesks, in connection with medicine,

of 'the way.of resolution' and 'the way of composibion':

The way of composition,,.is. the.contrary of the first
way | 1.9, of the way of resolutioﬁ]:. In it, yon bagin
with the thing’ab which you have arrivad by the way of
resolution, and then return to the very things resolved,

and put them together again in thelr proper order.8

In order to elucidate this method, lat us try to make Aristotle's
passage a little clearser. The point, briefly, is thiss i
object as present to us in the world of our sensory experience
is taken to be a whole comprised of parts.. To put the same thing
another way, any such object is taken to be an effect of causes
which are anterior to itself. Therefore, if we wish fully to
understand any object of our experience, it is not sufficient
simply to take it as given. We must first resolve it into its
constbituent perts or causes and examine the properties/of these
congtituents in isolation from the context of the whola. We
must then reassemble them in order to see how they interact
with one another in order to give the phenomenon or combination
of phenomena which we originally observed. To return to Hohbes~
isn language, philosophical method, or 'ratiocination', amounts

to a process of analysis (subtraction) and synthesis (addition).
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In analysis, on the one hand, reasoning proceeds from the
particular, public and experientially known to universal

or first prineciples. These first principles are ‘intrinsically
Intelligible' = that is to say, they are atomic and therefore

not susceptible of further analysis, This is the initial
procedurel step, sinca it is necessary to know such first
principles before we can go on to reason about causes and effects.

As Hobhes puts it,

The cause of the whole is compounded of the causes

of the parts; bubt it is necessary that we know the
things that are to be compounded before we cen know

the whole compound....Moreover, seeing universal things
arg contained in the nature of .singular things, the know-
ledge of them is to be acquired by reason, that is, by

resolution.q

When, on the obther hand, we come to composition, the procedure
operates in the other direction. Here, heginning with first
principles or universal causes, the object of the exercise is

to construct their possible affects, In short, establishing

the kind of cansal explanations which Hobbes takes to be the
subjact-matter of philosophy is a process involving two separate
but related stages: an empirical, inductive stage, enswering to
the regolutive process, and a logicsal, deductive stage of

composition.

This method has bacome known to historians of science as the
'regolutive~compositive' (or 'resoluto-compositive') method.

Obviously, it is not necessarily a process which involves crude
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physical dissection. Indsed, the number of cases in which
actual dismentling of the object of study would be appropriate -
or even possible ~ must be relatively small. More usually, it
is a technique of armchair analysis, beginning from what is

gmpirically given. As Hobhes pubs it,

Now, by parts I do not means parba of the thing itself,
but parts of its naturs; as, by the parts of a man, I
do not understand his head, his shoulders, his arnms, |
ote., but his figure, quantity, motion, sense, reason
and the like; which accidents being compounded or pub
together constitute the whole nature of man, but not the

man himself. °

By;wqy of illustration, let us suppose that we wish to engage in
an investigation of the kind so successfully undertseken by Gal-
1leo, into the properties of objects falling towards the earth.
The enterprise would bogin with the investigator devising en
gxperiment of a kind easily set up in a laboratory and aagily
repeatable - ths standard example is that of a sphere rolling
down an inclined plane. While performing the experiment, we shonld
be careful to take no notiee of thoss accidents of the sphere
and the plsne which obviously have no bearing on the bhehaviour
of the sphers whilé in motion. We should, for example, ignore
colour, smell, taste and vhat have you, and concentrate our
attention only upon those observable charscteristics which are
both incapabla of further analysis and able to be stated in
mathematicel form -~ extension, figurs and motion. In short, we
should (figuratively_speakiﬁg) break down the whole cluster of
phenomena that we see into such basic andquantifishle data as

the weight of the sphere, the angls of the inclined plane, and
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the time taken by the sphere to roll from the top to the bottom,
If we think about these varisblas for long enough, and repeat

the experiment often snough, it will eventnally strike us that
they are invariably related in a particular way - that the velo-
city of the sphere is a function of the time during which it

hag been travelling from rest, the distence being proportional

%o the square of the time teken. Wowever often we repeat this act
of énalysis or resolution, we shall arrive at the geme conclusions.
The same configuration of mathematical relations will always he
the result of our rasolution-11‘ And from this result we shall
therefore ba eble to formulste a law, in the sense of a formila
expressing the necessity of some action or event, from which we
can 'compose' or deduce implicatiens appropriate to this or any

comparable situation.

The 'resolutive-compositive' method is therefore both
explicative and predictive. It is here that its enormous sig-
nificance in the history of science is locabted, It ensables its
user to arrive at laws which, if properly formulated, not only
axplain what has happened, but also make it possible for him
to predict what will happen (subject,.of coursa, to the completely
unforeseen - for example, the laws 6f motion being falsified
through the operation of some divine fiat), This is why, so far
as the physical world is concerned, 'knowledge itself is power!'.
But Hohbés‘s view 1s that the method which Galileo applied to
the physical world can also be applied to soclal situations and
made to yield an entirely naturalistic theory of ethics and
politics. Md this, of course, introduces a third possibiiity

in addition to those of explanation and prediction - namely, that
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the findings of the moral end civil philosopher can be msde the
basis of accurate prescription of what ghould hsppen. It may sound
curions to spaak as I do of 'accurate prescriptiong'; but this

is only another way of expressing Hobhes's own conviction that

'a cortain rule and measure of right! both can and should be
astablished, and mach of this curiousness will disappear when

we have elucidated Hobbes's view of what kind of undertaking

this 'prescription' is.

Bacause, as we have seen, Hobbes understands philosophy as
knowledge of s rather specialised kind, he is compelled explic-
itly to excluds from his account of its province much that is

ordinarily csalled knowledge:

Although sense and memory of things, which are common
to men and all 1living creatures, be knowledge, yet bacause
thay are given us immediately by nature and not gotten

by ratiocination, they are not philosophy.

Secondly, seeing experience is nothing but mewmory, and
prudences, or prospect into the future time, nothing
but expectation of such things as we have already had

exporience of, prudence also is not to be esteemed phil-

osophy.12

In other words, knowledge, as we normally use the term, has a
very wide reference. It includes both our none~propositional
apprehension, such as perception, memory or introspasction, and
also therpropositions or judgments by which we express such
apprehension. PRut the kind of knowladge which arises out of

the application of philosophical method has to he isolated
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from this very wide field. Hobhbes's atbempt to do so may be

axpressed in the following Lerms.

Lét‘us suppose that T look westwards on a number of consec-
utive evenings and see a serivs of sunsaets. Tt would be true to
say that I now have a kind of knowledge of sunsets - the kind
which ié 'given...immediately by nature', that is, by simple
perception. For instence, I know how varying weather conditionsa
have altered the colours of the sunsets which I have seen. T
might, if I had the skill, he able to translate this knowledge
onto canvas. Thus, the knowledgas which I have might in certain
be said to have philosophical or scientific knowledge of sunsets,
on Hobbes's understanding of what it is to know philosophicslly
or gcientifically. Simply in virtue of having perceived the
offect, I have not arrived at any conclusion abont the cangae.

The act of perceiving effects is not the same thing as the
process of forﬁulating laws of motion which describe (not really
govern) the regularities involved in the setting of the sun. By
the same token, if my 'prudencs, or progpact into the future time'
led me to expect that the sun will set again tomorrow, this
expectation, insofar as it is based simply upon remembered past
experiences and nob upon a general camsal explanation, would not
be scienbific knowledge, My belief that the sun will set tomorrow
evening (or rise tomorrow morning) may indeed turn out to have
baen justified when the time comes. But that knowledge which
consigts in experience without reason - without resolution and

composition, or analysie and synthesis - is not philosophical .
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In remarking that 'prudence...[?é]..;nothing but expesctabion
of such things as we have already had experience of' and that
therafore 'prudence also is not to be asteemed philosophy!,
Hobbes is, in effect, expressing misgivings as to the validity
of inductive inferences similar to those later to bs formulated
by David Hume.14 To the extent that the kind of inductive
inferences which we make in onr everyday experiance assume that
there is a necessary causal connection between a collection of
remgmbered past conjunctions of event A and event B end expected
future conjunctions of evants of the same kind, we are confronted
by possibilities'which have grave epistemological implications.
These possibilities are, first, that our memories have deceived
us and, second, that the past conjunctions which form the bagis
of our expsctations as to the future amount, in sum, to nothing
more than prolonged coincidence, and are not causal relationships
at all, The tendency to identify mere repetition with causality
may be né more than a psychological quirk that we happen to hava.
And given that these possibilities exist, simple inductive gen-
eralisations can have only an unecientific, rule-of-thumb status.
We may meke the operabional assumption that they will hold. But
in the abagence of the kind of rational account of cause and effect
for which Hobhbes is arguing, there is no reasson to accept the
conclusions of any inductive argument as true or certain, Hobhes
would wish to say thal when we see an event and remember having
sean it, we have knowledge only of fact, nobt of canse and effect.
The mére repetition of similar events as such adds no new idea -

i.e. that of causation ~ to what we already know, A4s he puts it,

There are of knowledge two kinds, whereof one 1ig

kmowledge of fact, the other knowledge of the consequences
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of one affirmation to another. The former is nothing
glse but sense and memory, and is absolute knowledge,

as when we see a fact doilng or remember it done; and
this is the knowledge required in a witness. The latter
is called science, and is conditional; as when we know
that, if the figure shown be a circle, then any straight
line through the centre shall divide it into two equal
parts., /Mnd this is the knowledge required in a philos-

opher, that is to say, of him thal pretends to reasoning.15

To return, then, to Hobbes's originsal definition: Philosophy
is knowledge of effects acquired by true ratiocination or
computation from causes, or knowledge of ceuses acquired by
true ratiocination from effects. Such ratiocination, when it
proceeds from causes to effects, is compositive or dednctiva.
When it proceeds from effects to cauées, it is resolutive, and

has its beginnings in the empirically known.

A immediate difficulty now supervenes, of which, as the
passage just quoted shows, Hobbes was perfectly well awara.
It is very often the case that, before we can resolve a given whole
into its component parts or an effect into its canses, we mist
nake an educated guéss in advance as to what these elements or
cauges might he. This is so bhecanse we cannot know before the
rasolubive stage has taken place that a given effect can have
been produced by one particular cause or set of causes, Similarly,
we cennot know that a perceived whole must be made up of elements
of any particular kind. Yebt very often we wmust have gome idea

of what it is that we sare looking for before resclution can
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commence abt all, Thus, if the resolutive stage is ever to get
under way, we must bresk this vicious circle hy a step into the
dark, since we can have no a_priori certainty as to what it is
that we are looking for - we can only make an intelligent guess.
We are thus confronted by the possibility that we ghall guess
wrongly - that we shall step towards the wrong set of causes or
eiements. The conseguence of this will he that we shsll be
landed with a set of obviously untenable deductive steps when

we come to the compositive stage. Mnd this possibility, of course,
bgcomes stronger in direct proportion to tha complexity of the
ohject of our enquiry; The resolutive~compositive method, thers-
fore, ia not, strictly speaking, a method of secientific digcevery.
The logic of resolution:will nobt allow it to incorporate its own
presuppositions, so that there can be no initial gnarantee that
the entire process is not on the wrong track. Tt is really no-
thing more than a method which will enable its user to set up
testable hypotheses. And it is in the testing of such hypotheses
rather than in their formilation that thse process of discovery,
broperly so-called, takes place., Moreover, such hypotheses are

only testable experimentally, not deductively:

Knowledge of consequence, which I have said before iz
called science...is not abgolute, bubt conditionsl. No

man cen know by discourse that this or that is, has been

or will be; but only that if this be, that is; if this has
been, that has been; if this shall be, that shall bej |

A
which ig to know conditionally.1’

To the enquirer who, weary of the old philosophers, wishes to

qualify himself as a scilentist, Hobbes gives, inter alia, the
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following advice:

You are to consider also the several properties and
kinds of motion, viz., when a body bheing moved hy one
or more moventé at once, in what way it is carried,
straight, circular or otherwise crooked; and what
degree of swiftness; aa also the action of the movent,

vhether trusion, vection, percussion, reflection or

refraction; and farther you must furnish yourself with

88 _many exporiments...as you can., And supposing some

motion for the cause of your phenomenon, try if by evident

consequence, without contradiction to any other menifeat

truth or experiment, you can derive the cause you sesk
for from your supposition. If you cen, it is all that
is expected, as to that ons question, from philosophy.

For there is no affect in nature which the Mthor of nsture

17

cannot bring to pass by more ways than one.

In short, I think that Hobbes has here firmly grasped the idea of
freming explanatory hypothesés from experience, deducing their
consequences, and testing the resultas of such deduction by further
referénce to the natural - or the social - world. He knows

that, general sclentific explenations are fundamentally conditional
-~ that propositions expressing them must take an 'if...then' form,
Md this leads him to a corraespondence theory of truth ~ to ths
view that a proposition purporting to be about the world is true
only in virtue of there heing a one-one corrsspondencs hebween

the terms of the proposition and the elements of soms fact; which
correspondence can, of course, be asbablished only by reference

to the natural (or social) world about which the proposition

parports to be.
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What I have so far had to say by way of exposition has all
been straightforward and familiar enough. But it has served
to clear a path back to the types of criticism which I mentioned
at the beginning. It will be racalled that I thers drew attention
to criticisms of two kinds: Fibst, that Hobbes deliberately
set out to create a purely rationalistic system which he then all-
owed to become polluted, so to speak, by empirical matber; second,
that he failed adequately to grasp the significence of empirical
scientific method as practised by Bacon and the Roysl Society,
As I have already indicated, I do not wish to suggest that
these criticisms are wholiy inappropriate; hut I think thabt it
has already begun quite clearly to emerge that neither of them
is entirely bto the point. I shall devote the remainder of this

chapter to elaborating thig conclusion.

The method of deduction by mesns of which we proceed from
universal first principles to causal explanation is, of course,
pracisely the method of geometry with which Hobbes fell so
heavily in love at the age of forty or so. Indeed, the terms
‘analysis' and 'gynthesis' which he tends to use in preference
to 'resolution' and 'composition' are themselves borrowed direct-
ly from Ruclid and Archimedes. In a word, Hobbes shared the desire
of Descartaes to formulate a compendions system of philosophical
knowledge from a.process of deductive reasoning answering to the
method of classical geometry: a process by means of which we can
proceed to draw out the implications of whal we know as far ag

they will reach. But it is only with qualifications that we can
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‘sgy that he shared this desire. When his various methodological
remarks are collected together, it becomes clear enough that Hobbes
did not wish to construct a purely rationalistic system. That

is, he did not wish to construet a sysbem like those of Descartes,
Leibniz or Spinoza, in which the criteria of truth are intellec-
tual and deductive rather than sensory. We plainly cannot deny
hig affinity with Descartes - that mich is obviously beyond the
reach of argument. Bub neither can we ignore his own assertion
that the 'resolutive-compositive' method is partly rationalistic
and partly empirical, or partly deductive and partly inductive.

Wa certainly cannot ignore remarksvlike_tha following, which is
taken from the beginning of hig account of physics in Part IV

of the De_Corpora:

The principles...upon which the following [éiscussion of
physics | depends, are nobt such as we oursslves make and
pronounce in general terms, as definitions:s but such, as

being placed in the things themgelvaeg by the Aithor of
18

nature, are by us observed in them.

Had he wished to embrace a purely deductive system like that of
Descartes and the continental rationalists, Hobbes would have
had to belie&e in the possibility of knowing first principles

or definitions g priori or intuitively., He would have had to
pin his faith to innate ideas independent of experience, from
which neceasarily true conclusions might be deduced. 4And it 1is
very clear that he could do nothing of the kind, for reasons
associated with the fact that he is a thoroughgoing philosophical

nominalist, holding that abstract or general terms, or 'universals',
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do nobt represent anything objectively real, but are mere ubter-

ancas or namss.

The importance of this nominalism for our present purpose is
this. Hobbes indeed hed great faith in the power of deduction
from general or universsl definitions to more particular know-
ledge. Bub, at the same time, his nominalism inclines him to

point out that we can have no guarantee independent of our own

experience that such definitions as we may formulabe in fact

correspond to the actual world of particular entities:

Now primary propositions are ﬁbthing but definitioné,i

or parts of definitions, and these only are the principles
of demonstration, being truths constituted arbitrarily -
by the inventors of speech, and therefore not to be

demonstrated.19

For definition is not the essence of any thing, but a
speech signifying what we conceive of the essence there~
of; and so also not whiteness itself, but the word

s . . 20
whiteness, 18 a genus or an universal nams,

;nd, in a famous aphorism, Hobbes tells us that

Words are but wise men's counters, they do but rackon

with them; but they are the money of f.'ools.21

In short, definitions are, in themselves, no more than combinationz
of words to which a purely arbitrary meaning has been assigned.

They are made up of names which are themselves only words

taken at pleasure to serve for a mark, which may raise

in our mind a thought like to some thought we had bvefore,
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and which, being pronounced to obhers, may be a sign

of what thought the spesaker had or had not before in
hig m:'mcl.22

When operabing with a system of deductive reasoning, therefore,
we are, as it were, placed at one remove from the real world.
To put it another way, when we do geometry, say, we are drawing
conclusions, not about things, but about names which we have
(quite arbitrarily) chosen. We are working within a conven-
tionist theory of truth - the truth of onr propositions is
simply a matter of linguistic or postulational convention,

and thus is not in any sense absolute. But, as we have already
noticed, this is not adequate es a framework for scientific
enquiry, precisely beceuse such an enquiry is concerned with
elucidating more than conventions. This is certainly what Hobbss

- suggests in his objections to Descartes's Meditations:

What shall we say, though, if ressoning is perhaps

nothing more than the joining and stringing-together

of names by means of the word 'is'? If this be so,

then reason gives conclusions, not about the nature of
things, but only &bout their names....If this be so, as

it may be, then reasoning will depend upon names, names
upon imagination, and imagination (at least, in my opinion)

on the motions of the bodily orgeaurxss.z3

Thus, although 'experience concludeth nothing universally'

the process of deduction csannot have relevance to scientific

enquiry in the sbsence of empirically-derived information about

. . . . 24
and deductive science does enable us to draw universsl conclusions,” "
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events in the external world. As he puts it,

The first beginnings...of knowledge are the phantasms
25

of aense and imagination.

This is so for one eminently good reason. There is no point in
meticulously reasoning ébout wordgs and definibtions which are only
names unless we have first discovered some mesns of astablishing
what the things actusally are that the names name. Philosophy,

ag distinguished from other forms of knowledge, is grounded in
'ratiocination', But ratiocinabion itself is made possible - at
least in the world of practice - only by the fact of our having
had experiences which we can ratiocinate about, and by the further
fact of our anticipating further experiences against which to
check our 'ratiocinations'. In other words, all knowledge which
is not purely formal and axiomsbic (i.e. based upon merely
stipulative definitions) has its roots in our sensory awareness

of the world of nature. This is gso even thongh such khowledge
cannot properly be called philosophical until it is expanded

by reason into a connected system of causal explanation. The
procedure which Hohbag recommends ig neither whoily deductive

nor wholly empiricel, but an integrated system containing elements
of both, Methodologically, Hobbes is hoth a rationalist and en

empiricist,

Hobbes's substantive philosophy ig noted for the incisiveness
and clarity of its presentation; but as an exponent of a thaory
of philosophy he is often confused and confusing., At the same
time, some grasp of theoretical mabters is a neceassary prerequisite

of & proper undersbtanding of his acconnt of man -and the State.
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This is why I have thought this bried exposition worth including
= aven though, for reasons of space, I have omitted mich that
might have been included on his theory of knowl@dge‘and truth,
and particularly his views on langusge and its use. Considering
the size of the task which he set himself, it is not surprising
that a pogt mortem reveals a certain smount of ill-digested
matter. But careful analysis establishes him, for all his lapses
and incongilstencies, as é scientist in the monld of Galileo and
not as a rationalist in that of Descartes. Hobbes does not
believe, with Descartes, that the truth of scientific statements
is established by the fact that they are deduced from self-avident
axioma, He realises full well that, because a nmathematical or
deductive syastem depends for its necessary truth entirely upon
self-consistency within a framework of defined terms, only expar-
ience can show whether the definition of such terms actually
describes the real world, But, at the seme time, he has no faith
in mere dabbling experimentation without 'ratiocination' to

give wholeness and coherence to the results of experience. Thus,
he shares with Galileo both a faith in the power of deduction
and an insistence that deduced consequences be supported and
confirmed by obgervation and experiment - a fact which may be
obgcured by hig tremendons over-reaction to the discovery of
geometry, MHohbes made an egregions fool of himself over geometry
in the famous controversy with Wallis; bub he was more aware of

its limitations than he was of his own,
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CHAPTER FOUR - NATURE AND MAN,

We have now briefly considered Hobbes'a account of the theory
and method of philosophy. It is true that what he says a philoa-
opher ought to do doess not always coincide with what he himself
actually does - during his long 1life, Hobbes delivered himself
of many methodological (and other) opinions which, taken together,
do not consort at all comfortebly. Bub, for all that Hobbes is
a self-conscious system builder, this is hardly to be wondered at.
The same could probably be said of any comparably long-lived,
prolific and quarrelsome philosopher = particularly of one who
spant as much of his time coping with the exigencies of cont-
emporary politicel circumstances., For my part, I have tried to
maeke his methodological presuppositions intelligible to the
extent necessary for our present purposes; and, in doing so,

I have skimmed over meny difficulties which are not garmane to
these purposes. It is enough for us to have egteblished that,
from a point of departure seb hy Tthose things given to us
through 'the phentasms of sense and imagination', Hobbes's
sysbem rests upon a process of resolubtion and composition, or
analysis and synthesiz. The end towards which this procedure
is directed ig that of causal explanation., Hohbes wishes to
account for the generative processes by which things come o
be as thay are in the world of our experisenca., And amongst the
occupants of the world of our experience, of course, ars
included bodies polibic as well as animal bodies and inanimate
and natural objects and phenomena. Hobbes takes it for granted

that we can analyse the body politic in a scilentific fashion -
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more readily, in fact, than we can anslyse, say, a ball rolling

down a sloping surface or any other purely nabural occurrence.

He takes this for granted because he holds that the commonwealth

or body politic is an artificial body ereated by men himself,

Hobbes differs from, say, Aristotle or St Thomas Aqinas in

holding that political activity and the rmles which govern it are

man-created. The commonwealth ig an artefact which is equally
capable of being, so to speak, 'uncreated! or resolved into
elements, Hobbes stands in the tradition which conceives the

State as being analogous to a biological organism:

For by art is created that great Leviathen called a

commonwealth or State, in Latin Civitas, which is but
an artificial man; though of greater stature and strength
than the nabural, for whose protectidn and defence it was
intendedg and in which the sovereignty is an srtificisl

soul, as giving 1life and motion to the whole hodys; the

magistrates and other officers of judicabure and execution,

artificial joints; reward and punishment, by which fastened

to the gseat of govereignby every join% and member is
moved to perform his duty, are the nerves, that do the
same in the body natural; +the waslth and riches of all

the particular members are the strengbth; galus populi.,

the people's safety, its business; counsellors, by whom
all things needful for it to know are suggested unto it,
are the memory; equily and laws, an artificial reason
and will; concord, health; sedition, sickness; and
civil war, death, Lastly, the pacts and covenants by

which the partas of this body politic were made, set



79.

vogether and united, resemble that fiat or 'let us

make man' prononnced by God in the creation.g

To be sure, the analogy ia in places rather strained. Quite
apart from the rather questionable character of Hobbar's
asgumption that every member of the commonwealth is 'moved to
perform his duty' either by the threat of punishment or the
hope of reward, it is a little curious to suggest that the
nerves 'do the same' - function as rewards and punishments -

in the 'boedy natursl!'. But this is a quibble - Hobbes does

not intend his menner of apeaking to be anything more than
illustrative or eanalogicsl. The real point is that the body
politic is conceived as an organic unity. Like Aristotle,
Hobbes would wish to hold that it is fulfilling its proper pur-
pose, namely the 'protection and dafence' of those who have made
it, only when it is complete. Like Hegel, he would wish to
hold that its rational purposs, ibs integrity, is capable of
being reslised only in wholeness. Hence, civil war is to the
body politic whab death 1s to the animal body. We cannob too
greatly stress, however, that Hobbass regards political activity
not as natural, but as the artificial result of rabionsal
necassity., The commonwsalth stands in the same relabionship

to man as man himeelf abands in relation to God. Man has,

for purposes of his own, assembled tho body politic by means of
pacts and covenanbs answering to the divine flat. But man's
pufposes differ from God's in that they can be grasped by human
reason, It is up Lo man himself to understand the body which
he hag created by analysing it and gynthesising it in accordance
with what Hobhes takea to be the propsr method of scientific

enquiry. The purpose of this chapter is to show gomething of
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the way in which Hobbes passes, smoothly and systematically,
from natural-gcientific to psychological explanabion, in order
that we may then bring out what he took to bs the implications

of such explanation for political and social organisation,

Hobhes's natural philosophy is dominated and stimulated by
a feature which we have already noticed. This feature is his
preoccupation with the problem of the nature and causes of
sensation. As we have seen, the helief at which he eventually
arrived was that the cause of everything is to be found in the
varleties of motion, snd that this mst apply to sensation as
mich as to anything else; and no subsequent finding ever
cansed him to doubt the Lruth of this preﬂupposition.” Matter
and motion are the lowest common denominators of all our percephs,
and bodiss and their movements ars the only subject matter of
philosophy, since philosophy is concerned only with canses and
effects.3 It is through motion that a conscions subject is
modified by the presence of an objecty and compled with this is
the characteristically empiricist belief that all knowledgs is
ultimately derived from sensabions, Thia doctrine is known
as Sensabionalism, and finds ibts most typical exponent in
Gondillao.A So far as I know, however, its earliest modern
exposition is to be found in Hobbas 's Da_Corpore of 1455;
although Hobbes himgelf had already developed the doctrine in

a tentaive form in the Little Treatise and his early writings

on optics.
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As Hobbes developed this idea to its maturity, he came also to
bhelieve that géometry, physics, physiology and animal psychology
could all be incorporated within a general theory of motion, Indeed,
he tells ua that he turned to geometry 'in order to learn the |
varieties and kinds of motion';5 and the empiricist strain which
wa discussed in the last chapter creeps into his understanding
even of this most formal science, for he held thal we camnnot
understand the definitions of gaomatry without f{irst conducting
experiments with mobtion like those involved in drawing a circle
with a compass, Wis conviction that the caise of everything is
. motion led him to the belief that sensation could be located
in a position somewhere between the large-scale motions of the
axternal world and the small motions of the bodily organs. And
by taking this inbuitive step, Hobbes created for himself pre-
cilsely tho kind of opportunity which he desired. In short, he
made it posaible to attempt an explanatibn of sensation, and there-
fore of behaviour, in terms just as objective and intractahle
as those used in natural-gcientific explsnationa., Hobbes had
congtructed o bridge between natural and social sclence which,
in some form at least, continues to stend. Perhaps his feat
was a regrabttable one from some pointg of view; bubt its hisb-

orical significence can hardly be too greatly stressed.

Hobhes's development of this kind of explanation is very
lengthy and complex; It occurs in several versions in a
mnber of different placea, and Hobbes delights in the multi-
plication of examples. Bub we need consider no more of it than

is immediately pertinent to his theories of man and the State.
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Very simply, we may express what he has to s%y as follows.
Senasation end apparition - which, tsken together, are what e
should now call perception - are, as 1t were, locatad ab the
point of juncbure bstween external and internal motions. Our
organs of sense are acted upon or jarred by movements in

the external world (by which I mean no more than that part of
the world which liss outside the individual's body), and
themselves movs in response Lo such movements. Hobbes never
doubted that this argument is obviously valid., If it were not,
he held, then there would be no faculty of discrimination and
thereforea no sensation. To perceive a world which was always at
reat, or all parts of which always moved in exactly the game way,
would, to all inbtents and purposes, be to perceive nothing., And
if we always perceived nothing, then it would be difficult to sove
how the word 'perceiﬁing' and ite relatives should ever have come
to mean enything at all, since we should never have hecome aware

of the activity to which such words refer.

Now, odd as this argument may sound, there is, in fact; obvious-
ly something to be seld for it. If, for example, I stand still
and look at gsomething stabic ~'say, the Last Supper - and say,
'What a beautiful paintingl! then my total axﬁeriencé (and wy
joejuneness as an art-critic) can only be explained in terms of my
having had other experiences. The acts of stopping, looking,
uttering, using words like 'heautiful' or 'painting', or operating
with concepts such as 'supper' or 'last' ars rendered intelligible
only by the fact that my present sxperience stands, as it were, in

a dynamic relationship with past experiences. If, from the moment
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of my birth to the moment of my death, I experienced nothing
but the Last Supper, then really it would be odd to say that T
had exparienced anything at all, WHobbes's doctrine, therefors,

is perhaps not quite so peculisr as it sounds.

Hobhes holds that if we are to identify the entire cause of
sensation, we must make an analysis of all movements in externsl
bodies -~ 'whether trusion, vection, percussion, reflection or
refraction', And one of the ways in which geomebry makes itself
ugeful is in helping us té;analyse the possible kinds of mobions
Gaometry enables us to gee somsthing of the nature of circular
motion, for example, by causing us to notice that a circle is
described by a moving point rotating shout a fixed point; to
go on bto deduce that a circle robtabing about a fixed axis
would describe a sphere;  and so forth., These motions in
external bodies are trensmitted to the organs of sense either
directly or through a medium. The usual medimm of this trans-
mission is air, which Hobbes, as a consistent materialist,

regards as materia subtilis - as a very thin, intangible, material

stuff? But sensabion is not only the end=-product of external
motions, It also funcbions as an efficient cause of the actions
of sentient beings. Actions, to Hobbes's mind, are really
reactions to stimuli passed on from the external world by means
of the organs of sense. Sensation, in short, operates as a
mechanical linkage between movements in the exbernal world and

the obssrvable bshaviour of animals and men,

In order more effectively to carry off the transition from
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mechanics to physiology and psychology, Hobbes now introduces
into his system the concept of conatug or endeavour, This notion,
which is also, of course, important in the philosophy of Spinoza,
ocenrs as a key principle of explenation throughout Hobbes's

English and Labin works. The concept is defined as

mobion made in less space and time than can be
given; that is, less than can be determined or
asaigned by exposition or number; that is, motion

made through the length of a point and in an instant

of time.7

In other words, the term 'endeavour' is here used simply to
postulate infinitely small motions, which Hobbes, like Spinoza,
takes to be directed towards the self-preservation of the

thing whose motions they ara. By meens of this concept, Hobbes
thought it possible to close the gap bebween physics and
psychology. He held that external objects, opsrating on the
sense organs, producé minute motions iﬁ the sense organs that
proceed bto the heart and thers make some alberation to the vital
motiong involved in the circulation of the blood, When these
vital motions are assisted by the addition of such minute motions,
wa experience pleasure - or, rather, to have one's vital motions
agssisted in this way is what it is to feel pleasure.‘ By the

same token, when the vital mobions are impeded by such additional
minute motions, we experience pain., The body will seek to
preserve and increase those motilong which are beneficial
(pleasurable) and rid itself of ‘those which are ﬁhe ravarse.

To Hobhes, this is quite obvious and needs (indeed, can have)

no demonstration, since, as Spinoza puts it, there can he no
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conatus towards self»destruotion8= this is just a statement
gbout the way the world happens to be. And this process of
conserving and enhancing beneficial motions and damping=-down

or getling rid of inimical ones is what produces animal motion -
and, consequéntly, humen and social behaviour.9 According to
Hobbes = who is always ready to give hostages to fortune by
pushing his explanationg as far as they will go = even habitual
kinds of behaviour are no more then motions made easier by
repeated endeavours, They are, he tells us, rather like the

bending of a crossbow.

It is, I think, obvious that this explanation of animal motion
and behaviour derives much of its plausibility from an appealing
simplicity. Unfortunately, however, this eimplicity is achieved
only by a disproportionate coneentration upon rather temmous
" similarities and a failure (or refusal) to notice much mora
substantial differences. There is, of course, a gense in which
the life of man vis~a-vis other men is a mabter of bodies moving
towards or away from one another in the interests of self-
preservation, just as there is a sense in which doing work is
é matter of moving stuff about. But these definitions, if they
. are definitions, are clearly not exhaustive. Soclal life is not
Just a matter of hodies moving relative to one another, any more
than working is just a matter of moving stuff about. Again,
habits may well be formed in part by consténtly repsabed motions;
but to suggest that, when we use the word habitl we mean 1o _more
than ‘constantly repeated motions' is simply implansible. Never-

theless, however many weaknesses we may discover in it, the fact
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remains that Hobbes professed himself satisfied with his psychol-
ogy. He believed himgelf to have found principles of social
and psychological explanation which were in conformity with the

Galilean principles of natural science. He was eble to declare

that

We have discovered the nature of sense, namely, that

it is some internal motion in the sentient....Sense is
a phantasm, made by the reasction and endeavour outwards
in the organ of sense, caused by an éndeavour inwards

from the object, remaining for some time more or less.1o

The externsal body, either directly or through a medium, presses

on the sense organ,

which pressure, by the mediation of the nerves and
other strings end membreanes of the body, continued
inwards to the brain and heart, causeth there a
resistance or counter-pressure, or endeavour of the
heart to deliver itself, which endeavour, becaase

outward, seemeth to be some mabtter without.11

A1l my sensations, therefore, are nothing but motions within me,
If T see a tree in the quad, I form the impression of its

being in the quad rather than in my heart becamse of the 'outward
gnddavour' of my heart. This explanation of perception ig, I
suppose, no stranger than meny another; bu£ Hobbeg does not
take us very far info the standard questions concerning the
ontological status of the tree in the quad. In gpite of some
ambiguity of language, his view is certainly that objects have

an existence of their own independent of the fact that they

are perceived. If this were not so, of course, it would
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be difficult to hold that such objects cauge our percepbions
according to the mechanical theory just outlined; and, in any
case, Hobbes is an out-and-out mabterialist ~ he would certainly

s . 2
have regarded Berkeley's views as nonsenslcal.1

Having provided a mecheanical point of departure for his
psychology, Hobbes now attempts to describe known psychological
phenémena in terms appropriate Lo a mechanical theory. His
celebrated account of imagination, for example, is a direct

deduction from the law of inertia. As he puts it,

Wheﬁ a body is once in motion, it moveth, unless

something else hinder it, eternally; and whabsosver

hindreth it cannot in an instant, but in time, quite

extinguish it, as we see in the water, though the

wind cease, the waves give not over rolling for a

long time after, so also it happeneth in that . .

motion, which is made in the internal parts of a man,

then, when he sees, dreams, etc. For after the object

is removed, or the eye shubt, we still retain an image

of the thing seen, though more obscure than when we see

i, 12
Imagination, therefore, is 'nothing but decaying sense’,14 or
'nothing elge but sense decaying or weakened by the gbsence of
the object',’® Thig decay is not a decay of motion - that would,
of course, he contrary to the known natursl regularities
described by the law of inertia. Rébhar, it comes about becsuse
the sense organs are moved or jarred by other objects, end
subsequent motions obscure previous ones, 'in such manner as

4
~the light of the sun obscureth the light of the stars'.1 And
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memory, according o Hobbes, differs from imagination only in

that the fading image is accompanied by a feeling of familiarity.

Once again, in all this, we cannot but notice a lack of
correspondence batween Hobbes's remarks and our commonsense
experience.  First, if imagination were reslly no more than
deceying sense - if, in other words, it were no more than
the relics of past perceptions - then it is difficult to see
how we could imagine future states. Yet we plainly can imagine
such stabes, and they need not he states similar to those which
we have experienced previously, or about which we have heard from
other people. Second, if 'imagination' is no more than the
leftovers of past sensabtions, then it is difficult to see how
wo could imagine things which cannot be sensed abt all or which
have no reference to time - God, for example. Third, if we accept
Hobbes's general mechanistic account of sensabtion, we know no
more than the way in which naked and 'unprocessed' sensations
come to he felt., We have no notion of how they are interpreted
or relsted to one another by the mind - mind, of course, being
something‘that does not enter into Hohbes's scheme of things,
but for which he provides no adequate substitute. No donbb
explanabions could be devised which would enable us to get found
these objections; bhut Hobbés furnishes no such explanation.
Rather, he forges shead with his empirical psychology, traversing
the whole gamut of psychological phenomena., He explains abbention,
concentration, thought, dreams, and so on, as well as sense and
imagination. Consclousness in its sensitive‘and cognitive dimen-
sions amounts to a jarring of the nervous system hy external hodies

in motion, In its affectional and volitional aspects, it is a



89.

reaction to this jarring - although we shall have some more to
sgy @bout volition presently. From our point of view, howevér,
the most interesting aspect of Hobbes's psychology is his theory
of the passions. It is this which, in his system, affords the
immediate prelude to social and political theory; eand it is to

this that I now burn.

As we have seen, by means of the concapt of conabug or endeavour,
Hobbes tried to show how the observable hehaviour of creabures
could be explained in terms of immeasurably small mobions within
the body. Through this conecept, in other words, he contrived o
translate the mechanistic and materialistic kind of explanation
characteristic of Galilean natural science into a technique
for the explanation of animal and human hehaviour: and central to
such explanation is an account of desire and aversion. According
to Hobbes, when such endeavour is directed towards whatever it is.
that has causaed it, it is called appetits or desire. When it is
directed away from its cause, 1t is called aversion, The same
instance of an endeavour cen, of course, be both an appetite and
an aversion at one and the same time, When a man acts in such a
way as to avold pain, he may be sald to be bqth averting from
pain and desiring painlessness. By the same token, we can speak
of a particular endeavour as either an appetite or an aversion,
depending on how we care to express ourselves. The most element-
ary forms of endeavour, then, are appetite ér desire on the one
hand, and aversion on the other, Both fofms are motions within
the body - small mobions which are the beginnings of such large-
scale motlons as those involved in flight or fight. They originate
in sensation, which is itself explicable in terms of mobions in

the body responding to motions in the external world. Mnd it



90.

ought to be possible to deduce the consequences of any particenler
kind of motion in terms of desire or aversion, just as we can
deduce the consequences of motions in the natural world in terms

of action and reaction.

Aversion and desire, Hobbes tells us, are more or less the same
17

as hatred and love respectively, The only gualification which
he cares to make is a small one. It is simply that, in common
usage, desire signifies the absence of the desideratum while love
signifies its presence, Aversion, too, signifies the absence

of the object of aversion, while hablred signifies its presence.
Thus, while I feel a powerful aversion from the prospect of
being eaten alive by a tiger, hate would be the emotion which I
should dctually sntertain for a tiger if one were eating me. Tt
would, I think, be possible to quibble with this; but the point
is hardly an imporbent one. Hobbes goes on to tell ug that
-some desires and aversions are born with men; but, hy this, I
take it that he does nobt mean that they are in some sense lnnate.
Since, on his definition, they are movements which are causally
related in a mechenistic way to our experience of the ontside
world, this could hardly be the case. What he means is no mors
than that men begin to experience degires and aversions of a
cartain order from the very sarliest momentg of theilr liwves.
Examples are the desire for food and the aversion from hunger
(vhich really, of courss, amount to the same thing); Other
desires and aversions take longer Lo davelop. They have something
of the character of habits. They do not arise immsedistely and

flly-fledged out of our sensory processaes. Rather, they develop

from our cumilative experisence of ths good or bad effects which
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things have on us. Bul Hobbes's account of these notions of
'good! and 'bad! is very striking. We holds that, however meny

forms of desire and aversion there may bs, one thing is clears

Whatsoever is the object of any man's appetite or

desire, that is it which he for his part calleth good;
-and the object of his hate and aversion evil; and of his
contempt, vile and inconsiderable.18 For these words

of good, evil and contemptible sre ever used with relation
to the person that useth them, there heing nothing simply
and absolutely so, nor any common rule of good and evil,
to be taken from the nature of the objects themselves,
but from the person of the man, vhere there is no
commonwe alth, or, in a commonwealth, from the person that
representeth it; or from an arbitrator or judge whom men,

disagreeing, shall by consentset up end make his sentence

the rule thereof.19

Good and evily therefors, are torms which are characterised hy
relativity and subjectivity. So far as value-judgments are
concernad, each man is the measure of all things. Clearly, there
will be a wide area of agreement - all men, for example, will
agrae that poverty and death are avils Yo be avoided. But there
ig neither absolute good nor absolute evil., There is therafore
no objective norm to which individuals can appeal in order to
distinguish the good from the bad. An artificial or conventional
norm can be created, in the form of tha spacificalions of the
sovereign or a judge when the commonwealth has been set up. But
it does nob exist ab_inibtie in virtue of any inherent property

of things. What I desire T call good., What you hate you call
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evils Therefore, if I desire what you hate, the same object
is called both good amdevil. This looks like an obvioﬁs
infraction of the law of contradiction; bub once we ascape
the tyrenny of words, we shall sce that there is no meaningful
sense in which any object of desire or aversion can he said
actually to ég good or evil. Hobbes is here asserbing a version
of what has subsequently come to be known as the 'emobive theory
of‘ethics'. Compare his views with the following passage from

AJ. Ayer's Languege, Truth end Logic:

The presence of an ethical symbol in a proposition adds
nothing to its factual content. Thus if I say to some-
one, "Wou acted wrongly in stealing that money," I am

not stating anything more then if I had simply said,

"You stole that money." In adding that this action is
wrong, 1 am not making any further stabement sbout it, I
am simply evincing my moral disapproval of it....Another
man mey disagree with me about the wrongness of stealing,
in the sense ‘that he may not have the same feelings about
stealing. as I have, and he may quarrsl with me on account
of my moral sentiments. But he cennot, strictly spesaking,
contradict me., For in saying that a certain type of action
i1s right or wrong, I am not making any factuel stabement,
not even a gtatement about my own stabe of mind, I am
merely expressing certain moral sentiments. And the man who
ig osbensibly contradicting me is merely expressing his
moral sentiments. So bthat there is plainly no sense in
asking which of us is in the right. TFor nsither of us

. s . cps 20
ig asserting a genuina proposition,
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So btoo, for Hobbes - although the argument is rather different -
no-one who mskes an ostensibly moral asserbion is ssying anything
meaningful about absolute value, He is simply stipnlabing his
own likes and dislikes. Now, we might be tempted to suggest
that, in asserting the subjectivity and relativity of moral
judgments, Hobbes has inadvertently got himself into a tangle;
because is 1t not true that precisely what he wishes to show

is that absolute government is objectively good? This, however,
would be a mistake. Not having heard of the ‘ought~is! fallacy
vhich it fell to David Hume to expose, Hohbas uses the lenguage
of prescripbion somauhat indiscriminately. He feelg-it quite
natural to pass from scientific enquiry to political prescription;
and he is blithely oblivious of the fact that guestions which

may broadly be called ethical cannot be enswerad by theoretical
arguments such as might be used in a gscientific discussion.

What he really wishes to show, however, is not that absolute
government is an objective ethical good, but that it is a
rational necessity shown to be such on scientific grounds. But

this is to anticipata.

When all these basic premisses have been elaborated, it turns
out that all the different pessions to whiech men are subject are
nothing mors than different manifestations of endesvour towards
or away from en object. All passions are, i a word, different
forms of eithar appetite or aversion. ° The only exceptions to
this are the obvious limibing cases of pure pleasure and pure
pain., These are sxceptions because thay ars the end-states in

which aversion and desire are no longer felt: they are 'a certain
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fruition of good or evil.'21 It follows from all this thst,

ag appetite and aversion are motions, 80 ﬁhe different passions
also are motions. Objects in the external world act upon

the organs of sense and so give rise to 'that motion and
agitation of the brain which we call conception.'gg This
motion of the brain is then continued to the heart, 'there

to be called passion.'23 Thus, Hohbes's psychology is simply
an extension of his materialistic physics. Tt is purely
empirical, in that it relies upon no a priori metaphysical

or theological commitments; and in this respect Hobbes fore-
shadows Kent., It is also a behaviouristic psychology; Thinking
snd motion are presented as implicit behaviour (ratiocination
and conabuS'bii@ndoavour); and Hobbes has no need to operate
with anybthing but the most attenuated concept of consciousness
at all., All of what are ordinarily called mental procssses

are simply by-products. They are side~affects or epiphenomena
of events or motions of maﬁter. These motions occur in the world
outside the individual and give rise to corresponding mobions
within him which incidentally cause him to behave as he doss.
To explain such an apparently intsngibls notiop as passion in
purely materialistic and mechanical terms is certainly an
impressive feat; and, to my kanowledge, nothing of the kind was
to be atbtempted again until the appearsnce, in 1914, of J.B.

Watson's book. Behavior: An Introduction to Comparative

Psychology.

Within his general psychological schems, Hobbeg identifics a
number of simple passions ~ appetite, desire, love, aversion,

hate, joy, and grief., He draws a distinction bhetween, on the one
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hand, pleasures and displeasures of sense and, on the other,
pleasures and displeasures of the mind., Pleasures and displeas-
ures of the mind arise from expectabtion of an end or consoquence.
Pleasurss of the mind are called joy, while displeasures of the
mind are called grief, as distinet from displeasures of sanse,
vhich are called pain. These diffarent passions assume differ
ent forms, or at least are called by different names, according
to different considerations. Thus, if we consider the opinion
which men have of actually getting what they desirs, we can dis-
tinguish between hope and despair. Hopo is appetite or desire
coupled with belief that the desired object will be atteined.
Despair is the same appetite not éocompanied by the balief that
the desiraed ohject will bhe attained, or accompanied by the
bellef that it will not. Again, we can distinguish an object
which is loved from one which is hated., Further, we can distin-
guish the passion of covetousness, which is the desire for
wealth, from the passion of ambition, which is tﬁa desire for
office or importance. But both covetousness and ambition sre only
different names, confarred according to different circumstances,
for desire, Then again, consideration of a number of conjoined
passions may lead us to use a special name for this compound of

paasion. Thus, for example,

lova of one singularly, with desire to be singularly
beloved [Es calleé] the passion of love. The sams,

with fear that the love is not mutnal, jealousy.zA

Finally, we can give a name to a passion from a consideration of

the kind of motion which causes it. TFor insbance, we can speak

of
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sudden dejection...ths passion that canseth weeping,
[ﬁhicé} is ceused by such actions as suddenly take
25

awgy some vehement hops or some prop of their power.

Thus, in short, the simple passions become complex according to
the different circumstances in which they are combinsd or to
the considerabtions which induce us to name them. WMoreover,
since Hobbss regards names simply as having been chosen hy
arbitrary convontion, it ig his'viéw that much of this complex-
ity can be unravelled simply by clear thinking and spesking. In
any case, however meny passions there may be, however many per-
mitations of them are possible, and however wide the range of
names chosan for them, they all ultimabtely boil down to

mobion. Thus, for example, delight or pleasure is ‘nothing
really but motion about the heart, as conception is nothing

but motion in the head.'gé To speak of dejection as being
literally no more than a sudden downward movement inside my
heart may sound fentastic to the modern hearer; but in the
context of the seventeenth-century fascination with motion,

it becomas more readily understandable, and Hohbes was by no
moans alone in ambracing this kind of explanabtion as a means of
accounting for human hehaviour. Descartes, for example, held
that the humen soul resides in the pineal gland and causes
bodily motions by altering the dirsction of the flow of the
'vital spirits'; a curious doctrine, but one which no-one geems

to have thought particularly odd at the time.

Thus, Hobhes has given whabt he would regard as a philosophical
account of human behaviour -~ an account framed in terms of cause

and effect. And to the extent that his psychology is epiphen-
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omenalistic, it is also purely deterministic. There is no room
in Hobbeg's account of behaviour for anything which we should
normally feel inclined to call volition. The nature of Hobbosg's
determinism is fully set out in his controversy with Bishop
Bramhall;27 and, for our own purposes, it is now necessary

to examine his account of what causality actually is.

By 'cause', Hobbes understends

the sum or aggregabe of all such accidents, both in the
agent and in the patient, as concur to the producing
of the effect propounded; all which existing together,
it cannot be understood but that the effect existeth
with them; or that it can possibly exist if any one

of them be absent.28

In other words, if the whole set of accidents is present, we
cannot conceiva of the non-occurrence of the effect, By the
same token, if any one of the accidents is nol present, we
cannot conceive of the production of the effect, The cause

of anything is thus the sum total of all the conditions or
accidants in both agent and pabient required for the sxistence

of that thing. As Hobbes himself puts it,

A cause simply, or an entire cause, is the aggregate
~of all the accidenbs both of the agents, how many soaver
thay be, and of the pabtient, put together; which when
they are all supposed to he present, it cannot be
understbood but that the effect is produced at the same
instant; and if any one of them be wanting, it cannol be

undersbood but that the effect is nob produced.29
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Within the 'entire canse' as so defined, Hobbes goes on to
eleborate a further distinction between 'efficient canse' and
'material cause'., The efficient canse is the sum total of
accldents in the agent or agents which is required for the
production of an effect which is actually produced, The
material cause is the sum total of accidents in the patient
required to produce such an effect., A little later,BO he

makaes tha further point that 'ecause' and ‘power' ars the same
thing., We can speak of the active power of the agent or the
passive power of the patient; but these are objectively the

same as the efficient and mabterisl cause. We use different terms
only because we can consider the same thingg from different
sbandpoints. What he meens by this is quite simple. When we
consider the sum total of accidents in the agent in relation to
an effect already produced or caused, we call it the efficient
cause. When, on the other hand, we consider the sum total of
accidents in relabtion to the fubure time, we call this sum total
the active power of the agent., In the same way, when we consider
the sum totel of accidents in the pabient in relation to the
past, we call it the maberisl causs., When we consider it in
relation to the fubture, or to effecta as yebt uncaused, we call

it the pasgive power of the patient., As for what the scholastics
called 'formal canse' or essence, and 'final causd or e¢nd, these

amount, in fact, to no more than efficient canses:

For when it is salid the essencs of a thing is the cause
theraof, as to be rational is the cause of man, it is
not intelligible; for it is all one as if it were sald,

to be a man is the canss of man; which is not well gaid,
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dnd yet the knowledge of the essence of anything

is the cause of the knowledge of the thing itself;
for if T first kmow that a thing is rational, T know
from thence that the same is man; but this is no
other then an efficient ceuse. A final cauée has

no place hut in such things as have sense and will;
snd this also I shall prove hereafter to be an

efficient cause.31

In other words, to express 'essence' as if it were a 'formal
cause' rather than a straightforward efficient canse of our
knowledge is simply to express a tautology. And when he comes
- o the promiged proof, it turns out that, for Hobbes, final
calse or purposé is no more than the operation of efficient
canses in men with deliberation. In obther words, as we saw
in chapter two, it makes no sense Lo speak of things having

purposes heyond those given to them by men.,

There is no need furthér to elaborate Hobbes's assanlt on the
scholastic structure of 'wverbal forks'. Suffice it to say that
he has made characteristically quick work of the scholastic
account of causation, rendéring it down to a bald account of
efficient causality. For our purposes, one aspect of this
account of causality is particularly important. As we have
seen, if the entire efficient causé is present, the effect is
pfoduced. This is a statement which is true by definition,
since, if the effact were not produced, then the cause would

gimply not be an entire efficient cause. As Hobbes puts it,
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It follows,..from hence, that in whatsoever instant
the cause is entire, in the same instant the effect

is produced. For if it be not produced, something

is still wanting which is raequisite for the production
of it; and therefore the caise was not entire, as

was supposed.

Mnd seeing a necessary cause is defined to be that,
vhich being supposed, the effect cannot but follow,
this also may be collected, that whatgoever effect is
produced st any time, the same ie produced by a

necessary causgse. For whabtsoever is produced, in as

mich as it is produced, had an entire ceause, that is,
had all those things, which being supposed, it cannot
be understood but that the effect follows; that is,
it had a necessary cause. /And in the same manner it
may be shown, that whabsoever effects are hereafter to
be produced, shall have a necessary cause; so that
all the offects that have been, or shall be, produced,

have their necessity in things antscedent.BQ

In other words, on the agsumption that every effect is

preceded by an entire efficient cause, the very fact that
something has happened indicates Lo us that it could not not
have happened. When the canse is present in its entirety, the
affect always and instantaneously follows. Hence, the cause
itself is & necessary cause, and 'all the effects that have been
or shall be produced have their necessity in things antecedent.’'

Md whatever may be wrong with this argument, i1t is true that,

to Hobbeg's satisfaction, it at onecs excludes from the discussion
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any possibility of freedom in man. To put it more precisely,
it precludes us from using the term 'froedom' to signify
absence of necessitation, because, if an entire cavse is
present, there is no absence of necessitation. To be sure,
we often use the term 'free! to signify no more than that a
man is not impeded by some exbernal obstacle such as the
opposition of other men; and this use of the term makes

perfectly good éense. But

if a man should talk to me of...any free but free
from being hindered by opposition, I should nobt say
that he were in an error, but that his words were

33

without mesning, that is to say, absurd.

We cannot talk of a 'free' subject or a 'free' will in eny
sanse obher than that just noticed, because, given a cause
present in its entirety, the effecl cannot not-happen or be
prevented from happening. The aeffect follows of necessity,
and it is not possible to be free from this necessity. If the
effect does not occur, this doss not mean thabt the individnal
has stopped it by the exercise of his own free will. It means
no more than that, all appearances to the contrary nobtwith-

standing, the entire causs was nob present.

Now, in all this, Hobhes has not overlooked the obvious fact
that men frequently seem to perform actions aftgr, and -as a
result of, deliberation. At first sight, this seems to create
a large difficulty in the context of an unambiguous theory of
necesgary cansality. A capaclby for deliberation seems to imply

precisely that freedom of the will which is clearly inconsistent
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with a deterministic psychology, and which Hobbes has already
denied. This, however, turns out not to be a problem ss far

as Hobbes is concerned. First of all, although he accepts the
fact of deliberate activity, his account of what it is to act
deliberately is very narrowly drawn. He defines deliberabion
purely and simply in terms of the passions. Suppose that, in

the mind of an individual, the desire to‘aghieve, say, the ascent
of Everest is present together with an aversion from the dangers
involved in doing so. We have haere two opposing and competing
passions. In such a case, 'the whole sum of desires, aversions,
hopes and fears continued till the thing he either done or thought
impossible is that we call deliberation.'>* This theory of
deliberation against a background of necessary cansality does not
account for such things as trying and failing or deliberating
about how to do something which involves no danger; bubt thesse

are difficulties which Hobbes does not notice., They are, in fact,
acite difficulties; hecause not only do I deliberate on the
quastion of whether to do something or nob -~ I also deliherate

as to how to do it, and it is here, surely, that the process which
we ordinarily call deliberation is chilefly located. TIf I try to
do something and fail, then my 'deliberation' must have bheen in
some sense mistakeny yet it is difficult to see how»the
necessarily-~determined outcome of a conflict bebtween two comp-
oting passions can he said to have been 'mistaken'. Similarly,
there is no danger or aversion (st least in Hobbes's sense) in
the process of, say, brying to understand Hegel's logic: ‘ut
people plainly do deliberate as to the hest way of achieving such

understanding. Nevertheless, leaving thase difficulties on one
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side, it is Hobbes's view that the strength of the passions
rather than freedom of the will in any ordinary sense
determines the oubcome of deliberation. Md this is taken

to be true by definition, since a see-sawing contest between
opposing and mors or less finely-balanced passions is precisely
what we mean when we talk of deliberation. Presumably, the
more finely balanced the respective strengths of the opposing
passions, the more prolonged and agonising the process of

deliberation, or the state of 'indecision', will be.

Second, Hobbes explicitly denies thabt there 1s any element
in the human psychologicsl make-up answering to the traditional
notion of a'will' which is capable of baing *'free', Wi1ll',
he says, 'therefore is the last appetite in deliberating,'
That is to say, the last appetite or aversion in the process
of deliberating is what we mean by the act of willing -~ and
for the purposes of making further progress we shall have simply
to ignore the fact that this suggestion is&, for the reasons
alresdy given, obviously not true. According to Hobbes, whether
the action is performed or not depends upon the nature of this
final 'will': but this is a matter which 18 determined quite
simply by the relative strengths of passions. It is there-
fore not within the control of any individual. And so it

follows that,

from the use of the word 'free~will', no liberty can
be inferred of the will, desire or inclination, but
the liberty of the man; which consisteth in this,

that he finds no stop in doing what he has the will
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desire or inelinabion to do.35
Liberty is defined as

the absence of all the impadiments to actiommthat are
not contained in the nature and intrinsical gquality

of the agent.B6
And, therefore,

such a liberty as ig free from necessity is not to

be found in the will either of men or heasis. But if
by 1ibertyiwe understand the faculty or power, not of
vwilling, but of doing what they will, then certainly
that liberty is to be allowsd to both, and both may

equally have it, whensoever it is to bae had.37

The fact that men deliberate is therefore not, to Hobbes's wind,
inconsistent with a thoroughgoing deberminism as an explanatory
principle of psychology. He simply defines the problem away.

In a nutshell, the case can be put as follows, If T am in
danger, I éhall inevitably act in such a way as will preserve
my own life. At least,-l ghall inevitably act in such a way as
I think will preserve my own life - and the fact that this
proposiﬁion is manifestly false need nolt detain us.38 The point
1s that Hobbes takes it to be a brate faet of psychology. Tt

is explained in terms of a chain of motion which, when complete,
is a chain of necegsary causality. I cannot be said to ba free
to will the preservation of my own life. Neither can I he sald
Lo be free not to do go = any more than T can bhe aaid to will
mysalf not to fall if T step out of my bedroom window, My will

ig simply not something which lies within my own control. What
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we commonly call the Qill -~ that is, the‘apparent mental feat which
limmediately precedes actlion = is no more than the final desire

in the process of deliberation., This process of deliberation,
whereby I seem to ‘'choose' whether to do x, y or z, is determined
purely by the strength of my (involuntary) passions in respect of
@ach possible alternative. T can only be called 'free! in one
gonse. This is the sense which bacomas meaningful if no-one
actually prevehts me from doing what my deliberation has led

me to do., This may seem to be a very abtenuated sense of the
word 'free'., Bubt Hobbes would wish to argue that there is no
point in using the word to refer to actions which are froe from
necessitation, because there arg no actions which are free from

necessitation,

» Such is Hobbesg's account of human behaviour in terms of

motion, cause and effect ~ in terms, in other words, of the
presupposibions of seventeenthwcentury mechanics. It might seem
that we have now wanderéd rather far away from the direction set
in the previous chapfer by our disecussion of ﬁobbes's methodology.
But in drawing onl Hobbes's empirical psychology from his account
of motion and necessary causality; we have, in fact, embarked upon
the process of applying the 'resolutive-compositive' method to

the chief objact of our (and Hobbes's) enquiry -~ the commonwealth
or political order. If we analyse or resolve the commonwealth
into its smallest parts - if we remove laws, institutions, customs
and all means of formal cosrcion and manipulation - we are left

with a plurality of atomic, individnal human heings. Hach of
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these beings is by way of being a highly-complex machine,

driven by passions which are themsslves epiphenomena of the
material world, just as one machine can be driven by another
through gears, trensmission, and such. These passions are quite
involuntary. A man cannot chooée or decide not to faeel them,
becanse feeling thém is a process dstermined by necesssry
cansaliby, just as, when the application of a force canses a
body to move, it cannot 'refrain' from moving. In bturn,

these passions determine for each individual what is good and
what is evil., They necessibate all.his actions and they

furnish their ends. The pivot of Hobbes's political speculation
is this: If we consider what the lot of such atomic individnals
in an imeginary 'state of nature' would be, we ghall be able

to 'compose'! the commonwealth by deduction, and so stipnlate
(for the benefit of those unwilling or unable to perform the
deductiqns for themselves) the necessary conditions of political
regulation. We are to congider what would be the predicament

of individuals in a gituation from which any kind of organised
or relisble constraint were absent. Wa ghall then be in a
position to perform two ilmportant operations., TFirst, we shall
be able to deduce how such men must live, given the kind of
creatures that they are: what principles of action they must
devise for themselves, and how they will eventually come Logether
to create civil assooiationé. Second, we shall be sble to show,
with all the force and rational conviction of a scientific
argument, precisely what the conditions within the organised
polity must be if breaches of the peace are to be avoided. Tt
is to this 'compositive' or deductive stage that we must now begin

to turnc
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NOTLE3,

1.

24

3.

The fact that the State is en artificial rather than a
natural hody means thabt we can know the formila of its
construction with more cerbainty than is available in

respect of the nabural world. As he puts ib,

Gaometry,.,.is demonstrable, for the lines and figures
from which we reason sre drawn and described by ourselves;
and civil philosophy is demonstrable baecanse we make the
commonwe alth ourselves. But because of natural bodies |
we know not the construction, but seek it from effects,
there lies no demonstrabion of what the causes be we

seek for, but only of what thay may be. (B.W. Vol.7,p.184)

Hobbes does not, T think, wish to say that the principles
of 'civil philosophy' are self-evident in the way that those
of geometry are. Wis point is that geometrical and polit%

ical 'facts' are man-made, whereas.the natural world is not,

8o that the former are more readily comprehensible than the

latber.
Loviathan, E.W. Vol.3,pp.ix-x.

Hobbes's materiaiism is, in a sense, methodological; Mt

it is more than merely methodological. It is not that, in
his vlew, philosophy shonld not conesrn itself with the
non-mgterial. Rather, he holds that there are no non-
naberisl things - that the phrase 'non-material things' is
self-contradictory. Vide, e¢.g8., Laviathan, E.W. Vol.3,pp:17,

27, 34~35, and f.n. 12 infra.
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Lo Traite des Sonsabions, 1754.

5. T, Hobbas Malmesburiengis Vita, L.W. Vol.I,p.xxi.

6. Hobbes and Descartes had both arrived ab this idéa of

materia subtilis independently of one another and at more

or less the sams time. Their inabillty to egree on who
had had the idea first, and the jealousy of each of his
repubtation s an innovator, was apparently one of the

chief sources of tension between them; Vide F, Brandt,

Thomag Hobbeg! Mechanicsal Conception of Nsture, Ch.IV,

7. Concerning Body, E.W. Vol.1,p.20A,

8.  [fithica, TII,4.

9. The distinction which Hobbes draws between vital and animsl
motions is simply that which, in modern terminology, is
drawn betwaeen invbluntary motions (the beating of the

heart; breathing) end voluntary motions (running; fonding

off a blow).

10.  Concerning Body, E.W. Vol.1,pp:390-391,

1. Leviathan, E.W. Vol.3,p.2.

12,  To Hobbes, even God is 'a most pure, simple, invigible
spirit corporeal’ (E.W. Vol.4,p.313); and he does not
s¢e any contradiction in the term 'splrit corporeal'.
Indeed, to Hobbes's mind, the scholastic term 'incorporsal
substance' is self-contradictory -~ these 'are words which,
when they are joined together, destroy one snother, as if
a man should say, an 'incorporsal body.' Clearly, then,

Borkeley's contention that matter is non-existent would
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17.

18,
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have made no more sense to Hobbes than the traditional claim

that spiritual substences are incorporeal. To Hobbes, 'substance'
equals 'matler' or 'hody!; and in support of his conbention that
God is materisl he cites Genesis, I,ii ~ 'the Spirit of God

moved upon the face of the waters.' The Bible itself atbributes
notion and location to God, which atbtribubtes .are only intelligible

when applied to bodies. (Vide Leviathen, Z.W. Vol.3,pp.381Ff,)

Leviabthan, E,W. Vol.3,D0/e
Leviathen, E.W. Vol.3,p.5.

Concerning Body, E.W. Vol.1,p.395.

Leviathan, E.W. Vole3,p.5.
Leviathan, E.W., Vol.3,p.40.

A object of contempt camnot, I take it, be one which produces
no kind of' endeavour either towards or away from itself, If this
wore so, we could not, on Hobbes's own account, know that the
contemptible object was there at all, Rather, an object of

contempt is prasumably one in respsct of which feelings of

-aversion and desire exactly equal one another and so cancel one

another out. Lndeavour exists, bubt in a gbate of balance amount-

ing to neither aversion nor desire,
Laviathan, E.¥., Vol.3,p.41.

Lenguage, Trubth and Logic, pp.107-108, Vide also C.L. Stevenson,

fLthics and Langusge. One might point oubt, in passing, that

Professor Ayer's sexample is singularly ill-chosen, sinQG it‘
makes no more soense to ask,'Is stealing wrong?' then it would
maké to ask, ‘What colour is an orange?' or 'How many angles has
a triangle?' Bub, as Hohbes the nominalist would have heen quick

o point out, this objection is not fatal to the argument.
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22,

23,

24--

33.

34.

35.

36.
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Concerning Body, E.W. Vol.1, pp.409=410.

Humen Nature, E.W. Vol.4,p.34.

Humen Nabure, E.W. Vol.4,p.3Z.

Leviathan, B.W. Vol.3,p.44. What Hobbes really means is
that 'desire of ona singularly, with desire to be singularly
desired 1s called the passion of love. The same, with
fear that the desire is not mitual, jealousy.' This desire
would presumably be more then simple sexual desire, although
it is diffienlt to see what else it might involve; and

porhaps this difficulty expleins Hobbes's evasively

circular way of putting it.

ot et

Human Nature, E.W. Vol.4,p.31.

fn excellent summary and discussion is to be found in

Richard Peters, Hobbggs, Ch.7.

Goncerning Body, E.W. Vol.1,p.77.

Goncerning Body, E.W. Vol.1,pp.121-122,

Concerning Body, E.W. Vol.1,pp.127-128,

Concerning Body, E.W. Yol.1,pp.131-132,

Concerning Body, E.W. Vol.1,p.123,

Loviathan, B.W. Vol.3,p.33.
Leviathen, BE.W. Vol.3,p.48.
Leviathan, E.W. Vol.3,p.197.

Of Liberty end Necessity, E.W. Vol.4,p.273.
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Concerning Body, E.W. Vol.1,p.409.

In fact, Hobbes doss oc@lonally concede that a man might
in some circumstances prefer death to dishonour - might
dasire the glory of a valorous death more than he dreads
the prospect of death itself; hut these cases are, in the
nature of things, very rars. In any case, this concassion

does not weaken the allegedly empirical point thalb men

- genarally fear death more than anybhing olse (i.e, that

men ‘glmost invariably act in the interests of their own
self-preservation). Neither, of conrse, does it violate
the psychological principle that men always act under the

goad of their own desirss and aversions,
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CHAPTER FIVE - THE STATE OF NATURE AND ITS LAWS.

Hobbes's.account of human behaviour as we have just oublined
it clearly has some very far-reaching ethical consequences. To
the extent that the conative side of human existence is held to
be quite outside the control of the individual man, Hobbaes's
understanding of what.it is to act morally inevitably takes a
somewhat unusuel form; eand the most important exposition of
the moral consequences of his theory of motivabtion is to be found

chiefly in the thirteenth, fourteenth and fifteenth chapters of
the Leviathan.

Bvery individual, Hobbes tells us, has one predominant aim -
namely, to maximise his powsr over every other individual with
whom he comes into contact. Every other desire - wealth, know-
- ledga, honour, and so on - comes down avantually to the desire
for powsr; since to be rich, knowledgeabls, hoﬁoured, and so0
forth is in each case to wield a different kind of power.1 This
desire for power, however, is not gimply the naked urge to
dominate. In claiming that men desire power, Hobbas means that
gvery man wishaes to be constantly in a position such that he can
be confident of always securing the fubure gratification of his
appetites or desires; so that the drive %o power‘is axplained
in terms consistent with Hohbes's general psychology. And the
reason why this passion for power inevitably persists throughout
life is not sd mich that man is never satisfisd with what he has,
as that he is always unsure as to whethar he will always be able

to secure the same degree of sabisfaction in the future. As
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Hobbes puts it,

In the first place, I put for a general inclination

of &ll menkind a perpetual and restldss desire of power
after power, that ceaseth only in death. And the canse
of this is not always that a man hopes for a more 4
intengive delight than he has already attained to; or
that he cannot be content with a moderate power; but
because he cannot assure the power and means to live

well, which he hath present, without the acqﬁisition

of more.2

Hobbes's position more than superficially resembles that of
Machiavelli as enunciated in The Prince. To Machiavelli,

the prince is a free men to the extent that his safety and well-
being are not contingent upon luck or any other man's will., If
they are entirely in his own hands, he ig free; ao that to
become a fres man is to ensure that no-one else has the power to
impose his will on you. You must either submit to domination

or strive to dominate in your own right - liberty is expressed

in Qpe striving for power over other men; and becoming free is

a zero-gum game., Lhe prince must be prepared to act as the sit-
uation demands, and he must suppose that whatever conduces to his
own‘power and advancement is good;3 so that, for the sake of
power, and therefore of iiberty, he must be able to act both
ruthlessly and with the utmost restraint, as circumstances requirae.
He must be sble, as Machiavelli puts it, to make use of bhoth the
bea;£ and the man in him. In short, both Hobbaes and Machiavelli
conclude that it is in the interests of a man to maximise his

power; although the advice which Machiavelli gives is framed
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in terms which presuppose freedom of the prince's will, where-
ag Hobbes will not allow that the notion of 'free-will' is a

cohersnt one abt all.

Mded to this craving for power is the natural scarcity of
resourcas and the tendency which men have (acoording to Hobbes)
always to desire the respect and admiration of their fellows.4
And the chief problam which Hobbes takes to be associated with
the fact that men are creabures of desire living in a world of
scarce resources is that presented by the further fact of
equality. Any one man, he suggests, is more or less the equal
of any other. To the extent that mental faculties depend upon
prudence rather than upon scientific knowledge, all men are more
or less aqually prudeﬁt. This is held to be so since, as wa saw
in chapter three, prudence depends upon experience; and all men
have roughly the seame experiences to make them prudent.. Scient-
ific knowledge is here left out of the account, of course,
because so few people have it -~ indeed, in the staté of nature
it is presumably the case that no-ons has it. Intellectual
attainments in the state of nature are reduced, really, to
the cultivation of simble cunning in the light of experience;
and all men are roughly equdal in the degree of cunning which
they possess, since all are roughly equal in terms of their ex-
periences. When it comes to physical capabilities, Hohbes auggestsa
that inequalities of strength do not mach mabler., Men are, indeed,
different in termg of bodily strength.' But the fact is that the
weakest man can kill even the strongest, either by ganging up
on him with others, or by what Hobbes calls 'secret machinations' -

by which he presumably means poisons, ambushes, booby-traps and
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the like. As a consequence of this equality, there would never
be any final solution to competitive stfuggles hetwean men if
it were not for the unnatural order imposed upon humen affairs
by political organisation, In the &bsence of such organisation,
the human predicament would be one of constant and universal
competition, with no power strong .enough to resolve this
predicament by imposing general control upon human transactions.
There would prevail a state of ‘war 'of avery man against every
man.'l5 This state of war, to use modern terminology, might be
either hot or cold. There would, in other words, he either
actual fighting, or else the constant readiness or disposition
to fight. Life would be a matter of constent brinkmanship; and
Hobbes seems to regard the constant possibility of war as being
Just as bad as an actual state of war. In either case, everyone
is the enemy of everyone else; and no-one can count upon any

safety beyond thab provided by his own strength or ingenuity -

which, given the natural equality of men, is not a very satisfactory

atate of affairs. Moreover, in this state of war, where svery-
one is competing for the scarce resources of 'felicity', there

i8s no moral law to set limits to human conduct. Rscognition of
a moral law, according to Hobbes, can only take place amongat men
living in civil socliebty and respecting their mutual rights end

duties. As he puts it,

To this war of every man against every man, this also

is consequent; that nothing can be unjust. The notions
of right snd wrong, justice and injustice, have there no
place. Where there is no common power there is no law;
where no law no injustice, TForce and fraad are in war the

two cardinal virtues. Juatice and injustice are none of the
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faculties neither of the body nor mind. If they ware,
they might be in a man that were alone in the ﬁorld,

as well as his senses and passions. They are qualities
that relate to men in society, not in solitude. It is
consequent also to the same condition that there ba no
propriety >i.e. property:], no dominion, no mine and
thine distinct; but only that to be every man's, that

he can get, and for so long as he can keep it.é

Here, though elsewhere he is ambiguous on this point, Hobbes
denies that there are any transcendent, extra-political moral
standards such as thése postulated by the traditional exponents
of natural law theory. Morality, like the State itself, is an

artefact., Before it is made - that is, in the state of nature =

universal anarchy obtaing, becense there is a complete absence of

any rule raegulative of human conduct. 4nd for as long as this
anarchy lasts, says Hobbes (in what must be one of the most

quoted remarks in all political theory),

there is no place for industry; because the fruit
thereof is uncertain: and consequently no culture of
the sarth; no navigation nor use of the commodities that
may be imported by ssa; no commodious building; ﬁo
instruments of moving and removing such things as require
much force; no knowledge of the face of the earth; no
account of time; no arts, no letters, no society; and,
which is worst of all, continual fear and danger of
violent deabh, and the life of man solitary, poor,

nasby, brutish and short.7
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Hobbes does not wish to suggest that such a state of nature
haa ever actually obtained - this is an important point, bto be
returned Lo later. Nevertheless, he reinforces his argument by
appeal to three cases which he considers adequate to support

his point., First, he remarks that

the savage people in many places of America, except
the government of small families, the concord whereof
dependeth on natural lust, hdve no government ab all,

and live at this day in that brutish manner.8

. This, of course, is an arguﬁent resting entirely upon ignorancé
of pre-technological modes of social organisation. Such
ignorance in Hobbhes is entirely understandable; but ths
argument of which it is the source need nqt detain us - except
for long enough to point out thaﬁ it is, in fect, significant
that so-called 'savage peopls' do not live 'in that brutish
manner!, But this is another point to which we shall return

al a later stage. His gecond appeel - and here he is on
somewhat bettem ground - is Lo the absence of restraiht ghown

in the mutual relations of States which, precisely becauss they
are sovereign States, have no common powsr set over them. To
the extent that there is no internationsl power able to regulabe
international relations as a sovereign regulates internal relations,
such States are in a 'state of nature' relative to one anothar,
Hence the mistrust and uncertainty which inféct;vinternabional
‘affairs. This oft-noticed fact has, incidentally, been taken

by political moralists from Dante to Bertrand Russell as an
argument in favour of world government; and it is perhaps some-

vhat surprising that Hobbes makes no such point himself, His
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third line of argument is to invite us to consider typical
human behaviour even under goverument, where there are laws

to protact the individual and officers appointed to enforce

the laws. When a men travels, does he not arm himself and go
in the compény of others? When he is at home, does he not lock
his doors, keep his belongings secuféd in chests, and so forth?
Does he not, in short, display every sign of suspicion and
mistrust, eveﬁ towards his own servants and famlly? And 'does
he not there as much accuse mankind by his actions ag I do by
my words?'9 This last suggestion has a very plausible ring to
ity but it turns out, in fact, to be é very poor argument. On
inspection, it becomes guite obvious that such precentions do
not count ag evidence for Hobbhes's implied thesis that all men
will be robbers if they can. When I leave my house, it is
certainly true that I lock the door. But I do not do so
because I suppose thab all men are thisves - I do not 'accuse

mankind', I lock my door becaise,
(a) I know that some men are thieves.
(b) I do not know which men are thieves.

{c¢) I am therefore prudent enough to assume that any men might

be -

which is not at 8ll the same thing as assuming that all men g;g.1o

However, one salient point is by now clearly established. To
Hobbeg, the state of nature is a state of constant war, whether
actual or potential. . Assuming, as he does, that men obviously

will not care for such a stabte of affairs, the buming question
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will clearly be how they can escaps from it. Hobbes is con-
cerned, in other words, to deduce from the end-product of
'regolution! (i.e. from the state of nature) what men so sit-
uabted might reasonably be expected to do; he has arrived ab the
Jumping-~off point of the ‘compoaitive' stege, This, far from
being a mers descripbtion of existing States, will be a deductive
account of the generative processes which would produce a polit-
ical order exactly suited to men's needs and propensities; and
it will thus also function as an implicit eritique of existing

orders insofar as they deviate from this model.

The most general answer %o the question of how men can escape
from 'nabtural! anarchy is this. Although the state of nature
is so dreadful, man is not compelled hopelessly to remain in it.
His salvation rests upon the fact that he is both passionate
and rational - a possibiliby of escape exists, founded partly
upon man's reason and partly upon his passions. The passions
push, the reason pulls; and, between them, they provide an
escape route. The posaibility of escaps is founded partly upon
the passions since, amongst these passions, there are several
which, if circumstances permit them to predominate, conduce to
a peaceful and orderly existence. These passions include 'fear
of death, desire of such things as are necessary to commodious
living, and a hope by their indusbry to obtain them.'11 It is
founded also upon reason, since it is reason which suggests to
mankind the proper mesns of securing the gratification of the
passions, including these peacaful ones, The reason 'suggesteth

convenient articles of peace, upon which men may bs drawm to
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agreemant.‘12

fhe guegtbion which then immediately presents
itself, of course, is this: How is it that men, who can only
live by the unregulated and uncontrollable promptings of
egoistic desire, can ever come actually to listen to these
suggestions of reason? Hobbes answers this objection -~ rather
lamely - by pointing out that we all have calmer moments, when
rational reflaction is unimpedsd by the immediacy of passion;

and it is then that these rational promptings towards 'articles

of peace! are able to make themselves heard.

Thege articles of peace are called by Hobbes, ‘'laws of nature',
This is a term which he horrows from the scholastics whom he 80
profoundly despised, and which is capable of being traced back
through the Roman jurists to the Stoic philosophers and beyond.
It has, in fact, been one of the mogt fundamental and enduring
concepts of moral and politicel thought from the esarliest
antiquiby; end it is by no mesans dead to this day, surviving,
for axamplé, in the neo-Thomist wribtings of Jacques Maritain,
or in the modern versions of the doctrines of 'human rights',
'rights of man', and so forth. A characteristic of Hobbes,
howsver, is that he uses ths traditionél language of natural law
to argue in favour of conclusions very different from those
favoured by the main stream of natural law theorigts, Far from
assarting, say, that, in virtue of his nature, man ought to be
left as free as possible to pursue his own good in his own way,
Hobbes argues that the rational perception of 'natural laws'
cannot but convince those who perceive them that, in their own
interests, their 'natural' freedom ought to 'bar very strictly

curtailed. Also, abl first sight, it seems rather incongruous
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that Hobbes shpuld be using the langusge of natural law theory
at all, since he is an exponent of what is known as the 'command
theory of law's. Law, to Hobbes, has nothing 'natural' about it.
It is simply 'the word of him that by right hath command over
others‘;13 and the staterof nature, of course, is precisely the
state in which no-one has such a right of command., As it happens,
howaver, there turns out to be no fundamental inconsistency
between Hobbes's use of the term 'laws of nature' and his view
that a law is the command of a superior which cannot, as‘such,
oxist in the state of nabture. He explains that these Naws of
nature' are not commands - at least, not the commends of any
sarbhly power - but 'rules of reason'. They are, in other

words, true universal propositions as to the conditions which

mist be obgerved if peace and security are to be achieved.

A law of nabure, lex nsbturalis, is a precept or

genaral rule, found out by reason, by which a man is
forbidden to do that which is destructive of his life,
or taketh away the means of preserving the same, and to

omit that by which he thinketh it may best be preserved.14

Now, if we are to make sense of Hobbas's doctrine, his use

of the word 'forbidden' in this context must be taken in a

purely metaphorical sense., He wishes, in fact, simply to hold
that, since every man desires as a matber of brute psychological
fact to preserve his life, common sense tells him that it would
be irrabtional to do anything that might endanger his life, or

to fail to take any and all sbteps to probect it. So far, so good,
But this prompting of reason, though in a very obvious sense

it 'forbids! us to certain courses of action and exhorts us to
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others, has no moral significance of itself. S5t Thomas

Aquinas, for example, also holding that self-preservation is

a 'law of nature', held that we can infer from this the moral
precept, 'thou shalb not kill'. But, for Hobbes, reason is not
conceived as furnishing us with the ends of action; becanse the
ends of action are already given by the passions. What reason
does is quite simply to indicate general rules as to the means

by which such - purely egoistic - ends are to be achieved,

There are nineteen of these 'general rules found out by reason'.
All of them are capable of being deduced from s single supreme
rule, 'that every man ought to endeavour peace as far as he hag
hope of obtaining it, and where he cannot obtain it, that he
may seek and use all the helps and advantages of war. The first
branch of which rule containeth the firat and fundamental law
of nature, which is to saeek peace and follow it; +the second the
sum of the right of nature, which is, by all means we can to
defend ourselvas&.‘-15 Again, it is perhaps ag well to make clsar
ghat it is that Hobbes really means when he says thet men ought
to endeavour peace. He means no more then that, because of the
hazards of the war of all against all which obtains in the state
of nature, it is pleinly to the advantage of sach individual to
seek peace where he can. He is nol suggesting, in any simple
sensa, that I ought to seek peace as a moral good - in other
words, he is not suggesting that T ought to seek anyone's peace but my
own, except insofer as my own peace depends upon other people
also having a peaceful and ordered existence. The laws of nature,
at least as we have so far considersd them, are nothing more than

the kind of rational conclusions that we might suppose would occur
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to a psychological hedohist who desires peace and @scurity.

Man, therefore, has, in the state of nature, what Hobbes calls
8 supreme 'right of nature', which amounts to a right to do
whatever he thinks will conduce to his own safety. And bhecause

the state of nature is a war of all against all,

it followeth that, in such a condition, every man has

a right to every thing, even to one another's body. And,
therefore, as long as this natural right of every man to
gvery thing endureth, there can be no security to any man,

. 16
how strong or wise soever he be.

To digress a little, it is rather curious that Hobbeswshould here
have chosen to speak of a right of nature.’ He does not seem
to have undertaken any analysis of what it is to have a r?ght,
or of what 'having a right' has traditionally been taken to
mean, First, if I am to make any plansible claim to have a
right, it is surely true that I must, in making such a claim,
be sble to indicate some other party who is, or who on some
rabtional grounds capable of gpecification should be, under an
obligation to regspect my right. It is, T think, clear that there
can be no rights in the absence of correlative obligations, The
mitual existence of rights and obligations is what is constitutive
of each, and it would make no sense to talk of either without
acknowledging the existence of the other. Yet, for Hobbes, the '
stabe of nature is precisely a state in which there are n§
obligations: KEvery man has a right to every thing. Ssecond,

it is obvious that, when we speak of having a right, we are

17

speaking of bheing in some gsense  aentitled to do or bs or hecoms
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or receive something. Bul we are also, surely, implying a right
to refrain from doing whab we are entitled to do. For instance,
if I lend a sum of money, I have a right tp require that the
loan be repaid; but I also have a right to forgive debts if I
80 wigh - I have a right not to exercise my right. And if this
idea of refraining, of not-exercising, were not implicit in the
very idea of my having & right, then the conceptusl difference
between my having a right and being under an obligation would
cease to exist. For example, in Great Britain, every adult cit-
izen, with a few specified excepbtions, has the»right to vote;
but he or she also has the right to abstain from voting. In
Apstralia or the Republic of Ireland, where voting is compulsory,
it would be odd to spesk of a right to vote ~ simply because there
is no right to abstain, In Mstrslia or the Irish Republic, one
is under an obligétion to vote -~ the obligabtion heing to the
legislature which ﬁad@ the law, and which has the right to enforce
it or not, as it pleases. Now, we see that, on Hobbes's account
of the 'right of nature', every man is apparently entitled to
do everything that he thinks will conduce to his own safety.
Bub Hobbes's deterministic psychology certainly entails that
a man who is threatened cannot ﬁgﬁgﬂig from protecting himself -
or ab least thab, if he does, he is simply acting irrationally
or in such a way that his behaviour cannot be explained. Neither,
however, can we really say that, in Hobbes's view, a man is under
an obligabion to protect himself; bhecause we cannot identify
anyone to whom this obligation is owed and who has the right to
anforce it or dispense with it at will., Hobbes's discussion of
human behaviour is supposed to be a discussion sboub psychological

facts, and the concept of a pight has no logical place in such a
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discussion., It is difficult to see on what rational grounds he
introduces it at all, unless it be that 'it already existed in
the work of previous thinkers and he set out to render it
innocuous' since, as we shell see, 'it is a cardinal point in
his argument that if political authority and government are to

be established, each man must give up his right of nature'.18

In eny case, what Hobbeg really seems to have in mind when he
speaks of the 'right of nature' ig simply a complete nabural fres-
dom - a total ahgence of obligabtion, Within his own terms of
refarence, to involve us in talk of rights before the common-

wealth is set up is simply misleading.

To return to the main thread, an immediabe consaquence of the

first law of nabure is that esch man should be

willing, when others are so toé, as far forth as for
peace and defence of himself he shall think it necessary,
to lay down this right to all things, and be contented
with so much liberty againsgt other men as he would allow

other men against himself.19

This is the second law of nature. According to Hobbes, it

amounts to something like the ‘Golden Rule of the Gospels -

the rule of 'do. as you would be done by'. This second law
provides the foundation of the whole possibility of cont%act

and, consequently, on Hobbes's account, of the foundation of the
political order as well. This is so becausa what the rule provides
for is the termination of the chief feature of the gtate of

nature: the laying-aside by each individual of some part -

perhaps a very large part, although never the whole - of his
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natural right‘to everything., This process can take one of two
forms, First, the right can be merely renounced. Second, if the
right is Yo be laid aside for the bensfit of a partieular person

or persons, it can be transferred to that person or persons. In
other words, men may make contracts with one another. (It is diff-
iculd, ineidentally, to see how A can transfer any right to B if
they both already have a right to everything - if T have a right

to everything anyway, you cannot add anything to it by transferring
your own right to ma. Bubt this is a difficulty which Hobhes does
not notice; and, ‘in any case, we hava alreedy remarked that his

use of the term 'right! is fundamentally inooherent.)

This transference of right, being én act volunbarily undertaken,
is inevitably undertaken out of motives of self-interest. This
is so since, according to Hobbes, some good to the actor is ipso
facto the object of every voluntary act - this is the only sense
in which an act cen be said to be voluntary. In each such case
of transferenca, the contracting parties all act with an eye to
their own advantage. It is of no consequence whatever to any one
of them that good consequences might also come out of the contract
for any of the others. Moreover, since thers are some things
which self-interest itself dictates must not be relinquished,
there are certain parts of the right of nature which cannot be
transferred. In other words, there are certain things which
a man cannot contract to do or refrain from doing. TFor example,
a man cannot undertake to lay down his right to resist an abtback
upon his life or an attempt to injure or imprison him. More

generally and more accurately, since the whole point of my making
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a contract, l.e. of transferring my right, is to securs my life
and the means to enjoy it, it would be unreasonable to interpret
any word or deed of mine as indicatbting an intention on my part

to let the means of my sslfmpreservation go out of my owm control.
This fact, as we shall see later, is a limiting condition of the
power even of the sovereign. Thus, contracts or bargains, which
amount to tramsferences of right, are in principle possible.

They are possible because men know by the light of natural reason
that the transference of right is often a means to advantage.

This is a pretty stark moral philosophy; but there it is.

It a0 happens, howaver, that when two parties strike a bargain,
it may often be the case that one of them is reguired to perform
his part before the other has performed his. TIndeed, this will
obvionaly be true in the vast majority of cases. In other words,
in all contracts apart from straightforward corner-shop trans-
actions or exchanges, a certain minimum of trust is a prerequisite.
The party performing firat has to ﬁrust the other party to do his
part at some time in the future. In cases of this kind, the
contract is called, from the point of view of the party who is
trusted, a govenant. In view of this covenantal aspact of some
kinds of contract, it is possible to deduce a third law of nabture
from what has gone hefore. And Hobbes takes this‘third Law,
'that men perform their covenants made',20 to be the basis of
all obligation. The logical process by means of which we arrive

at this third law of nature is quite clear. TI{ may be expressed.

as follows:
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i. A bresks his agreement with B,

ii. B's whole motive in enbtering into the agreement in the

Tirst place was to secure some advantage for himself.

iii., A%s failure to perform his part has removed the possibility

of any such advantage.

ive Thersfore, B no longer has any reason for fulfilling his
gside of the agreement, and the whole purpose of making

covenants has collapsed.

To look at the same thing the other way round, if A performs his
part of the agresment and B‘thanlggggggg to perform his, it is
hardly likely that A will ba prepared to strike a bérgain with

B again. And, moreover, in the state of nature, where there is

no legal redress, A will presumably take the law into his own

hands and force B to do what he will not do voluntarily, In any
casg, the whole point of making agreements is vitiated by failure
to keep them. Unless men do what they say they will do, there is
no point in their having said that they will do it in the first
place; and Hobbas takes this to be a 'law of nature' for no

more aesoteric reason than that it is obvious if we think about

it. The argument is not that it is immoral, in any ordinary

senée, to break an. agreement; only that it is futile and self-
coﬁtradictory to do so. While men do not do what they say they
will do, 'covenants are in vain, and but emply words, and the rigﬁt
of all men:to all things remaining, we are still in the condition
of war',21 where we cerbainly don't want to be. Thig argument,
though it is an argument from advantage rather than from principle,

cerbainly has a strong Kantian flavour which, as AE. Taylor points
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out, is a characteristic of many of Hobbes's ethical positions.22

Although it is not in itself a moral argument, Hobbes holds
that this third law of nature forms the basis for the distinction
of justice from injustice and, indirectly, the foundation of the
whole of socisl morality. He takes this to be go since 'the
definition of injustice is no other than the not-performance of
covenant. And whatsoever is not unjust is just.'23 This remark,
in fact, seems to embody the rather curious belief that acting
wrongfully is logicelly prior to acting rightfully - a belief
which, incidentally, was also held by Schopenhaner. But this
definition at least gserves to clarify Hobbes's contention that,
in the state of nature, there can be no injustice. Breach of
covenant if precisely what injustice 1s: bubt the formation of
covenant requires mutual trust. No two parties will enter into
an agreement or 'tLransference of right' unless each can be reason~
ably sure in advance that the other will not renege on the bargain.
But what can make such mutusl trust possible? Only, according
to Hobbasg, a coercive power reliable end sbrong enough to inflict
penalties so severe and so certain that it ceases to be worth
anyone's while to be untrustworthy. OCovenants can, in other
words, only occur within civil socieby under sovereign powsr;
and it is for the same reason thalb the institution of property
can exist only under civil governmen?. There can he no 'right
of mine and thine digtinet' without é powar sbrong enough 0
see to it that such a right is not infringed. In the state
of nature itself, there are only two kinds of contract which are
possible., The first kind consists of those contracts which

involve present performance - that ia, transactions such that all
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bhe parties to The agreement fulfil their undertakings at the
same btime. The second kind is simply the social compact ibself,
by which a coercive power strong enough to enforce that and all
future agreements is instenteneously created. These are the only
possible operative cases of contract in the state of nature,
because they are the only instances in respect of which the need
'for trust does not arise, The object which the contract is
intended to achieve is, in these cases, immediately realised.

No reliance need therefore be placed on any kind of future con-

duct by any of the contracting parties.

~There would obviously be certain practical difficulties
involved in a 'social compact' creating coercive institntions
instantaneously; and these practical difficulties would surely
be ingoluble. But this is a difficulbty which need not for the
present concern us. A more immedisbe problem is this: What

real grounds are there for holdihg that it is a 'law of nabure!’
that men always should perform their covenants made? We have
already establighed, in uncompromising terms, what my motive for
entering into any kind of 'transference of right' will be. Al
the most general level, it will be because I wish to achleve some
advantage for myself., I make contracts only becanse it serves

my turn to do SO = my turn being the gratification of some

desire or the successful avoidance of some object of my aversion,
But if this is so, how can I be in any sensa bound to keep

them in cases where breaking them is likely to confer more
advantages upon me than keeping them? The fact of the existence

of such obligation is something which Hobbes never cells in
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guosbion. Indeed, his convietion that men are under such an
obligation is carried to lengths that we might be inelined to
regard as rabher extreme. For example, he holds thal a promise
given to a robber to pay a sum of money in return for being
released is binding upon the promisor unless declared invalid

by a properly constituted court of law. However, Hobbes's
arguments in support of this view are not very impressive.

First, he asserts that a man who hreaks promises for the sake of
immediate advantage will lose in the long run because, as we have
noted, there will sventually come a btime when he will no longer
be trusted - it is precisely this that mekes contracts impossible
in the state of nature. This, as we have seen, comgs somewhere
close to being a Kantian argument, and, as far as it goes, it

is reasonable enough. But the trouble with men, on Hobhes's
theory of hehaviour, is precisely their constent tendsency not

to act with a view to the long run. In any case, it is diffi-
cult to take seriously the claim that anyone will cease to trust
me because I do nobt keep a promise made under duress to a thief.
Also, of course, the possibility exists that I might find that
breaking a promise confers upon me benefits so great that the
risk of incurring misbtrust is worbthwhile. MHobbes's second
argument ~ or suggesbion, for this is really no more than a

hint -~ is that there may, in the long man, be a final judgment

of God, at which, of course, the breaker of promises will get

his comsuppance. This, of course, is again open to the objection
that the immediacy of passion causes men to neglect long~term in
favour of short-term considerations. Bubt, in view of what we
have alresady noticed of Hobbhes's moral theory, this suggestion

that the breaker of promises will be subjected bto eventnal divine
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punishment raises a far more acuté difficulty. It may be that

it is made only as a sop to orthodox readers - Hobbes's contem-
porary critiés ware themgelves vaery ready to tar all hiss
religious ramarks with the brush of disingenuousness, and, in

the nature of the case, we have no sure way of knowing whether they
vare right or wrong. But then again, it may be taken ag evidence,
as by Profegssor Taylor in the paper already cited, of a belief,

on Hobbes's part, that honesty is not just the bést policy from
the merely prudential standpoint, hut that it is imbued wiﬁh a
higher sanctity in its own right, If this is so, then Hobbes
certainly does seem to be guilty of an inconsistency, for it is
gquite clear that there is no room for such a higher sanctity in
his psychologically-based and deterministic analysis of behaviour
and morality. Paerhaps all we can say ig that a philosopher who
genuinely follows his argument through to conclusions incompatible
with his own private convictions might nevertheless sometimes
allow these convictions to make an appearsnce in his writings.
When and if he does so, there will he a body of moral doctrine
stating the convictions alongside, and inconsistent with, a body
of philosophical doctrine stating the conclusiong of the argument.
There certainly does seem to be a systematic inconsistency or
ambignity of this kind within Hobbes's writings; although this
and the issues which it raises (the so-called 'Taylor-Warrender!

thesiszA) continue to be fruitful sources of scholarly debate.

After he has dealt with the first thres laws of nature, Hobhes
goes on to enunciate sixbteen more. ALl of them are precepts or

maxing which contribute to the formulation of what Hobbes takes
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to be the basic necessary conditions of peaceful coexist@hce.

It is nob necessary to enumerate them here - it is the firsﬁ
three which ere fundamental. It is enough to make three general
obgervations as to their character, First, they are all prohib-
itions: they all proscribe certain forms of behaviour which,

if followed, might be expacted Lo lead bo breaches of the

peace. Second, the deductive procaess by which Hobbes identifies
them in each case takes as its starting point the supposition
that men will invariably reason from self-interssted motives.
If, for exsmple, I lust for revenge contrary to the seventh law
of nature, or if I am arrogant, contrary to the tenth, or
unwilling to refer disputes to disinterested arbitrabtion,,
contrary to the sixteenth, then, in each case, I am simply
prolonging the state of war., I am, in other words, throwing
away the increagsed securiby and enjoyment of 1life which reason
tells me that peace would confer upon me, Plainly, then, to
ignore the laws of nature is to act in an irrational way; hecausae,
to Hobbes, any sct of mine which is obviously against my own bhest
interests can only be regarded as an irrational act. It may

be true that, in the heat of the moment, I cannot refrain from
acting irrationally. But, in moments of calm reflection, I can
see the sense of setting up an authority able to prevent me from
doing so in the future. Third, Hobhes sayas of the whols corpus
of laws that they can be summed up in the simple precept which
he has already used to express the second law ~ this simple way
of putting it being for the benefilt of those feeble intellects

who cannot perform the necessary deductions for themselves:

To leave all men inexcusable, they |i.e. the lawg of naturé]

have been contracted into one eagsy sum, intelligible even
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to the meanest capscity; and that is, 'Do not that

to another which thou wouldest not have dona to thyself';
which showeth him that he habh no more to do in learning
the laws of nature but, when weighing the actions of other
men- with his own, they seem tooheavy, to put them into
the other paft of the balance, and his own into their
place, that his own passion and self-love may add nothing
to the weight; and then there {s none of these laws of

nature that will not appear unto him very reasonable.25

Calculi of this kind are, of course, notoriously easier to
regcommend than they are to apply; but it is not difficult to
see¢ what Hobbes is driving at., The laws of nature amount, very
simply, to a formulation of the basic negative conditionsg upon
which the maintainance of a peaceful and ordered existence
depends. No man should expect more of others than he isvpre_
pared to allow them to expsct of him. No man ought to interfere
with the doings of others except to the sxtent that he is pre-
pared to allow them to interfere with his. It is as simple as
that, We do not find in Hobbes any expression of a ﬁheme thaﬂ
racurs throughout the history of soclal philosophy - in Plato,
Aristotle, the English Hegelians, and even in gsuch an unlikely
candidate as John Stuart Mill - namely, the theme of self-real-
isation, ér the idea that, by submitting to rules and government,
men may in gome sense make bheir lives spiritually richer and
more noble. Hobbaes's laws of nature lead to the sebting up of
the State as a rational imperative,held to be deductively avail-
able to men as creatures of reagon. Bub his view is thab polib-

ical 1life merely ellows men to do in safebty what they would
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‘have wanted to do in any case; and nowhere does Hobbes consider
as a possibiliby that the State might enable its members to
realise to the full their spiritual and intellectual capacities
as human beings. The State, according to Hobbes, comes into
being so that men may live; but he does not go on, with
Arigstotle, to say that it enables them to live wall. We has

no notion of soéial and political orgenisation and sovereign power
as instruments of progressive civilization, Such institubions
and power are merely conventional devices which enable men to
pursue individualistically conceived goalg within a tolarable
atabus quo; and we must now pass to a consideraiion of how such
institutions are created, and to éome account of Hobbes's

understanding of the nature snd functions of sovereignty.
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NOLES.
1. Leviathan, B.W. Vol.3,p.A1.
2. Leviathan, E.W. Vol.3,pp.85-864,

3. Cf. Hobbes's remark quotaed earlier, thabt 'whatsosver is
the object of any man's appetite or desire, that is it
which he for his part calleth good; and the object of his
hate and averslon, avil, and of his contempt, vile and

inconsiderabls.!

he C.B. Macpherson shrewdly points out that Hobbes's
allegedly 'natural' men do, in fact, have characteristics
of a distinctively gocial kind, The passion for 'glory!
is an oxample of this. T cammot receive (or, presumably,
evan desire) 'glory' unless it is, at leagt in principle,
possible for other men to glorify me; and 'being glorified!
is surely a function of having performed some rule-governed
action well. Yel the state of nature is a gituation in
which there are by definition no 'rule-governed actions',
Actually, a similar objection holds sgainst Hobbes's
insistence that men degire to maximise their power over

other men, since, as Macpherson puts it,

You can move from the universal struggle for power

in society, or from the state of nabture, to the
nacessiby of the sovereign without further assumptions,
but you cannobt move from man as a mechanicgl gystem

to the universal struggle for power, or to the state
of nature, without further assumptions. And the

further assumptions are...btenable only about the
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relationships prevailing between men in a certain

kind of sociebty.... (The Politicel Theory of Possessive

Individualism, p.18.)

Leviathan, E.W. Vol.3,p.113,
Leviathan, H.W. Vol.3,p.115.

e en st ain

Leviathan, H.W. Vol.3,p.113.
Leviathan, E.W, Vol.3,p.114.
Leviathan, E.W. Vol.3,p.174.

I ows this illustration, used in a different context, to

Mr Henry Tudor.

Leviathan, E.W. Vol.3,p.114.
Leviathan, E.W, Vol.3,p.114.
Leviathan, E.W. Vol.3,p.147.
Leviathan,bE.W. Vol.3,pp.116-117,
Leviathan, E.W. Vol.3,p.117.
Leviathan, E.W. Vol.3,p.117.

In yhg&,sense, of course, is a geparate but crucial question.
What is meent by 'entitlement' will depend upon whether we
are talking abouk natural rights, legal rights or moral
rights. 1In the case of a legal right, what entitles the
holder of the right to have it is the law. Bubt in the

cage of alleged 'matural' or 'moral' rights the case is
somewhat more complex, and has heen the occasion of much

argument,

A J M, Milne, Freedom and Rightg, p.4l.
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Leviathan, E.W. Vol.3,p.118,

Leviathan, E.W, Vol.3,p.130.

Leviathan, E.W. Vol.3,p.130.

A%, Taylor, 'The Ethical Doctrine of Hobbes', in K.C.

Brown (ed.), Hobbes Studies, pp.35-55.

Laeviathan, E.W, Vol.3,p.131.

The ideag expounded in Professor Taylor's paper are taken

up at greater length in Howard Werrender's book The Political

Philosophy of Hobbes,. So far as I know, the bterm 'Taylor-
Warrender thesis' was coined by J.W.N. Watkins, in his book

Hobbag's System of Ideas. T shall have a little more to

say aboul the thesis in the following chapter.

Leviathan, E.W. Vol.3,pp.144=145.
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CHAPTER SIX - THE POLITICAL ORDER.,

The so-called 'laws of nature' which we have been considering
amount, in the terminology of Kant, to assertorie hypothetical
imperatives. They ére the rules which mist be followed if
certain ends, namely peace, security and the preservation of
lifa, are to be gecured; and Hobbas teke it as a psychological
bruism that these are ends which men do, in fact, wish to secure.
If these lews of nabure were always observed in actual conduct,
then the peaceful coexistence of men with men would be realised,
and all the attendant benefits of such peaceful coexisbtence would
be within reach., Taken as they stand, they represent a code
of behaviour necessary and sufficient to ensble men to achieve
their chief desires end to limit the impulses which make the
achievement of security impossible, Indeed, if the laws of
nature were obayed more often than not, a tolerable degree of
peace would presumably obtain in the state of nabure itself., It
would then be necessary to sel up political institutions, not
Lo escape the liklihood of violent death and the certainty of
consbant fear, but merely to overcome what Locke was to caii the
'inconveniences' of the state of nature.1 Formal political
insbitutions would not be the absolutely necessary guardians
of individual safety which Hobbes takes them to be. They would
exist merely Lo provide such conveniences as lawcourts, judgments,
fixed and known laws, and so on, and thus to enhance the quality

of a life which would already be perfectly tolerable.
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The difficulty, of course, 1s that, according to Hobbes, we
can have no certainty, in the stabe of nature, that the rules
which men's reason tells them that they ought in their own
interasts to follow will be followed. What we saw in the last
chapter to be true of the third law of nature is true of them
all, No~one will do unﬁvothers as he would be done by, because,
the neéessary minimum of trust which would enable an individual
to believe that others would do the same is absent. Thus, the
- laws of nature will more likely than not he broken - in spite of
the fact that all men, ag rational creatures, are equipped to
know them or, at least, to apprehend their most general form-

ulation as the 'Golden Rule'. As "obhes puts it,

The laws of nabure oblige in foro interno; that is to

say, they bind to a desire that they should take place;

but in foro externo, that is, to the pubting them in

act, nob always.?’
Hobbes would, I think, more accurately have conveyed his meaning
if, instead of 'not always', he had said, 'almost never'. Wa
can age why this is so by considering the case of a man who kept
the laws of nature while those with whom he came into contact
repeatedly broke them. Obviously, such a man would suffer loss
by acting as he did; and Hobbes's psychology inslsts that it is
impossible for a man to go on doing what he knows will be cont-
rary to his own interests. Thus, for as long as men remain in
the state of nabure, with no common superior over them, the laws

of nature will not hold in foro externo. Indeed, they will not,

strictly speaking, be laws ab all; for a law, according bo

Hobbes, is a command given by a supsrior and capable of being
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enforced by an identifiable person or persons. In Hobbes's

own words,

These dictabes of reason men used to call by the nams

of laws, but improperly:' for they are hut conclusions,
or theorsms concerning what conduceth to the conservation
and defence of themgelves; whereas law, pfoperly, is

the word of him that by right hath command over others.3

We have noticed this point before; bul it is as well to make it
again here, because it is crucial to the passage out of the
state of nature and into ordered political 1life. This is so
since precisely whal is necessary ifi actual obedience to the
laws of nabure is to be secured is thabt these laws or maxims be
enacted into positive laws properly so-called. That is to say,
they must be enacted or codified by one who 'hy right hath
command over others' - they must be converted from mere theorems
into commands. What Hobbes means by this is simply that the
lawgiver must be a properly constbituted authority with a claim
to be obeyed which is also capable of being enforced. The anthor-
ity of the lawgiver must be de factk as well as de jure. A
necessary condition of this is that he have a degree of coercive
powsr abt his disposal adequabte to ensure obedience by inflietbing
such penalbies for disobedience as will make it worth every

individual's while always to obey. In short, what is needed to

 ensnre that the laws of nature actually hold in foro exbterno,

that is, in act as well as in desire, is a transition from the
state of nature to a political order with a certain distinet
specification. Until such a transition occurs, men in the state

of nature will be constantly confronted by the brute reality of
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lugt-driven self~desbruction. TIn Hobbes's system of ideass,
soclety and polity are coexbensive - éoliticé and what we should
now call sociology have identical subject-matters; hecasse the
creation of a political ordsr is identical to, or similbaneons
with, the creation of society ibself. Ry the same token, rebell-
ion or c¢ivil disobedience amount to the dissolution of gocliety

as a vehicle of rationally-ordered being.

I have already hinted at certain difficulties and inconsisten-
cles latent in Hobbesg's morél theory and explored by the so=-
called 'Taylor~Wafrender thesia!', Tt is at thig point in the
proceedings that certain aspacts of these difficulties come
to be very much in evidence.zP Although Hobbes insists that the
'laws of nature!' do not, sbrictly speaking, become laws until
they are enunciabted by someone with power to command and compel
obedience, he maddeningly refuses to hold this position consistently.
In other words, he will nob come down squarely on the side of id-
entifying morality purely and simply with the will of the ruler.
The laws of nature, he asserts on several occasions already nobed,
are maxims of prﬁdence; but it turns out that they are not only

mexims of prudence, As he puts it,

Those which we call the laws of nature...are not in
propriety of speech laws, as bhey proceed frow nabure.
Yot as they are delivered by God in holy scriptures...

they are most properly called by the name of laws.5
MAnd immediately after the passage from Leviathan cited above,
where Hobbeg tells us that 'law, properly, is the word of him

that by right hath command over others', he goes on to say that
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if we consider the same theorems, as delivered in the
word of God, that by right commsndeth all things, then

they are properly called 1aws.é

The 'laws of nature', then, are also commands of God, and, as
such, may properly be called 'laws' after all. Since they are

such, it is the case both that,

i. they ought to be obeyed (or, at least, we ought to desire
that they be obeyed) in a cabegorical sense of the word

fought's and that,

ii. hefore political institubtions are set up, no coercion is
applied to men %o makes them actually obey the lawsg of
nature; but this, of itself, does not alter their status

as laws.

God commands, but he doss not compel - that is a function left to
garthly powers. And in this respect, of course, Hobhss ig
perfectly in tune with the chief traditions of medieval political
speculation. But the difficulty lies in this: Hobbes, as we
have seen, gometimes makes it quibe clear that the iaws of

nature are only 'laws' in the figurative sense. They are not laws
in the way that the laws of motion are laws, since they do not
formulate any established and observable regularity - they do not
describe the world. Neither are they, strictly speaking,

laws in the prescriptive sense, because, according to Hobbes,
what mekes a law a law in this sense is command and compulsion.
But, having said all this, it now turns out that the laws of
nature are laws after all, in the second sense., They are not,

in the state of nature, the commands of any earthly anthority;

because, in the state of nabure, there is no earthly authority.
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But they are the commands of God, and therefore have the status
of law as Hobbes understends it, even though, as it happens,

God himself does not directly intervene to compel obedience.
Now,bwhen Hobbes is in this mood, it seems that the laws of nab~
ure ars, after all, more than mere mexims of prudence. They are
God's laws, and their character as such is quite independent of
the fact that it is also prudent to oterve them (this, again, is
quite in tune with medieval natural law theory). When Hobbes

says thabt they oblige 'in foro interno’, he seems to have more

in mind than that it is obviously in our interests to wish to sese
them obeyed. He seems Lo be asserting that this obligation is
also a moral obligation in the usual sense. Yet this is plainly
inconsistent with much of what he says elsewhere. We have already
saen Hobbhes unambiguously»asserting that there is no morality in
the state of nature. Now, we find him asserting that the need
for a ruler arises, not to create morality, but to furnish the
governed people with a constantly-applicable incentive to act
morally., As I have already indicated, my own view, for what it
is worth, is that more has heen made of this difficulty than the
natura of the difficulty demsnds; but it certainly seems that
Hobbes's usually impeccable logic has faltered in this attempt

to take up end re-use the medieval doctrine of natural law.

In any case, however they are read, Hohhes's political
recommendations amount to a gtrong argument for abgolubte govern~-
ment. This fact has formed the basig of some of the most atrident
of the cribicisms to which he has been subjected. Yet it is hoth
interesting'and important to note thabt his argument stands upon

entirely rationalistic and democratic grounds. Nowhere does he
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rely upon the type of argument found in Sir Robert Filmer's
divine right, in virtue of his descent from Adam. This kind of
argunent had become very enfeebled by the sevenbteenth-century,
anyway - as witness the easy demolition of Filmer at the hands

of John Locke. But Hobbes will have nothing to do with the
Qg;g_gijlgg argument which had become the chief stalking~horse of
the Stuart kings; and neither, in fact, does hg believe bhat
mere force amounts to right, all appearances to the contrary
notwithstanding. Hobbes's chief objective is to show that the
absolute aithority which he wishes Lo accord to the sovereign

is grounded upon gomething more palpable and plausible than

Jure Divino - upon natural rather than divine right. And he does
so by tracing the origin of such suthority back to a postulated
'"tranafor of right' made by the subject in hisg own interests -
the social compact. That this bransference is supposed to have
been made by the shbject in his own interests (how else could it
have heen made?) is, of course, profoundly significant. What
Hobhas is trying to do, in effect; is to legitimabe absolute
political power by arguing along whét nay be called ubiliterian’
lines. The function of Hobbes's sovereign is to create harmony
in place of chaos and dissonance. The sovereign hag the stronge
est interest in requiring the great majority of his subjects to
obey the law -~ since it ig precisely upon such obedience that his
remaining govereign depends. And he also has the power Lo compel
them, vecause, although no single individual desires to be
restrained, it is in the inﬁerests of every other that he should
be. Thus it is that, when the sovereign compels any man to obey,

. all other men, if they know their own interests, are allied with him.
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The State is a collectivity of individuals within which it is the
selfish interest of one man (or an assembly of men) to see to it
that every other man behaves in ways which suit his neighbours;
and where the fear that each man has of the mobilisation, by the
sbvereign, of the others against him, is enough to keep order.
Hobbés's essential purpose, inconsistencies notwithstanding, is
not to explain why or to what extent subjects are obliged to
obey‘their rulers on moral grounds. His purpose is quite simply
to prove that it is, on all but a few occasions (which we shall
come to presently), in their best interests to do so. This is
why, although he speaks of a sovereign established by covenant,
he is also prepared to concede that, if such a sovereign is
conquered in war, then his condueror succeeds to his right to
rule. If it ceases to be in the best.intérests of the subject
people to obey their sovereign, it is not the case that they

may then disobey him; the fact of the matter is quite simply
that he is no longer the sovereign. Ultimately, it is Hobbes's
view that, whatever the origin of the sovereign's power, his
subjecta' motives fof obeying him remain the seme - self—interest.
Md this, more or less, is exactly the same view which was later

enunciated by David Hume.7 As John Plamenatz has expressed it,

Hobbes, like the utilitarians after him, thought it the
great function of government to reconcile selfish interests,
to make it worth every man's while to obey laws giving

- gecurity to all men. It is this, more thean any other
part of his theory, that is the essence of it, in the sense
that it givés it a unity which it would not othsrwise

possess., The state, according to him, is neither the
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promoter of the gobd life nof the protector of rights;

it is the conciliator of interests. Unlike the utilitar-
ians, Hobbes calls interests 'natural rights', end so
makes it appear that, like the contract theorists before
him, he regards the state as the protector of rights.

Yot it is, I think, easy to see that he means no such
thing, though his special use of the words 'natural rights'
misleads not only his readers but sometimes also himself,
For he not only calls interests rights, but applies argu-
ments to them that could only hold if they were rights,
in some sense of the word precluded by his agsumptions.
This 18 the price that enyone is liable to pasy who uses

words in unusual meanings,

Mnd this, of course, is a point which we have already noted. In
any case, it is not surprising that this 'utilitarian' approach
mede Hobbes extremely unpopular with (inter alia) supporters of
the royalist cause - & cause by now based exclusivelyy as far as
I know, upon the ideology of divine right. As soon as the
concession is made that absolute sovereignty, though justifisble,
1s only justified if it can be shown to be in the general interesés ~
of the governed, then a fresh question is opened. This question
is, whether any barticular case of absolutism is in fact in the
general interests of the governed. If the answer to this question
turns out to be negative, then the general argument for absolut-
ism cen with equal facility be used to reject a particular case

of absolute government. Thus, in practice, the argument comes
very close to being an argument in justification of the kind of

constitutional government to which it seems ostensibly to be most
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strenuously opposed. In short, an argument for absolute govern-
nent which asserts that such government requires a 'utilitarian!
justification has an obverse side which is, in effect, an
argument for revolution. This consideration no doubt never
occurrad to Hébbes, with his dread of political upheaval: but
the fact nevertheless remains that he has far more in common
with the most ardent opponents of absolutism than he does with

the ultra-absolutist tradition associated with Filmer.

At the beginning of this thesis, I emphasised the close
relationship which exists bestween Hobbes's political theory and
tﬁe political events which, personally or vicariously, he
axperienced during his lifetime, ‘I suggested that, for reasons
having to do wiﬁh Hobbes's own circumstances and disposition,
this relationship was particularly close and significant; and
it is now as well to point out agaiﬂ that Hobbes's deduction of
the rights of thé soveraign - the 'composition' of the body
politiec - is closely connected with contemporary political
controversy. Above all, it is his wish to refute the claim made
by Parliament, against the king, to be in some special sense
the 'representative! of the governed people and of the fights
of those people. The Parliamentary view, enunciated by Sir
Edward Coke égainst James I, was that there is a fundamental
law which is equally binding upon both king and people. Parliam-
ent ig the répresentative of the goverad people at large, operating
as a species of court, and specifying in its statutes what the
law binding both king and people is. It'is against this view
that Hobbes adopts the 'command theory' of law; and his task,
as he conceives it, is chiefly to argue that, in every politiceal

community, the supreme executive authority is already and of itself
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the proper representative of the whole community. Thus, the
community cannot again be represented by any other institution
or person - in other words, the community cannot be represented
twice over. Mny claim made by another person or institution,
on the basis of an alleged representative character, to have

an authority comparable to or highér than that vested in the
executive is therefore simply redundant. And, in this respect,
Hobbes is on a very good wicket: He has the anthority of the
Roman Law of corporations and their legal representation to
back his argument; and he avails himself of this authority to

the full. His argument may be summarised somewhat as follows.

A 'person', in the legal sense of the term, is

he whose words or actions are considered, either as his
own, or as representing the words or actions of another
man, or of any other thing, to whom they are attributed,

whether truly or by fietion.

When they are considered as his own, then is he called
& 'natural person'; and when they are considered as
representing the words and actions of another, then he

is a'feigned' or 'artificial person'.9

The stendard example of an 'artificial person' would be the
managing director of a limited company, or a solicitor arguing

a case for a client before a magistrates' court. The managing
director is an 'artificiai person'! regresénting his shareholders,
and the solicitor, likewise, is an 'artificial person' repres-
enting his client. In hoth cases, it is the shareholders and
the client who are the 'natural' or real people, What the

solicitor says, under certain circumstances specified by the
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law of evidence and procedure, is regarded in law as if it

were spoken by the client himself. And when a representative
thus speaks or acts on behalf of another, the person on whose
behalf he speaks or acts is said to authorise what he says or
does. The reprasentative thus acts with authority, which is to
say th;t an act performed by him as representative is 'done by

commission or licence from him whose right it is.'10 Hence, -

it followeth that, when the actor maketh a covenant
vby anthority, he bindeth thereby the amthor, no less
then if he had made it himself; sand no less subjecteth

him to all the consequences of the'sama.11

To repudiate a covenant made on one's behalf and with one's
authority by a properly-authoriéed representatbive, theréfore,
is exactly the same thing as repudiating a covenant made by
oneself, Mnd this, of course, amounts to a breach of the third
law of nature, that 'men perform their covenants made'. It

amounts, in other words, to an act of injustice; for

in this law of nature consisteth the fountain and
original of justice. For where no covenent hath
preceded, there hath no right been trensferred, and
every men hasiright to every thing;  and consequently

no action can be un,just.12

Having gone so far, it is but a short step to Hobbes's central
task. This is to contend tﬁat all governments ought to bhe reg-
arded as having theif beginnings in an authorisation conferred
by the whole community upon the government to 'represent' it in

the sense just outlined. In other words, Hobbes wishes to assert

that the treansition from anarchy to eivil order mast he embodied
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in a social compact, whereby all members of a collsctivity agree
with one another to submit themselves to the ordering of a part-
icular government;l and the terms of this social compact are
furnished by the rationally;apprehonded laws of nature. The

way in which Hobbes approaches his central task may be expressed

es follows.

A collection of individual men and women, he affirms, can only
becoms a social collectivity to the extent that it exhibits, in
some sense, a unity of will and purpose. After all, the salient
characteristic of the state of nature, most generally stated, is
exactly that, within it, there is no such unity - this is why
the state of nature is non-social and non-moral.13 The affir-
mation that social 1life consists in such a unity of will and
purpose is, of course, & commonplace of political and social
theory; but the most notorious difficulty which it raises, of
course, concerns the precise sense in which we are to understand
this unity. What, in other words, is the cash-value of this
phrase 'unity of will and purpose'? This has been one of the
ﬁost gtubbornly insoluble problems confronting political theor-
isté since it was first formulated iﬁ a truly problemmatical
form by Rousseau; and its intractebility is well illustrated by
the fact that linguistic analysis, the abracadabra of modern
politidal thought, has not succeeded in dissolving it. In
medieval politiecal theory, of course, the problem did not exist
in anything like the same form, since the unity of society was
distilled into the concept of Christendom and its implications
for humen enterprise and motiva.tion.14 But such ready and

comprehensive answers had alresdy ceased to be available by the
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seventeenth—-century; and the problem was presently to burgeon
into difficult obscurity on an epic scale at the hands of Hegel
and his followers - notably Bernard Bosanquet.15 Now, in
éomparison with what was subsequently to be made of it, Hobbes's
exposition of the doctrine of social uniby or identity is the very
soul of lucidity; and it is also quite in keeping with what we
have seen of his atomic individualism. He does not postulate

eny such thing as a 'general will' or will of society, held to

- be a thing spart from the will of each individual member of that
society. He does not suggeét, in other words, that there is some
metaphysical entity greater than the sum total of individual
wills or in any sense separate from or transcendent of such
individual wills, Indeed, as we have already seen, the term
'will' in this sense is in any case quite foreign to Hobbes's
usagq.16 In his view, there is only one way in which we can
speak meeaningfully of anything but individual baings as possessing
the kind of ideﬁ%ity which we must necessarily predicate of a
society; s&and that is by having recourse to a legal fiction.

Thus, the unity 6f a society is possibie only by representation.
In other words, the identity of a society as such becomes real
only when all the members of the original 'natural'! aggregate
agrea that they will appoint a specific man or body of men as

the representative of them all. The agreement consists, in short,
of an undertaking henceforth to recognise the acts and words of
the appointed representative as anthorised by every individual
party to the ag;eement. By this legal fiction, and only by it,
can a collectivity of men become one 'person' - that is to sy,

a corporate entiby collectively having legal rigﬁts and owing

- correlative obligations. As Hobbes puts it,
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A multitude of men are made one person when they are

by one man or by one person represented, so that it be
done with the consent of every one of that multitude in
particular. vFor it.is the unity of the representer, not
the unity df the represented, that maketh the person one.
And it is the representer that besreth the‘person, and

but one person; and unity cennot otherwise bs understood

in multitude.

And because the multitude is naturally not one but many,
they cannot be understood for one, but many, authors of
everything their representative saith or doth in their
name, every men giving their éommon represehter anthority
from himselfAin particular, and owning all the actions the

representer doth.17

In thus emphasising the reality of the individual and concrete,
Hobbes is also adopting a familiar ideologicel stance - namely,
that the State exists for the sake of the individual, and not
vice versa; and this is true even though Hobbes's insistent belief
in absolute government may tend to make it lesé than obvious.
Each msn has needs which he cannot satisfy alone. He needs to be
protacted from ouside attack. He needs the benefits which can
only be conferred upon him by social production. Above all, he
needs to be protected from the destructive and anti-social ten-
dencies inherent both in others and in himself, Hobbes would
not agree with Roussean's position, that the fundamental nature
of man can be trensformed by social living; but it can be

restrained. And the only wey for individuals to achieve the
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security which their passions and their reason induce them to
want, is to come together to form a political order. Thus,

the political order exists to service the needs of its individ-
ual members; but it will always be such that the State functions
as & repressive force, And part of Qhat it means to amthorise

a representative is to entitle him to gmploy the united coercive
power of the whole community, as though it were his own, in the
suppression of all disobediencé to his commends., Thus, the social
compapt creates a political power sufficiently strong to make

it in each man's interests to obey - becanse each man, in
contemplabing disobedience, has to contend with the possibility
that the collective powser of all his fellows will be turned against
him, #nd this consideration alone, in Hobbes's view, will furnish
him with a sufficient incentive to obey. If he did not obey, he
would clearly be acting againét his own interests - which, as we
ha&e seen, no rational man will do; for 'a being who always acts
in his own interests as he conceives them' is exactly what a

rational man is.

The limits and nature of sovereigﬂ power ére matters to which
I shall return in due course., For the present, it is enough to
remark that the 'resolutive-compositive' method, insofar as it
ig applicable to commonweslths, is almost complete. Resolve 8
commonwealth into its smallest ﬁarts, and you are left with
atomic individuals, driven by necessary causes to satisfy their
own desires and to escape from their aversions. In Hobbes's
own rather peculiar way of putting it; they are endowed with a
'right to everything', which is really nothing more than a complets

abgence of obligation. While all men retain this right intaect,
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they are incapable of living under emything but the most

insecure and fortuitous peace. War is always round the corner,
and snxiety and tension are the lot of everyone. Men cannot help
being the psychological egoists that they are, because their
appetites, aversions and activities, and all the mental processes
which underlie them, are ultimately identified as'epiphenomenal
movements responding to movements in the outside world. But men
do have reason in addition to their pagsions; end while their
passions incline them to want security, their reason is able to
calculate the means of achieving it. This fact enables us, as
philosophical investigators, to deduce what men in the state of
nature would themselves deduce as the ﬁecessary conditions of
peaée. Following the process of deduction through, we are led,
first, to the nineteen 'laws of nature'; and these provide rules
which, if obejed, would lead to peace. If the so-called 'laws of

-nature' held in foro externo, political subjection would not be

necessary; and s§ Hobbes's enterprise of specifying the most
effective kind of political subjection would itself not:be needed.
But, according to Hobbes, it is needed becanse, in the state of
nature, the laws of nature would remain no more then unrealised

ideals - they would hold in foro interno only. And this would

be the case for two reasons. First, the degree of trust nec-
gssary for them to become operative would be absent. Second,

men's egocentric desires are usually strong enough, in the short
term, to override the farsightedness necessary to act in accordance
with the long-term dictates of calm reason ; and this is a doc-
trine very similar to that of Hume, whose similarities with Hobbes

we have already noticed elsewhere, These two reasons are related,
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since the first is obviously a function of men's knowledge of

human behaviour ss stated in the second. ind it is as a result

of these considerations that men conclude that peace can only be

secured by setting up a political authority strong enough to
coerce the recaleitrant. This is the logical step immediately
precedent to the social compact, by which such an anthority is

brought into being.

A1 these matters are so central to Hobbes's philosophy of man

and the State that it is perhaps as well to let him spesk for
himself at some length:

The only way to erect such a common powsr as may be

able to defend them from the invagion of foreigners

and the injuries of one another, end thereby to securs
them in such sort as that by their own industry and by

the fruits of the earth they may nourish themselves

and live contentedly; is to confer all their power and
strength upon one men, Or upon one agsembly of men, that
may:réduce all:their wills, by plurality of voices, unto
one will: which is as much as to say, to appoint one men,
or assembly of men, to bear their person; and every one
to own, and acknowledge himself to be the author, of what-
soever he that so beareth their person shall act or cemse
to be acted, in those things which concern the common peace
and safety; and therein to submit their wills, every one
to his will, and their judgment to his judgment. This is
more than consent or concord; it is a real unity of them
all, in one and the same person, made by covenant of every

men with every man, in such manner as if every man should
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sgy to every men, 'I emthorise and give up my right

of governing myself to this man, or to this assembly of
men, on this condition, that thou give up thy right to him,
and authorise &ll his actions in like manner.' This done,
the multitude so united in one peréon is called a common-
wealth....This is the generation of that great Leviatham,
or rathef, to speak more reverently, of that mortal god,

to which we owe, under the immortal God, our peace and
defence. For by this a?thority, given him by every part-
icular man in the commonwealth, he hath the use of so much
power end strength conferred on him, that by terror there=
of he is enabled to perform the wills of them all, to peace
at home, and mutual aid{against their enemies abroad. And
in him consisteth the essence of the commonwealth; which,
to define it, is one person, of whose acts a great multitude,
by mutusl covenants witﬁ one another, have made themselvas
every one the author, té the end he may use the strength
and means of them all, ss he shall think expedient, for

their peace and common defencs.

Mnd he that carrieth this person is called Sovereign, and
sald to have sovereign power; and every one besides, his

subject.18

Before pessing on to a consideration of the powers of the
sovereign and the internal organisation of the State, this pro-
coss of deduction, as far as it has gone, calls for one or two
remarks. First, Hobbes has alwsys bsen generelly regarded as

’

the apolqgiét par-excellence of the asbsolute:State,. It may be

that there are logical inaccuracies and methodological inade-

quacies within his work; but, considering his achievement overall,
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he took the absolutism of the Stuart dogma of divine right and

set it upon a logical foundation which all agree to be abt least
plausible. Nevertheless, although this absolutism is clearly
central to Hobbes, it ought also to be ﬁérnefinimind‘that, within
-the legal fictions just discussed, he is also expressing something
very 1ike the democratic idea of self—governmenﬁ. As I have
already indicated, Hobbes is (albeit probably unconsciously) far
‘closer to the spirit later to be expressed by Locke and Roussean
than he is to that of Filmer or James I. The power which the
sovereign has to coerce his subjects is only legitimate or
authoritative to the extent that it makes effective what is, in
reality, the will of the whole subject people, and to the extent
that it does so by their consent. Mnd the truth of this is not

a vhit dimlnished by the fufther fact that, after consent is given,
the sovereign is absolute and immovsble for as long as he remains‘
able to protect his subjects. The sovereign is the sovereign
because hevembodies in his an person the general will (to use

a dangerous but servicesble phrase). Hobbes successfully contrives
to avoid the confusions which came subsequently to ddg this notion
of a colléctive.will; and he comes, as a rasult, very closé to
. the modern theory of representative deﬁocracy. Hobbes is an
individualist and e materialist. As such, he is not prepared to
concedé that any purpoée which cannoﬁ be shown to be that of an
identifisble individual has any reality. Therefore, he has to \
portray this tcollectiveness' as having no ectual existence until
and unléss it becomes incarnate, so to speak, in the person of a
representative, or in a representative assembly. The State is
depicted as Qne entity with a will end purpose of its own; but

this is really no more than a legal fiction. It is a logical
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constructioh which regards the acts and volitions of an agent or
.representétive as if they were those of the people whose rep-
resentative he is. And a mild and rational conservative like
Edmund Burke, who would no doubt have disagreed with almost
everything else that Hobbes had to say on moral end political

questions, would surely have had no fault to find with this.,

Second, it is important ta emphasise that Hobbés is an exponent
of the doctrine that sovereign power is by nature indivisgible =«
a doctrine which was to be resurrected in the nineteenth century
by Austin end his followers. There can be no distinction between
legislative, executive; and judiciel acts of goverhment; end the
rétionale of this is very easy to see. Quite simply, if the
sovereign were to have power to enact laws which he could not
then execute, or which counld promptly be annulled by the judic-
‘iary, then he would not, after all, be the sovereign. In the
sovereign, the final decision-making power is reposed. In view
of this, he must be invested with all the functions of government,
because, if ﬁe is not, he cannot be the final decision-maker and

his status fails, in practice, to answer to its proper definition.

If the sovereign power were divided, there would be, not sovereignty,

but a congeries of competing power-groups within the society. Thus
- and particulafly in view of Hobbes's account of what men are

like - the seeds of war would inevitably be sown, and the very
purpose for which the commonwealth was set up would be vitiated.
The standard liberal objection, that a>man in whom all the funcw-
tions of government were vested‘might freely abuse his power,

does not bother Hobbes. As far as he is concerned, the sovereign

can do as he pleases, as long as 'doing what he pleases' does not
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include failing to proteclt his people. And if he fails to
protect his people, he will, by definition, cease to be the
sovereign»- a turn of events which, since it is against his own
interests, he will not allow to come about. The further, and
more telling, objection, that the sovereign need, in fact, only

command the support of a strategic few to hang onto power, does

not occur to Hobbes.

In this account of sovereignty, it is obvious that the simil-
arities which I have mentioned between Hobbes and Locke cease to

hold. Locke, in his Second Treatise, gave a systematic exposition

to vhat was, in effect, the ideology of the Whig Revolution of
1688;19 and his primary purpose was to argue that resistance t§

8 chief magistrate who braaches his trust is justified. Hobbes's
primary purpose, on the other hand, is to argue that the sovereign's
power should be absolute, and that resistance on the part of the
subject is never justified, unless he is actually threatened by
the sovereign. Given this contrast of purpose, Locke~cou1d hardly
fail to make a distinction vhich is diametrically opposed to

fhe thinking of Hobbes in this area, In Locke's view, the original
soclal compact arises out of the wish of men to avoid the
'inconveniences' of the state of nature - to live under a known
and settled law instead of under the guidance of uﬁcertain and
varisble personal interpretations of natural law. To Locke, in
short, political society springs from the will to establish a
common legislature; and there then follows the appointment of

a geparate executive branch with power to see to it that the laws
are obeyed. The creation of an executive is a matter subsequent

to the original political move; and the chief magistrate there-
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fore becomes a mere appointee or trustee of the legislature.,

As such, he is vulnerable if he breaks faith or exceeds the
powers entrusted to him. Locke is thus the immediate predecessor
of Montesquieu as the amthor of the doctrine of the separation of
powers between distinct and circumscribed branches of government,
and of the theory of the central importance of constitutional
checks and balances which operate to ensure that no one branch
can usurp the functions of the others. No such doctrine, however,
appears in any form in Hobbes's writings. To Hobbes's mind,
plenitude of power is precisely what characterises the sovereign;
sinee without such pianitude, he or it is not really the sovereign
aftgr all: the way is as much open to internecine strife as it

was in the state of nature.

Third, however, Hobbes does have in common with Locke a doctrine,
in an at least implied form, which was to become one of the chief
features of liberal political theory during the eighteenth and -
nineteenth centuries. It is, indeed, a doctrine which has a great
deal of life left in it abt the present day - especially in the
United States. This doctrine is that the sole function of
government is to preserve ‘'peace and common defence'. While the
government is doing this, it has the right to compel obedience by
the exercise of coercive power. .But vwhile it is doing this, it
is doing all that is required or expected of it., In this respect,
Hobbes is enunciating the negative, laissez faire doctrine of the
functions of the State - the concept of what Nozick, in his book

Anarchy, State and Utopia, has called the 'minimal state'. The

sovereign's role consigts solely in the removal of certain

intractable difficulties in the way of his subjects' secure
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pursuit of their individuelistically-conceived desires., His
function is simply to prevent society from collapsing into an-
archy. But, as we pointed out at the end of the previous
chapter, Hobbes never began to conceive of the State in positive
terms - 88 an association for the promotion of anything that
subsequent thinkers have held to distinguish the rationally free
man from the barbarian. Such concepts as 'seif—realisation',
‘the good life', 'progress!' or"civilization' are unowhere
systematically formulated or used by Hobbes. The sovereign has
purely negative and protective duties to fulfil. What is the
extent of his power to perform them, and how he stands in relation
to other persons and institutions, are matters to be considered

in the next chapter.
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Vide Second Treatise of Civil Government, Ch. IX._

Leviathan, E.W. Vol.3,p.145.
Leviathan, E.W, Vol.3,p.147.

The 'Taylor-Warrender' thesis suggests that the traditional
egoistic reading of Hobbes's moral philosophy is mistaken.
It is held that his characterisation of the laws of nature
as commands of God implies a deontological theory of morality;
and this, of course, calls for a complete re-writing of

his political theory. My own view is that Hobbes is simply
unsble to dissociate himself completely frdm the Stoic-
Roman-Medieval tradition of naturael law as right reason
reflecting upon divine purpose, but that his own pref-
erence is clearly for the egoistic view. That much, I
think, is very clear from our exposition so far. Hobbes

is certainly eambiguous; but I cennot think that these
ambiguities are sufficient to overthrow the traditional
and, indeed, obvious account of his psychology and moral

theory.

Philogophical Rudiments concerning Government and Socisty,

E.W. VOl. 2,ppo 49""500
Leviathan, E.W. Vol.3,p.147.

Thus, Hume remarks that, 'If the reason be asked of that
obedience which we are bound to pay to government, I
readily answer, 'Becanse society could not otherwise

subsist'; and this answer is clear and intelligible to
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all mankind.' (Of the Original Contract, p.229.) This,

in a nutshell, is Hobbes's own view; although Hume has
fio time for the Social Contract doctrina. He makes the
shrewd point that since both the obligation to keep
contracts and the obligation to obey the government arise
out of 'the general interests or necessities of sociely!
there is no sense in deriving the one from the other.
Each is a second-order principle subsumed under the

first—order principle of 'general interests or necessities'.

John Plamenatz, The English Utilitarians, pp.14-15.
Leviathan, E.W. Vol.3,p.147. |
Leviathan, E.W. Vol.3,p.148.

Leviathan, E.W. Vol.3,p.148.

Leviathan, E.W. Vol.3,p.130.

At least, it is 'non-moral' in &ll operative or practical

senses,

Vide, 6.g., W. Ullmann, Medieval Political Thought, esp.

pp. 100£f,

A brief and cogent discussion appesars in S.I, Benn and

R.S. Peters, Social Principles and the Democratic State,

Chs. 11, 12 & 14.
Vide pp.101£ff gupra.

Leviathan, E.W. Vol.3,pp.157-158.
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The question is still by no means settled, but Peter
Laslett, in the Introduction to his edition of the

Two Treatises, presents much evidence to show that the

second treatise is the earlier of the two, having been
written between 1679 and 1681, If this suggestion is
correct, then there is a ciear possibility that the
second treatise is a revolutionary document, written
to give a theoretical basis to the struggle of

Shaftesbury and his followers with Charles II.
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CHAPTER SEVEN - SOVEREIGNTY AND SUBJECTION.

In the light of his account of human nature, Hobbes draws
the conclusion that social order camnot exist in the gbgence
of political order., Mnd it follows just as clearly from his
psychological beliefs that, if it is to be an effective anti-
dote to natural anarchy, the legitimate power of the sovereign
must be absolute in its scope and degree, within the sphere of
competence to which the sovereign has been appointed. And this
sphdre of competence consists, quite simply, in keeping the
peace and creating conditions conducive to continuous and

relisble security.

As we might expect, Hobbes will ndt countenance the possib-
ility of insurrection, or of any attempt to overthrow or replace
the sovereign or to change the character of the sovereign power -
at least, he will only allow such possibilities within a very
narrovly-drawn range of circumstances. Indeed, all resistance
to the sovereign, while he is doing what he was created to do,
congtitutes a breach of the social cémpact, and, as such, is an
act of injustice. If I am a member of a commonwealth, then I
have ipso facto authorised the sovereign of the commonwealth
to exercise certain functions as my representative. I have
authorised him to meke such provision as he may deem necessary
for the preservation of peace. I have amthorised him to use

the whole of the available physical force of the commonwealth
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to punish:those who threaten or disrupt tﬁa peace, and to deter
potential offenders. Refusal to obey the soversign's command,
therefore, is a breach of my own promise., Also, since the
Sovereign is my representative in the sense outlined earlier,
such a refusal ié, in an easily comprehensible sense, a denial
of myself. And to break my promise in this way is a violation
of the third law of nature, that 'men perform their covenants
made.' It is, in other words, a violation of the rational
imperative which tells me that making covenants would be a

pointless and self-gtultifying operation unless covenanbts were

‘kept, The implication of this for our understanding of Hobbes's

moral thought is obvious., The morsal obligation to keep my
word appears to Hobbe's to have a logical foundation. Breach
of an agreement is simply an irrational or self-contredictory
thing to do, because it negatives the very purpose for which

the covenant was mede in the first place.

Obviously, these considerations would not apply <=:exéept in

foro interno = in the state of nature. First, as Hobbes makes

quite clear, there is no obligation to keep an agreement in
circumgtances such that there exists ressonable fear that the
other party or parties will not perform the other side of the
ba.rga:'m.1 d in the state of nature there is always,.of nesrly
always, such fear. Second, as we have seen, I make covenants
only to secure some good to myself; but, since this is so, it
is clear that, if it becomesrmore worth my while to break than
to keep an agreement, then I shall breask it. Under government,,
howsver, both these possibilities cease to be material. First,

there is now no reason to fear that the other side will not do
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his part, because the sovereign will coerce him if he shows

signs of wanting to renege. By the same token, it can now never
be more in my interests to break then tq keep an agreement, be-
cause I, too, shall be subject to coercion if I break my wofd.
Presumably, retribution can never be certain, and it will always
be true that, if I can pull a fast one, I will. But the coercive
power of the sovereign will be at least sufficient to ensure that
agreements are kept more often than not. Hobbes would, I think,

have sgreed with the view of the Sophist Antiphon, that

Doing justice:amounts to not infringing the laws of the
State of which one is a citizen., Thus, a man would do
justice to his own greatest advantage if hé honoured the
laws in front of witnesses and the promptings of nature

(T4 1"ﬁs ¢Q§Eu§ when alone, with no witnesses present.”

Justice, at least for all practicel purposes, is a creation of
the law; and the fact of the matter is that no-one will 'do
Justice' to his own disedvantage if he can avoid doing so. This

is not a matter for condemnation; it is simply a statement of

fact.

In a nutshell, then, the subject owes a duty of unconditional
allegiance to the sovereign, and the sovereign will see to it
that'it is never worth the subject's while to neglect this duty.
The sovereign himself, however, owes no reciprocal duty to the
subject - subject to the narrow limiting conditions which we
shall examine presently. The sovereign has been authorised by
his subjects to act as their representative in meking such

regulations as will ensure peace and stebility. Thus, the
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subject is not in a position to call his judgment into question
in respect of this or that decision., If this principle were not
concaded, then the very act of setting up the sovereign would
bes vitiated - a sovereign whose executive acts were subject to

question or control would simply not be the sovereign.3

This last point, of course, states a position which reaches
back into the Middle Ages and beyond, and which was a favourite
recourse of the Stuart kings: the Prince is above the law, and
not in any sense legally responsible to his subjects. fhis
conclusion is, after all, inevitable where a monarchy which is
not a purely constitutional mpnarchy is the established forﬁ
of government; and it is, moreover, obviously true. The king
or prince is above the law simply because it is he th says whab
the law is, and it is he who has the-enforcing of it. Hobbes,
of course, has no time for constitutional monarchy, so he is
led ineluctebly to this position. It is a position which,

rima vista, consorts rather strangely with the legal fictions
of contract and representation through which he has propounded
his doctrine of the origins of the State. But Hobbes's account
of why it is that the sovereign cannot be unjust - that is,
cannot breek an agreement with his peoples = contrives to avoid
eny tension or inconsistency. The subjects of a ruler cannot
enforce eany agreement against their ruler simply becanse there
never was any agreement for them to enforce, or for the sover-
eign to break. The social compact, by which the commonwealth
was brought into being, was a compact betwsen each putative
member of the commonwealth and every other, It was nobt an

agreement between the whole community on the one hend and the
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sovereign on the other; and the reason why this is so is not
far to-seek. Before the politicel order is created, the parties
to the social compact have no corporate existence as such; and
the men or men who will become the sovereign is or are simply
part of the crowd, undistinguished from the mass. There are,

in short, no such parties as 'sovereign' and 'subjects' to strike
a bargain with one another. Meaning is iﬁparted to the terms
'sovereign! and ‘subject’ preciseiy by the compact itself - the
meaningful usd of these terms is loglcally subsequent to the
formation of the compact. It is, of coﬁrse, a possibility that
the sovereign-to-be achieves his eventual position by drumming
up support amongst the crowd, by cenvassing and making promises
with individuals or groups within the undiffereﬁtiatéd ruck

of putative subjects. But this is not likely to prove a
difficulty: When the sovereign actually becomes the sovereignm,
says Hobbes, all such promises are rendered null and void,

since it is he glone who now has the right to determine which

agreements shall and shall not be kept. Thus, the sovereign

ig by definition incapable of acting unjustly toward§ his
subjects., Injustice is defined as the breaking of covenants;

and there is no covenant between ruler and ruled for the sovereign
to break. A subject who acts unjustly breaks a covenant, not
with the ruler, but with his fellow subjects - so that his

fellow éubjects méy justly move against him at the sovereign's
commend. (There is, of course, the possibility that the sover-
eign might enter into a covenant with the ruled after the social
compact has been concluded; although even in these circumstences
it is presumably the sovereign alone who is entitled to decide

whether his covenants are binding or not. Also, since the sov-
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ereign is himself beyond any coercion, he will be quite free
to break any covenant which it does not suit him to keep, and

would not, I take it, be acting unjustly.)

Hobbes supports his argument that the sovereign cannot be
unjust by recourse to the amthority df the Bible, He draws
attention to Psalm 51, in which King David expresses contrition
for the murder of Urish the Hittite and his adultery with his
wife Bathsheba. Hobbes invites us particularly to consider
the fact that David never expresses the belief that he haé
wronged Urish in seducing his wife and having him assassinated.
It is not for wrong done to man, but for sin against God, that
the Psalm asks forgiveness. Thus, according to Hobbes, the
point that the king‘cannot be unjust towards his subjects is
gstablished not only by common sénse, but by the evidence of
scripture. The king is above the lew in the senge that he cannot
be held amswerable to those who have undertaken to be bound by
his orders,vand to take those orders as the staendards of
justice and injustice. Nevertheless, it is still possible for
the ruler to gbuse his power, as David had done. And although
such abuse cannot, strictly speaking, be called unjust, it may
still be regarded as iniquitous. Although he cannot properly
be accused by his subjects, the ruler is still susceptible to

the judgment and condemnation of God. As Hobhes expresses it,

Though the action be against the law of nature, as being
contrary to equity (as was the killing of Urish by David),
yet it was not an injury to Urish, but to God. Not to
Urish, because the right to do what he pleased was given

him by Urish himself; and yet to God, because Urish was
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God's subject, end prohibited all iniquity by the law
of nature., Which distinction David himself, when he
repented the fact, evidently confirmed, saying, 'To

thee only have I sinned.‘4 5

This mgy be cold comfort for one Qhose misfortune it is to be
the subject of an iniqditous ruler; but Hobbes is here quite

in accord with a principle which had come down through the
Middle Agés from St Paul, 'Pseudo-~Dionysius' end St Aigustine.
The subject is answerable to the ruler; the ruler is snswerable
to God; but the ruler is not answerable to the subject, and a
subject who finds himself under an ‘iniquitous' ruler cean really
- do little more then pray for deliverance -~ although we shall
shortly see the ways in which the sovereign's power is, in fact,

somewhat limited by the logic of social living itself,

Hobbes devotes a smell amount of space to the problem posed
by en individual who retorts that he, at least, doss not consider
himself a party to the original agreement by which this partic-
ularvsovereign was a.ppointed.5 Md in such a casae, the govereign
is clearly not the sovereign of that particular individual.
Equally, the individusal himself is clearly not a membar of the
society which was created when the sovereign was appointed. To
the extent to which he wishes to push his claim, therefore, the
individual concerned is still in a state of nature relative to
gll the other members of the commonwealth;v‘and, as such, he
may without injustice be treated as an enemy. He is in no position
to complain that he is not protected by a sovereign whom he
refuses :to recognise. He still, in fact, remains vulnerable to

21l the hazards of the 'war of every men with every man,'
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It is, of course, open to us to object that the notion of
justice is open to a far richer and broader interpretation than
~ 8imply the keeping of promises - elthough it may well necessarily
include the keeping of promises. If we take Justinian's maxim
cuigue suum as a point of departure, we shall be able to cash
the_notion of Justice far more generously than Hobbes is pre~
pared to allow. We might, for example, make out a case for the
proposition that giving to each his own implies a respect for
human personslity as such, formal bargains or covenants apart.
We might, in other words, argue that we are obliged to act with
huménity and restraint towards all fellow human beings, irres-
pective of whether or not we happen to be related to them by a
promise or underteking given or received. This, however, is
a very difficult area, and, in any case, for the purposes of the
present discussion we must accept Hobbes's own definition bafore

we can make any further headway at all,

Although'I have so far gpoken only of kings and princes, it
is not, in fact, Hobbes's view that only a monarch can be an
absolute sovereign ruler. As he is at pains to point out, it
follows from his account of the social compact that, once est-
ablished, a government in any form has absolute anthority over
its subjects. And nowhere, in fact, is this more obvious than
in a democracy, where the whole assembly of the citizens is

itself the sovereign body. As Hobbes puts it,

When an assembly of men is made sovereign, then no men
imagineth any such covenant to have passed in the
institution, for no man is so dull as to ss&y, for

example, the pesopls of Rome made a covenant with the
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Romans to hold the sovereignty on such and such
conditions, which not performed, the Romans might
lawfully depose the Roman people. That men see not

the reason to be alike in a monarchy as in a popular
government proceedeth from the ambition of some, that
are kinder to the government of an assembly, whereof
they may hope to participate, than of a monarchy, which
they despair to en;joy.6

Hobhes has a persistent and irritating tendency to assume
that opinions different from his own arise simply out of
wickadness or ambition - Behemoth is a choice example of this
kind of thing. He seems to have had an unshakeable belief
that he had constructed a system of such lucidity and

rigour that no well-intentioned man could doubt its truth

or fail, by taking thdught, to arri#e at the same conclusions
himself, But, given the political circumstences of mid-
seventeenth-century England, it may be that Hobbes's point
has a certain shrewd accuracy. In any case, it is clear that,
whatever the form of government, no covenent exists between
govereign and subject: the power of the sovereign is absolute,
and there is no right of rebellion while the sovereign is

properly functioning as such.

Although assemblies as well as monarchies receive a title to
absolute power when they are sappointed to govern, Hobbes's own
preference is for the monarchical form of government. In view
of the length of his service in an aristocratic and Royalist
household, this comes as no suprise; but he adduces a number

of allegedly dispassionate reasons for his belief. First of all
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he holds that, under a monarchy, there is less likely to be

a clash between public and private interests., The personal
interests of one man are more intimetely connected with those

of his subjects than could be the case with the combined personal

interests of the members of a sovereign assembly:

The riches, powsr and honour of a monarch arise only

from the riches, strength and reputation of his subjects,
For no king can be rich nor glorious nor secure whose sub-
jects are either poor or contemptible or too weak through
went or dissention to maintain a war against their enemies;
vhereas in a democracy or aristocracy the public prosperity
confers not so much to the private fortune of one that is
corrupt or ambitious, as doth meny times a perfidious

advice, a treacherous action, or a civil war.7

Look at it how I may, I cannot see that this is a very good
argument., It is surely true that the members of a sovereign
agsembly are no liklier than & monarch to do well in a country
whose subjects are 'poor or contemptible or too wesk,..to
maintain a war against their enemies'; while, on Hobbes's own
account of the way‘human beings are constituted, a monarch who
stends to gain more than he will lose by selling out his
country will surely do so. But Hobbes is certainly not alone
in using weak arguments to aupport positions which are also
gtrong personal preferences. A second point is that monarchs
are more free than assemblies to receive advice from whom they
choose and to keep such advice secret; although it might be
objected to this that the collective wisdom of an assembly is

more apt to select good advisers than the unaided judgment of
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the monarch., Third, Hobbes holds that, while the decisions of

a monarch can indsed be swayed by the inconstancies of human
nature, this is not so great a hazard as it is under an assembly;
for, in the case of an assembly, the weaknesses of each individual
nature are compounded by disagreements betwesn the membsrs,
Monarchs, in short, are more likely to be consistent and constant
in thelr policies than are assemblies, the members of which may
fall out amongst themselves, either outyof genuine disagreement,

or out of envy or personal greed.

Monarchies, however, do have disedvantages, of which Hobbes
notices two in particular. First, the monarch's mind msy be
worked upon by flatterers and favourites, and this may have
grave consequences if the flatterers are out for their own and
not the public good (as will, presumsbly, inevitably be the case).
Second, there is always the danger that the monarchy will come
into the hends of a successor who is not yet adult, or who is
mentally enfeebled to a degree that he cannot tell good from
evil (by which, I take it, Hobbes means no more then that he
cannot make judicious political decisions). Hobbes does not,
however, feel that these objections are very weighty. First,
flatterers exist in situations where the government is :-an assembly,
as well as under monarchical government.8 Second, in cases where
the king is for some reason unfit to rule, the usuel practice is
to replace him by a regent pro tempors. Anyvevil consequences
which then arise, theréfore, do not tell sgainst the monarchical
principle as such, but simply illustrate the inaddquacy or

cupidity of the regent.
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All this, of course, is an instance of the immemorisal pol-
itical dispute which is most commonly associated with Aristotle:9
Is the collective wisdom of the multitude, who know where the
shoe pinches, to be preferfed to the efficiency and (supposed)
impartiality of the monarch? Or, in more modern terminology,
is the mass of the people better fitted to govern itself than
the minority of experts? Good arguments can be formulated on
both sides, so that the logical step is to try to devise a
mixed constitution comprising the wisdom of the many and the
efficiency of the few or of the one., But Hobbes, of course,
will have none of that, He is able to érgue to his own satis-
faction that, of all possible forms of government, monarchy is
to be preferred, and that the power of the monarch should be
absolute., The monarch, in other words, should have power to
govern simply by his own fiab, end should not bs bound or
compelled by any other institution or person. He should have
the sole right to command the armed forces; and he should have
the sole right to impose taxation. In short, Hobbes claims
for the monarch all the rights and powers which the Puritan

Revolution sought to deny the English crown.

Nevertheless, it is important to grasp that, in all this,
Hobbes does not wish to suggest that the govefned people have -
no rights at all; and, indeed, he could not have suggested
anything of the kind. As we saw earlier, he himself has sought
and found what he considers to be a 'utilitarian' justification
of absolutism; and such a justificabion itself imposes certain

inevitable limits upon the absolute power of the sovereign. To
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put it another way, the logic of the very argument by which
absolute power is established itself indicates a certain area
of necessary liberty for the subject. And Hobbes explains that
this liberty consists quite simply in that part of the supposed
original right of nature which the subject cannot be regarded
as having given up - namely, the right to use any and every

available means of self-prot.ection.10

The subject cannot be
supposed to have transferred this part of his 'right to every-
thing' when he entered into the social compact; and this is

so for two independent reasons. First, given Hobbes's mechenistic
and deterministic psychology, we msy assume that no-one gould
refrain from protecting himself in circﬁmstances where he was
threatened. As Kant would have put it, we cannot reasonably say

that a subject ought not to protect himself if the fact of the

matter is that he gannot refrain from protecting himself., Second,

if the subject were held to have surrendersd his right of self-
protection, then he would have thwarted his own purpose in
entering into the social compact in the first place. Since this
is so, the subject is free, for ell the absolute power of the
sovereign, to refuse to kill or injure himself if the sovereign
go commends, or to resist those‘who are commanded by the sov-
ereign to kill or injure him (the cosrcive power of the sov-
ereign, therefore, must presumably be strong enough to overcome
any possible resistance); and he is not obliged to confess any
crime unless he is assured in advance that he will be pardoned
for it. Furthermore, he may refuse to carry out an order to
kill another man or to perform any other act which might require

him to encounter dangers to himself; and, on this ground, Hohbes
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holds that men of what he calls 'feminine courage' may refuse
without injustice to do military service -~ Hobbes here draws

a distinction between injustice and cowardice. And he holds
that even a band of rebels or murderers is quite entitled not

to surrender unless firmly promised that there will be no
unpleasant consequences: by defending themselves, they add

no new unjusf act to those which they have already committed,
since self-protection can never be unjust. In a nutshell,

men cannot justly be required to act irrationally in political
society: they cannobt be required to do that which would disable
the very purposes for which the political community was originally
set up., Mnd, where the law is silent, the liberty of the subject

to act or refrain from acting as he pleases remains sbsolute,

Obviously, in practical terms these liberties will not amount
to very much when the sovereign is very powerful; sand it seems
to be the case that the preservation of peace is always a more
importent end than the gafeguarding of rights and liberties..
Moreover, the ebsolute power of the sovereign remains with him
for as long as he is able to guarantee peace. If he is defeaﬂed
in war and submits to a conqueror in order to save himself, or
if he voluntarily releases his subjects from their allegience,
then the political order is for the time being at an’end. The
state of nature once more supervenes. The mortal God is desad,
and it is up to those who were his members to create eanother by

entering into a fresh compact;
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In the course of his disquisition upon political power, Hobbes
oontfibutes his own portion to the long-standing debate which
had been one of the critical issues of political discourse
throughout the Medieval périod - namely, the question of the
respective spheres of regnum and gacerdotium, of kingship and
priesthood. The nature and extent of the powers which should
rightly be attributed to the church and denied the prinee, or
attributed to the prince but denied the church, had been the
subjects of strife - and sometimes of armed struggle - sihce the
drawing-together of ecclesiastical and secular authority under
Constantine. To the extent that he lived in a century of
considerable religious animosity, and to the extent that he,
like many of his contemporaries, tended very readily to espy
ecclesiastical machinations behind eivil disturbences, Hobbes's
political ideas could hardly be complete without some account
of the standing of the church in relation to the commonwealth.
Mnd his positioﬁ in this respect is quite consistent with what
ve have so far seen. Since, in the interests of the peace and
sceurity which all men désire, the sovereign has sole and total
power to decide which beliefs shall or shall not be tanght in
the commonweelth, it follows that the spiritual power can have
no existence separate from or superordinate to the sdeular: Hobbes
is a total Erastian. He holds, quite trenchently end unambig-
uonsly, that the most fruitful source of political quarrelling
lies in the competing claims of clergymen of different persuasions
to hold certain rights end powers in virtue of their office.
These rights are claimed to be independent of all secular author-

isation. They include the right to decide which religious
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doctrines shall be taught or suppressed; the right to order
8cclesiastical discipline independently of the secular author-
ities; and, at the extreme, the right to rebel against and
depose any earthly ruler who refuses to accept their judgment

in such mabtters. These matters were by no means novel to
seventeenth-century England - they reach back at least as far

as the quarrel between Menry II and Thomas Beckett in tﬁe twelfth
century. And ecclesiastical claims of this ﬁégnitude are
precisely those which Hobbes wishes to undermine. He does so,
not only by an appeal to the kind of argumentation which we

have so far been considering, but also to an extensive body of
astute and strikingly modern Biblican criticism. The bare bonas

of his argument may be stated as follows.

Religion is not philosophy, but law. As we saw earlier,
religious doctrines are not matters which can fall within the
philosopher's terms of reference, since the philosopher is
concernad only with cansal explenation. Hobbes would therefore
wish to conclude that theological disputes are not only polit-
ically dangerous, but also deiroid of any content which might
form the subject of an argument. From this positidn, he is
easily able to draw conclusions which are inimical to eccles-
lastical ambition., It is, he argues, up to the sovereign to
decide which doctrines shall be taught and which condemned, and
the church has no sgy in this matter at all, This right does
not, indeed, inhere in the sovereign bscaise he is thought to
have any peculiar theologicel insights. He does not proclaim

that certain doctrines are true and others false - simply because
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no-one can know which doctrines are true or false (or indeed,
Hobbes might have added, that any doctrine is true or falsae).
The sovereign simply ehcourages some beliefs and forbids others
(or, at least, the expression of others) on the grbunds that
some beliefs conduce to peace, or at least do not threaten it,
while others are associated with discord and war. When we give
our assent to the religious proclamations of the sovereign, it
dogs not geem to matter whether or not our heartfelt belief goes
with that assent., What is important, no matter what our un-
spoken beliefs mgy be, is that we submit to the legitimate

anthority of the commonwealth's sovereign.

All this, of course, is oﬁen to what looks like a fairly-
gsevere objection., God has made available to man in his written
word information asvto vwhat he should believe., He can know
the'truth by revelation, even though such knowledge is not
philosophical in character - at least, not within Hobbes's
understanding of what it is for knowledge to be 'philosophical'.
Suppose, therefore, that a heretic sovereign commands men to
express false beliefs and so to disobey God. On Hobbes's
argument from the absolute power of the sovereign, men who
disobey and suffer persecution or martyrdom are to bs accounted
criminals who are justly punished for their disobedience. It .
looks, in other words, as though Hobbes is recommending that
men believe men rather then God; but he is, in fact, ready with
an  answer to this objection.‘ The argument is essentially this:
The true religion is contained in the cenonical scriptures. But
in virtue of what are the scriptures said to be canoniceal? Their

canonicity 1s conferred upon them by nothing other than the
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authority of the sovereign; and the sovereign has, moreover,
the final say in metters touching upon the interpretation of
scripture as well as its stending. #Mnd this right of decision
emanates directly from the general powsr of the sovereign to
suppress dengerous doctrines. Given that this is so, thers

can be no virtue in any claim made by an individual or assoc-
iation within the State based upon the interpretation of a
supposedly inspired document - unless, of course, the sovereign
agrees that the document in question is inspired and has been
rightly interpreted. Certainly, any resistance to political
anthority based upon a scriptural passage cannot be justified.
As for martyrs, Hobbes does not deny that there have been martyrs
who were justified in suffering for their beliefs. He does,
however, make a‘numbef of points in this direction which are
intended to reinforce the absolute power of the sovereign. A
martyr, he says, is a witness to the truth of a revelation from
God; eand from this it follows that no-one can be a martyr,
properly so-called, except the man who has himself received
such a revelation. All that anyone else who claims to be a
martyr cen bear witness to is his own belief in the person who
claims to have had the revelation. To reject what he has‘to’
say, therefore, is not to reject the commands of God, but simply
to declare as mistaken one man's belief in the claim of another
to have had communicabion with God. Now the only conclusive
proof which a man could offer to demonstrate that he had had

a revelation from God would be the working of a miracle. But,
as all Protestents agree, miracles no longer occur, so that
no-one can now establish his claim to be God's messenger except

indirectly, by showing that his teaching agrees with that of
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Christ and the Apostles. Bubt the documents in which their
teaching appears owe their validation to the secular powers and,
besides, Christ and the Apostles tanght, by both word and deed,
that men ha&a a duty to obey the civil authorities; énd 80 no
man can claim thelr support in respect of any claim of his to be
entitled to disobey the secular authoritiss. If a men were today
to receive a communication from God, Hobbes is perfectly happy
to concede that he»would have an excellent motive for obeying
God, even in defiance of the sovereign. God, after all, has it
in his power to make things far more unplessant for the dis-
obedient than the sovereign can; end no rational being will

act against what he knows to be his best interests. At the same
time, however, no-one who now finds himself in this situation

is able to substantiate his claim, so that.he is not in a pos-
ition to complain if the sovereign refuses to believe him and
punishes him for persisting in his belief. This punishment will
presumebly only be inflicted if the supposed revelation is
politically dangerous - although Hobbes tends to suppose that

all religious innovation is politically dangerous, simply because

— it is—open to anyone not to accept it, and the occurrence of such
disasgreements magy well leadvﬁo civil strife. A man who supposes
himgelf to have received a direct communication from God will
presumably only be safe if the revelation is purely private and
appliceble to himself alone, and is not communicsted; because
Hobbes is generous - enough to concede that, however potentially
dangerous they may be, a men's thoughts remain his own affair

for as long as he keeps them to himself,

Hohbes supports this Argument by proposing that the 'kingdom
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of God' of which the Bible speaks is not an ecclesiastical
system separate from the secular power, but a system of civil
government in which God, as repreéented by a visible humen agent,
reigns as civil sovereign. Thisd arrangement has its origin in
the installation by God of Moses as his representative in the
government of the people of Israsl; but it ceased to be oper-
ative when the Israslite people revolted against their rightful
Jeader (Samuel, the latest successor of Moses) and instituted
the kingdom of Saml. The mission of Jesus was to announce the
restoration of the proper kingdom of God in this sense., This
restoration was not to take place in his own lifetime, but in

a future age when the righteous will rise from the dead and live
in Palestine under the personal rule of Jesus as God's repres-
'entative. Thus, the only condition imposed from the first as
necessary for entrance into ﬁhe Church was acceptance of the
belief that Jesus was the Messish ~ that is, that Jesus is the
ruler who will preside over the kingdom of God when it finally
comes to be established. In other words, all that a Christian
is obliged to do is believe that, at some time in the future,
Christ will reappear on earth as a civil sovereign, and intend
to submit to his authority when the time comes. Meanwhile, the
believer is bound by scriptural warrant to submit himself to
such powers as happen to be ruling for the time being. Hobbes
then proceeds to argue at length that the only commission

given by Christ to his apostles, and by the apoatles in turn

to their suecessors, was the commission to teach and persuade -
this is an argument very like thab advanced by Marsilius of
Padua in the Defengor Pacis. The only weapon which was conferred

upon them to assist them in this commission was that of excomm-
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unication - that is, the threat of exclusion from the future
kingdom of God. It follows, therefore, that the powers which
the clergy now actually possess in Christian countries is der-
ived, not from divine commission, but from the political
sovereign., All authority; both spiritual and temporal, comes
from and is dependant upon the sovereigh., In relation to him,

the clergy amount, in fact, to no more than a body of civil

servents:

The monarch or the sovereign assembly only hath immediate
anthority from God...and no man but the sovereign receiveth
his power Dei Grabtia simply; that is to say, from the favour
of none but God: all others receive theirs from the favour
and providence of God and their sovereigns; as in a

monarchy, Dei Gratia et regis, or Dei Providentia et
31

Voluntate regis.

The section with which the Leviathan closes is a bitter attack
upon the pretensions of Papal supremacy. It is here in partic-
ular that 'his furious pen seems almost to jab and lacerate the
paper as if it were a...Ga.’c.holic.‘12 The section is called

Of the Kingdom of Darkness; and this 'kingdom of darkness' is

none other.than'the church organised as a society independent
of the secular authoritiss, and arrogating to itself a special
spiritual jurisdiction which iﬁ can cali upon the secular power:
to enforce by means of its coercive powsr. This notion first
finds expression in the political writings of St Mgustine, and
it had been the dominant ideology of the Papacy throughout the
Middle Ages - sometimes taeking extreme political implications,

and lying at the very centre of the dreary Investiture controversy.



187.

Stated in typical form, the case for this conception of the

church would run as follows.

Christ left with those who follow him on earth power of two
kinds - secular or temporal on the one hand, and spiritual or
ecclesiastical on the other. These powers were frequently
raferred to by controversiaiists as the 'two swords', in

allegorical reference to the enigmatic passage in St Luke's

gospel:

Then said he unto them, But now, he that hath a

purse, let him take it, and likewise his scrip: eand
he that hath no sword, let him sell his garment, and
buy one....Aind they said, Lord, behold, here are two

swords. And he said unto them, It is enough.13

The secular powers belong to the civil authorities, while the
spiritual powers reside in the church; and, in normal circum-
stances, the two areas of power should not attempt to invade
one sanother's provinces. The civil anthorities should not
abttempt to do the duty of tﬁe church; the church should not
attempt to wield the sword of the secular arm. And ordinarily,
of course, the Christien has an absolute duty to obey the
decrees of the secular anthorities - a duty rooted in the

anthority of scripture itself:

Let every saul be subject unto the higher powers. For
there is no power but of God: the powers that be are
ordained of God. Whosoevaer therefore resisteth the power,
registeth the ordinance‘of God: and they that resist shall

raceive to themselves'damnation.14
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This doctrine received an early and amthoritative statement in
the fifth century by Pope Gelasius 1515 end implicit in this

way of viewing the relative disﬁosition of church and secular

authority was the belief that political peace depends upon

neither sphere of competence being violated by the others

In the same city and under the same king there are two
peoplea. Just as there are two peoples, there are two
ways of life; and just as there are two ways of life,
there are two authorities; and just as there are two
authorities, there is a dual order of jurisdiction. The
city is the church; the king of the city i& Christ; the
two peoples are the two orders within the chﬁrch, the
clergy and the laity; the two ways of life are the
spirituel and the carnal; the two anthorities are the
prissthood and the kingship; and the dual jurisdiction
is the divine law and the human, Give to esach what is

due to each, and everything will be in harmony.16

The difficulty always lay, however, in the fact that there would
inevitably be.occasions when the two areas of jurisdiction would
not be clearly defined, or when some kind of tension bstween them
would exist. Suppose, for example, the temporal soversign were
to command his subjects to do something which expressly contra-
venes the teaching of Christ of which the church is the appointed
guardien - insisting that they worship pagan idols, for exemple,
ag did Julian the Apostate?17 Clearly, the church cannot pefrain
from clalming the right to intervene in such a case, by forbidding
the faithful to obey the commend end, if the sovereign persists,
by encouraging them actually to overthrow end replace him, Sim-

ilarly, if the church wishes to enforce its commands against an
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intransigent subject of State, and yet has no coercive power

of its own, it must feel itself entitled to call upon the sword
of the secular power; and if that call is not amswered, it

must also feel entitled to dispense the subjects of that secular

power from their allegiance,

. This ideology therefors contrived both to assert the separateness
of the secular frﬁm the spiritual, and yet at the same time to
affirm the implicit priority of the spiritual power embodied in
the church. The doctrine also implied, moreovef, thaty when it
comes to determining the exact boundaiies of the two spheres of
competence, the final decision rests with the ecclesiastical
authorities. 4And it is precisely this kind of argument that
Hobbes so passionately wishes to confute in the final section

of the Leviathen, where he allows his phobia of the church its
most lavish eipression. The 'kingdom of darkness', he maintains,
owes its origins to the ambition of the Romen clergy. This
ambition led them, in the first instance, to accept assistance
and grants of power from the Roman Emperors from Constantine
onwards; and then, when Imperial Rome entered into its decline,
it led them still further to take over for themselves the status
and powers of the Roman Empire which had originally protected

them., As Hobbes puts it,

‘If a man congider the original of this greab ecclesiastical
dominion, he will easily perceive that the Papacy is no
other than the ghost of the deceased Roman Empire, sitting
crowned upon the grave thereof. For so did the Papacy start

up on & sudden out of the ruins of that heathen power.18

Mnd this, incidentally, is a comment with which, if we remove
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its polemical content, modern Protestant ecclesiastical

historians would not take very serious issue.

This ghost, of course, has now been partly exorcised in
Fngland. It was exorcised first by the Tudor sovereigns who
overthrew the power of the Papacy in Englend. The process was
conbinued by the Presbyterians of the Long Parliament who abol-
ished the Episcopacy; and it was completed by the Independents
who destroyed the domination of Presbyterianism. But the

Leviathan ends on a warning note; for

Who kmows that this spirit of Rome...msy not retum,
or rather an sssembly of spirits worse than he, enter,
and inkebit this clean-swept house, end meke the end

thereof worse than the beginning?19

It is Hobbes's constant asseveration that the ghost of Rome will
never be entirely extirpated until a strong sovereign asserts

himself over the univbrsities; for

the divines, and such others as make show of learning,
derive their knowledge from the universities, and from
the schools of law, or from the books which by men
eminent in those schools and universities have been
published. It is therefore menifest that the instruction
of the people depéndeth wholly on the right teaching of

youth in the univefsities.zo

It is from the universities that the arrogant pretensions of
the ecclesiastics have originally come; and the sovereign should
exclude from the universities &ll useless and dangerous teaching,

and cause them to instruct their members in the proper grounds
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of political submission. The universities should, in short,

be converted into schools offering courses in 'political‘science'
a8 conceived and expounded by Hobbes. And, presumably, his
intention was that the Leviathan should be required reading for

any such course.21

All in all, it comes a&s no surprise to find that Hobbes made
himself so bitterly unpopular with contemporary churchmen and
academics alike. Seth Ward and John Wallis, John Bramhall,
Ralph Cudworth, Sir Charles Wolsey, and mény other formidable
opponents believed,‘each in his own way, but with'unimpeachable
sincerity, that the doctrines of *Hobbism' were pernicious and
dangerous.- Bishop John Vesey held that the opinions of Hobbes
'have had so great a share in the debamchery of his generation
that a good Christien man can hardlyvhear his name without
s'.22

sgying of his pragyer A¥ an unknown pamphleteer reserved

a special place for Hobbes in hell:

0ld Tom, with a Recanting Verse,
Must his odde Notions dolefully rehearse

To new Disciples in the Devils-Ar--—--.23

It is a measure of Hobbes's stature that, though in seventeenth-
contury terms he was never more than a domestic servant -~ albeit
a highly-favoured one - to an aristocratic household, he should
have 5een 80 unanimously seen ags a threat to so many established

interests.
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LGViathan’ E&Wo VOl.B,pP. 124, 131 .

Quoted from Diels and Kranz, Die Fragmente Der Vorsok-

ratiker, 5th edn,, Ch.87, sect.B, no.44. T have trans-
lated directly from the Greek, and not via the German.
This Antiphon is known as 'the Sophist' to distinguish

him from Antiphon the tragedian and Mntiphon the orator -

~consent now being common that they were not the same people.

3.

be

5.

s a matter of interest, Antiphon the Sophist was one of
the earliest geomsters to try his hand at circle-squaring,

producing a bogus attempt described and illustrated in

Kathleen Fredman's The Pre-Socratic Philosophers, p.397.

I say executive acts hecause the sovereign's legislative
power ig limited by natural law to the extent that the

'laws of nature' are the commands of God. For the sovereign
to break natural law is not injustice relative to his own
subjects, but he can act unjustly towards God, as God's

subject - ses pp.171-172, infra.
Leviathan, E.W. Vol.3,p.200.
Leviathen, E.W. Vol,3,pp.162=143,
Leviatha'n; E.W. Vol.3,p.162.
Leviathan, E.W. Vol.3,pe174.

Hobbes does not notice that, because of the lack of

 unanimity snd clashes of interest already adduced as

reasons sgainst assemblies, flatterers will find assemblies

more difficult to sway than monarchs.
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9. Polities, III, 10,11,13,15.
10. Leviathan, E.W. Vol.3,pp.203-204.
11. Leviathen, E.W, Vol.3,p.228.
12,  Richard Peters, Hobbes, p.30.
13.  Luke,XXII,36-38.
14.  Romans,XIII,1-2,

15,  Vide Tractatus,IV,ii, end Ep.,XII,2, quoted by R.W. and

AJ, Carlyle, Medieval Political Theory in the West, Vol.I,

16.  Stephen of Tournai, Summa Decretorum, Introduction, quoted

in Latin by R.W. and A,J. Carlyle, Medieval Political

Theory in the West, Vol.IIL,p.198.

17. Vide St Aigustine of Hippo, Sermones, LXII,13; Ennar-

abiones in Psalmos, CXXIV, pagsim.

18, Leviathen, E.W. Vol.3,pp.697-698.
19. lLeviathen, E.W. Vol.3,p.700.
20, Leviathan, E.W, Vol.3,p.331.

217 A propos of which suggestion, see The Times, Thursday,

'Herr Reinhard Rupprecht, a vice-président of the German
Federal Criminal Bureau...saiq: "Even if the old cliché
is not confirmed that all terrorists have studied either
sociology or political science, the trend towards the

social and educational sciences is clearly visible."!!

22, 'The Life of Primate Bramhall', in Bramhall's Works,

Duﬁlin, 1677, quoted by Mintz, The Hunting of Leviathan,

P.57.
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23. Quoted by Mintz, The Hunting of Leviathan, p.21.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUDING REMARKS.

In the early part of this thesis, I emphasised the importance
of attending to the systematic, holistic character of Hobbes's
philosophicel achisvement. I stressed the need to approach
his moral and political recommendations as an integral part -
although, to our minds, incomparably the most important part -
of an articulated system, /Mnd this has been a léitmotif
throughout the foregoing chépters. It is thefefore as well,
at this point, to give a brief summary of Hobbes's philosophy
of nature, man and the political order as its has emerged

during this exposition.

Philosophical knowledge, or what we should today more natur-
ally call scientific lmowledge, is knowledge of the relations
between cause and effect. Such knowledge has not ohly explicative
and predictive value, bubt, in its moral and social dimensions,
prescriptive value as well; and it is achieved, not by mere
observation, but by reasoned enguiry into causal relations, It
is‘thus rigorously separated off from other branches of our
gognition, And if Hobbes is correct im supposing that seientific
enquiry is ‘capable of yielding conclusions about human behaviour

of the same kind as it yields about the behaviour of natural

ibodies,_then he is not gullty of the 'ought-is' fallacy; since
'presceriptive! will now take on a new, quasi—séientific me aning.
The question is, is he correct in so supposing? In other words,
is 'pro-naturalistic historicism' a viable method of social

investigation? I think that Professor Popper has advanced
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arguments which show as conclusively as such a thing can be

shown that it is not; but that is another story‘.1

The method to be used in the pursuit of scientific/philosophical
knowledge as Hobbes concaives it is both rationalistic and
empirical, It involves an analysis and synthesis of complex
wholes after the manner of Galileo, starting from the ihitial
presumption that all causabion is due to the motions of matter,
proceeding to a deduction of such consequences as are entailed
by this presumption, and verifying (or falsifying) these deduced
consequences by reference to further sensory experience. If
all the phenomena which fall within the observer's field of
exparience are satisfactorily explicable as forms and configurations
of motion (and Hobbes is satisfied that they are), there is no
reason why this should not be as true of the human as it is of
the natural world. All men's mental processes, passions,
sversions, desires, are thus taken to be merely epiphenomena
of events in the outside world. 4nd since events in the outside
world occur as effects of necessary causes, it follows that men
cannot but act in the ways that, according to Hobbes, they
actually do act. In dther words, they cannot but seek to
gratify their own_desires and avoid danger to themselves, without
any more regard for others than is necessary to serve their oﬁn

purposes,

Thus, if we take a commonwealth, a specimen of a political
order, and analyse it into its component parts (i.e. individual

persons), we are left with 'atomic' men in a'state of nature';
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and Hobbes's individualism simply does not recognise the poss-
ibility that a commonwealth may be in some senseé more than the
sum of its parts, or that the social chain smounts to more than
the individual links. The state of nature, on Hobbes's account
of it, is such that it is worse than even the worst form of
politicel life. Mnd from this supposed fact, and from our
knowledge that men are both passionate and rational, we can
proceed to deduce what men placed in a state of nature would do.
They would arrive, by 'ratiocination', at certain maxims,
somewhat invidiously called 'laws of nature'; and reckoned

also to be divine commands, which they would recognise as necessary
and sufficient means to peace. Butb they would also be well aware
that these laws would not in fact be obsyed unless there were a
sovareign authority‘with enough power to make obedience more

in the interests of men than disobedience. It mgy be (according
to the 'Taylor~Warrender! thesis) that the laws of néture

derive their authority from the fact that they are God's commands.
But, such is the strength of immediate and impulsive passion,
there is, in the state of nature, no motive which will impel

men to obey them. It happens to be true that God does not, in
fact, send thunderbolts to enforce his commands. Some means
mist be found, therefore; of making the desire to obay stronger
than any possible desire which might be gratified by disobeying.
Men are thus led by reason and passion to the social compact,
whereby & soveresign authority with absolute and undivided power
is created to represent the whole community, and to govern it in
such a way as to keep at bay the horrors of the state of nature.
Under such a sovereign, the prescriptive laws of nature wﬁich

are seldom or never followed in the state of nature can at last

become practical realities, and men can enjoy the peace which they
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so much desire.

Now for all the attractiveness of a purely naturalistic
argument which has all the appearances of objectivify and
validity of a scientific demonstration, Hobbes's science of
politics has been subjected to constant and persistent attecks.
Indeed, as Watkins remarks, part of the significance of the
Leviathan from the point of view of later generations has been
its eminent criticisability. But a great deal of Hobbes
criticism is nowhere to the point as far as we are concernsed.
We have seen enough of his opponents to know that many of them
were simply unworthy of him, and that much of what they say
amounts to no more than sbuse. Moreover, many of his weightier
eritics (Ward, Wallis, Bramhall, etc.,) frequently deal with
issues whiéh are only of peripheral importence to us, or with
mabtters which are now of interest:only to the historian of
gscience or of religious controversies. The more interesting and
relevant arguments have tended to centre upon the idea of a
social compact; and many of the most resolute agsaults on
Hobbes's system have been conéentrabad in this area. Also, of
course, all critics of the idea of a social contract, whether
they name Hobbes or not, are, in fact, critics of Hobbes. At
the risk of some oversimplificabion, such arguments may be

classified under the following four headings.

1. The Practical Impossibility of the Social Compact.

It is argued that the kind of agreement involved in the socdal

compact would be impossible to arrange in practice between
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individuals numerous enough to comprise the population of a
viable and self-sufficient State. This argument would, of
course, be particularly to the point if it were really true

that men are as vividly individualistie, untrusting and hostile
as Hobbes takes them to be.

2., The Logical or Conceptusl Impossibility of the Compact.

This is a rather less naive argument, which points out that
the very concept of a compact is itself a highly sophisticated
one. It is essentially a legal notion and, as such, presupposes
a legal system; and a legal system, in turn, presupposes a
degree of social awareness, orgenisabtion and co-operation, and
skill in communication which men in the state of nature by
definition do not possess. On this view, as George Sabine has
put it,2 if a contract were possible it would not be necessary -
for men who had such attributes would already be living the
kind of ordered social life which the compact ié supposed to
bring into being. By the same token, if the contract were
necessary, it would not be possible, precisely becanse these
attributes were lacking, If this argument is valid, then Hobbes's
theory is involved in a vicious circle. If sgreements cannot
be mede in the natural state of man before a social contract
has created organised social life, then it is impossible for a
social contract itself to be made. If the idea of moral
obligation depends upon the conventions of law, then men in
the state of nature, where there are no conventions of law,
will have no conception of obliging themgelves by a contract.

In other words, if ever there had been 'natural men', they would

never have bean able to cease from being natural men.
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3. The Unreality of 'Free Choice!,

The social compact is held to derive its binding force from
the fact that it arises out of the free (that is, the necessitated
but uncoerced) choice or consent of the contracting parties.
The transference of right involved in making such a compact is
free in the sense thabt it is supposed not to be compelled. If
this were not so, the compact would not, properly speaking, be
a compact or covenant at all, and so no obligation could be
held to flow from it. Obligatioh, to Hobbes, is obligation to
keep my word.3 This, in turn, presupposes that I gave my word -
that my word was not, so to speak, wrested from me. Bub to
what extent is a man realistically to be called 'free! to enter
civil society when the alternative (i.e. the war of every men
with every men) is so appalling? A course of action which no
sane man would dream of not taking can hardiy be said to be a
matter of uncosrced choice, save in the most unusual and
attenuated sense of the word 'uncoerced'. It would be unusuel,
for example, for me to declare myself 'free' to choose whether
or not to blow out my brains. Yet Hobhes seriously suggests,
for instance, that a man might be 'free' to chooss whether to
submit to an enemy or be killed by him - even though, in
practice, he will always choose the option of submission. This,
I think, is just as silly as the Hegelian suggestion that a man
is only really fred when he is obeying. Quite apart from the
fact that this kind of suggestion consorts oddly with Hobbes's
eﬁpirical psychology, it is surely somewhat curious to suggest
fhat a man might be 'free' to live a life which is 'solitary,

poor, nasty, brutish and short'.
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Lo The Unreality of 'Consent’'.

iven if the above argument is disallowed, a further objection
remains. To enter into civil soclety by freely-given consent
is one thing. .To bind your sons and dagghters to remain within
that society is something else again. Yebt unless the descendants
of the original contracting parties are held to be so bound, the
commonwealth will be of exceadingly short duration, since the
possibility will remain open that it will fly apart with the
coming of age of the new generation and the passing away of the
old, This is not, as it happens, a difficulty which is .
peculiar to Hobbes, Clearly, it will dog anyone who wishes to
ground political obligsation in consent. .LOer attempts to
escape it by introducing the notion of 'implied!' conéent: anyone
who ﬁses the highways of a commonwealth, or inherits property
within its territorial limits, or tekes lodgingé within it, is
held to have consented to the terms under which it is constituted.4
Md what this means, quite simply, is that, if people do not
leave, they are presumed to be remaining by their own frese, ‘
albeit implied, consent. The difficulty, of course - and this

wag nobiced by Hume5

~ 1s that the advice to emigrate igs a
greal, deal easier to give than it is to take. In short, it is
not at all beyond the bounds of possibility that a so-called
'free' political associabtion may comprise a significent number
of members whose only reason for staying is that they cannot -
leave; which mekes consdent quite unreal. And a similar ob-
jection holds against Hobbeé. Civil society ig held ultimabtely
to depend upon free consent embodied in a social compact

appoihting a sovareign representative -~ it is precisely this

vhich makes the absolute power of the sovereign legitimate.
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However, the sovereign power thus created is held also to bind
the generations succeéding the parties to the original compact,
even though the members of these succeeding generations cannot,
in any real sense, be said to have given their consent. So it
cennot, after all, be true that political orgenisation rests-
upon the consent of those who are to be politically organised;
and the argument from a social compact collapses, Also, on
Hobbes's account of operative justice as defined by the will of
the sovereign, it will always bz up to the sovereign to stipulate
thst, in future, consent or otherwlise will pot be matérial to
politicel obligation.

(More generally, of course, the objection which we have just
considered is pertinent to all liberal political theory in that
ik draws attention to a real and unbridgesble gulf between
political philosophy and political practice. There is not a
great deal of point in spinning out philosophical systems
centred upon moral concepts such as freedom or consent or
justice - or, at least, there is not much point in claiming that
such systems have any grip upon affairs in the reel world. Real,
as distinct froﬁ philosophical, politics is not about ethical
notions, but about the distribution of power. If I dislike the
rules of the political community in which I live, then I have
two choices: ﬁo submit to them, albelt grudgingly, or to leave.
If I do not or cennot leave, then I must abide by the rules., If
I do not abide by the rules, then I shall be coerced until I do.
Md my feelings about justice or fairness will not matter in the
smallest degree. Thig, I think, is Hgbbes's real position; and
one cannot help feeling that it is a position which is prior to

rather than a result of his supposedly philosophical reflections
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about political matters, It might seem disingenuous to compose
an allegedly scholarly and philosophical argument from which
positions that you hold in any case are purported to flow; but,

at least, Hobbes sins in good company;)

As arguments go, the four objections to the social contract
'theory of government which we have just noticed deserve to be
taken seriously. There is, I think, no doubt that they are
fatal to any attempt to uphold a social compact as an historical
origin of government; and this is trus quite apart from the ease
with which any such attempt could be falsified historically:

Even such an apparent historical instance as the U.S,A. is not,

of course, an examplse of men moving from a 'state of nature' into
a wholly new realm of political experience. It is a cass of

men replacing one political experience by another, and justifying
their acts in philésophical terms which are bogus in the sense
mentioned a moment ago - in the sense that the ghatus quo would
not really be altered if the philosophy were to be subtracted. Yet
ﬁowever muich these four arguments msy be canvessed as arguments
specifically against Hobbeg, the fact of the matter is that none
of them damages the essential structure of his argument. This

is so for two reasons, which may be identified very readily.

First, Hobbes's argument is not an historical one; he does not
invite us to believe that there once was an actual social compact
vhich really did deliver men from a pre-political state of nature
and by which political society as we now know it was constituted.

We might, it is true, readily find forgiveness for experiencing
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a certain amount of confusion in this respect, because Hobbes's
langusge is frequently Géry ambiguous. He often spesks as
though he intends us to believe in the historicity of the social
compact. But he, like every philosopher, is often constrained
by the conventions of language into sgying something which does
not quite catch what he means; and he is, I suppose, as entitled
as anyone else to a sympathetic and imaginative interpretation

on the part of his readers. In a word, it is manifestly clear
overall that Hobbes is engaged in a thought-experiment of the

kind undertaken in John Rawls's book, A Theory of Justice. He

is performing upon the commonwealth a piece of mental analysis
comparable to that performed by Galileo upon projectiles moving
through space; and his conclusions are as follows, Men are so
constituted that they could not long enjoy peace and security
without extrinsic regulation strong enough to overcome their
individualistic, and therefore(?) anti-socisal tendencies. Hobbes
takes it for granted that men do prefer peace to war and security
to danger, and that their desires and their rational natures
combined are sufficient to show them how to achieve pesace. Thus,
submission to authority is a rational necessity. It is not that
there has been a covenant in history. Rather, it is that men
must behave ag if they were bound by such a covenant. It is
manifestly in their interests to do so, because they are able

to know by reason and experiencs the consequences for them of
political disqrders: they are &ble, as it were, to sensé the
'state of nature! lurking below - and not very far below -~ the
surface of organised life, even though such a state of nature
has never generally obtained. Thus, all arguments against Hobbes

which depend upon objections to the socisl contract theory
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literally and historicelly conceived turn out to be beside the
point; becanse Hobbes's theory is not meant to be literally
and historically COhstrued. Hobbes is not writing history.

As Michael Oakeshott has put it,

The Leviathan is a myth, the trensposition of an abstract
argument into the world of the imagination, In it we are
made aware abt a glance of the fixed and simple centre of
a universe of_complex and changing relationships. The
argument mgy not be the better for this transposition,

and what it gains in vividness it may pay for in illusion.
But it is'an‘accomplishment of art that Hobbes, in the

history of political philosophy, shares only with Pla.to.6

Second, Hobbes stands in a tradition of moral and political
thought which has its origins in the doctrines of St Augustine
of Hippo.7 This tradition conceives the Stabte not, as in the
Aristotelien trgdition, as an aid to or necessary condition of
human fulfilment, but as a remedy for man'g destructive and
self-destructive tendencies. Political organisation is necessary
only because man is, in the main, a creature of selfishness and
cupidity; and it comes into being precisely for the purpose
of restraining those urges which would otherwise be his undoing.
Much is sald about Hobbes's pessimistic theory of men; but we
should do well to-remember that Hobbes is, in fact, by no means
hard on human nature when measured against contemporary opinion.
None of his contemporaries believed that man, with or without
8soclieby, is essentially good. Man, according to seventeenth-
century theology, is born evil, the inheritor of the original

sin of Adam; and he can only obtain merit bthrough the opsration
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of divine grace. Hobbes's peculisarity, snd the reason underlying
mich of his condemnation as an ‘atheist', lies not in the fact
that he proclaims the intense selfishness of man - this ptoc-
lamation he has in common with generations of theologians., It
lies in his denial of man's essentisl wickedness. To Hobbes's
mind, the proposition that men is as he is is simply -a matter

of psychological fact. It is not an ocesion for condemnabtion,

As he puts it, the desires and passions which men feel are not
sinful in themselves: they only become so when they are stipulated
as such by the law. If é man wishes to recognise his destructive
characteristics and take steps to mitigate them, the Leviathan

is there to furnish his natural faculty of 'ratiocination' with
a’helping hand. 4And it is clear from all this that, no matter
how many objections are urged against it, the social compact
theory is in any case not a necessary step towards Hobbes's
conclusions. If we were to remove from Hobbes's writings all
mention of a social compact, or if we were to discover an
abgolutely wabertight objection to it, his political thdory
would lose a greab deal of its rhetoric, but very little of its
force. For Hobbes's political philosophy turns, not upon the
social colmpact, but upon his account of psychology., If men are
as he says they are -~ egoistic, hedonistic, proud, short-sighted
individuslists -~ then &bsolute government is obviously the only
help for them if they wish to have peace. It does not really
matter in the slightest how this government comes into being,
provided only that it does come into being. In short, no

attempt to launch an attack on Hobhes by way of his doctrine of
the social compact will reach the heart of the matter. The heart

of the matter is not really human agreement, hypothetical or actnal,
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but human psychology. If Hobbes's psychology is true, his
political recommendations clearly have much’po be said for them,
Indeed, Hobbes would really like us to conclude that these
recommendatbtions are somebthing like logicsal necessities - 'a

true and certain measure of right'. But is his psychology true? -~

It is significant enough that Hobbes himself does not even allow
this question to arise. If we comb his works looking for evid-
ence to support his contention that all men are egoists, we
shall do so in vain -~ becange there isn't any. For the most
part, Hobbes simply tekes it as axiomatic that men are as he
says they are, and does not bother with discussion. Yet we
noticed in chapter three that his view is that all statements
purporting to be 'about the world' must be supported and
confirmed by empirical evidence. The most that Hobbes has to
offer is the suggestion that, if we look into ourselves, we shall
see that we are as he ssgys we am;‘8 but such en invitation to
introspection is hardly empirical evidence. Moreover, the
suggestion that anyone who looks into his heart will find there
nothing but egoistic hedonism 1s one which it isbopen to anyons
not to accept - as Butler pointed out in his critique of Hobbes.
And this pamcity - indeed, total sbsence = of anything which
might be called evidence seems to bear out the suggestions of
Profagsor Popper to which I referrsed earlier. What could possibly
count as evidence for a general, purportedly scientific, account
of human psychology, given the diversity andinpredictability of
human behaviour, the impossibility of controlléd experiment,

the impossibility of accurately predicting the future, and so on?
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Indeed, in asking whether Hobbes's psychology is true, we are
only raising the corner of a much larger question - namely,

the question of whether a psychology is the kind of thing which
is capsble of being true. A psychology is & theory of the
humen mind formulated by human minds; eand this raises what
might be called the 'electron microscope' or 'radio astronomy!'
difficulty. When we look thfough an electron microscope, or
listen to the radio waves collected by a radio telescope,

how can we know that our apparatus is giving us true information?
How can we know that it is evidence, and how cen we know what
it is evidence for? The only way of arriving at the evidence
in guestion is by using the electron microscope. If, therefore,
we wish to test the-hypothesis that the microscope is a relisble
piece of apparatus in that it gives us accurate information
gbout that part of the universe too small to bs seen, we shall
find ourselves in a jam. Because we cannot test the hypothesis
witﬁout praesupposing its truth - without using the electron
microscope., So, surely, it is with psycholopy. A theory of

~ the human mind devised by a human mind must apply as much to
the mind that devised it as to any other. The theory cannot,

therdfore, be tested without presupposing its own truth.

Suppose we ask whether or not the account which Hobhes gives

of human motivation and activity coincides with observed facts

as we know them, Straight off, of course,vthere is the objection
that, if Hobbes were right, no-one wonld bother to ask this
question, since a moment's reflective introspection would be
enough to convince us that there is such a correspondence

between theory and reality. So we begin to smell a rat ab
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once. uite apart from this, however, our immediate impulse,

of course, is to retort that Hobbeg's psychology is obviously
false -~ that every martyrdom, every act of self-denial, every
display of courage or self-sacrifice falsifies Hobbes's pyschol-
ogical egoistic hedonism, Unfortunately, however, this line of
argument. gets us exactly .nowhere. It leads only to a tighten-
ing of the logical knot, because it is an objection which is
gasily answered from the Hobbesian side. The exponent of
Hobbesian psychology can perfectly well claim that the martyr
chooses death becanse he desires the rewards of heaven which will
follow it more than he fears the pains of martyrdom itself; or
that the self-sacrificing hero finds the attraction of posterity's
adulation more powerful than the repulsion of the prospect of
self-sacrifice. It may be implamsible to try to explain the
lives of Christ or Socrates or Gautema in terms of purely self-
ish hopes and fears; but it is certainly not a logical absurd-
ity. In short, it is quite open to the Hobbesian psychologist
to maintain, in respect of every case that we may care to cite,
that men necessarily and inevitably seek their own gratification,
even though some men seem to find gratifying what others find
repulsive., And there would be no way in which we could refute
such a claim, because the claim is now taken to be true by '
definition, and is, as such, placed beyond the reach of refutation
by any empirical evidence. Wa could no more refute such a claim
than we could refute the claim that the sum of the angles of a

triangle is 180 degress.

But although it might be possible to establish such a claim as

true by definition, it is still not thereby established as true
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by correspondence. It has not, in other words, been shown to

bae true in the sense of mirroring the way things actually are;

and this is preciseiy what Hobbes must show if his psychology,
and therefore hig political and social philosophy, are to hold
water. I wish now to meke one or two brief remarks about "the
way things actually are' which do, it seems to me, tell against
Hobbes's psychological claims. I would stress, however, that
these are only 'brief remarks' - it would obviously be impossible,

in a work of this kind, to attempt a point-by-point refutation.

First, even if we concede that men do, in fact, always act in
such a way as will gratify their own desires, it is a long, and
by no means a necessary, step from here to the conclusion that
thié impulse will, unless severely checked, always have the
terrible consequencas which Hobbes anticipates. The chief
trouble with the statement that 'all men seek always to gratify
their own desires' is that, even if it is supposed to be true
by definition, it te;ls us nobthing about whabt these desires
actually are. Indeed, it is difficult to see how one could
specify in advance all the possible desires that a men is
likely to have, since (to alter a phrase of Wittgenstein)y 'in
order to draw a 1imit to desiring, we should have to desire
both sides of this limit'.9 But, in any case, there seems to
Be no reason to assume from the outset that the gratification
of these desires will inevitably have destructive and anti-
social results unless restrained by a strong coercive power,
Hobbes recognises that men desire peace; yet he holds (with-
oﬁt even an atbtempt at substantiation) that this desire is too

weak to survive temptation to selfish and peace-destroying
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behaviour; end he thinks that this conclusion follows with
luminous clarity from a study of human motivation. Yet suppose
that, by way of reply, I were to suggest that the desire for
peace and happiness and what Bentham called the 'pleasures of
benevolence' are man's overriding passions, and that wars are
regrettable and avoidable occasions rather than the continual
and inevitable nature of things. Now, if Hobbes's position
were indeed self-evident, as he holds that it is, then such

a suggestion would strike the heerer as dangerous madness, or
as a plece of incomprehensible nonsense. Yet this is precisely

the kind of thing that Locke said in the Second Treatise; and

no-one suggests that Locke was a political or philosophical

nincompoop. Indeed, the Second Treatise has been infinitely

more influential in practice than any of the recommendations of
the Leviathan, It seems to me that Hobbes's position perfectly
exemplifies the remark of Benn and Peters that 'self-evidence
is more an index of our habituation to an assumption then of
its truth'.10 In a word, if you are as passionately committ-
ed in advance as~Hobbes was to a particular conclusion, you
.will ensure that your prelimiﬁary arguments are not disfigured
by sanything that is inconsistent with that conclusion, If, es
- with Hobbes, your conclusion favours absolute government, then
you will argue that men's unchecked desires are such as Qill
obviously make their lives a misery until ebsolute government
is established. And you will certainly disallow any claim that
men in the main experience the kind of desires which allow them
to live under very mild goverpment, or even under no government

at all., There is, in short, a very strong temptation to

conclude that Hobbes's psychology is ready-made to fit in with
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certain political convictions arrived.at in advance and by
quite other means., Hobbes wished to create a world safe enough
for himself to live in; and, consciously or unconsciously, he

was not above rigging appearances to eneble himself to do so.

Some years ago, &n American sociologist wrote a paper called
'Queue Culture: The Waiting Line as a Social System'11 - 3
paper which has more relevance for us than may be immediately
apparent. Consider a queue which has formed for tﬁe purpose of
buying tickets to a football match. If the queue is not to break
up in disorder, the established convention of 'first come first
served' must be recognised by all, or, at least, by the great
majority, of its members. Peopls muét not jump the queve. Yet
gveryone desires a ticket; and waiting for the gratification
of his desire is presumebly painful for everyone present -
particularly since there is a risk (especially acute for those
at the far end of the queuwe) that the tickets will sell out
before everyone has been accommodated. But common sense and
experience tell us that quenes do not inevitably bresk out
into skirmishes which result in the strongest or best-armed
or most cunning getting served first - which is, presumably,
what would happen if Hobbes wers correct in his exposition of
the factors which govern humen behaviour. Indeed, experience
tells us that fights iﬁ queues are the exception rather than
the rule. If this were not so, then it would be impossible
to speak meaningfully about 'queues! at all. Or, better, the
word 'queue' might come to be used only to name an extraordinary
occurrence which we occasionsally see by way of relief from the

usual round of fights and duels of cumning which normally occur
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whenever we are trying to obtain a;share in 80Ma SCarce resource.
Now, it is true that the coercive power of the law - of the
'sovereign' - is ultimately present, since guenes form within
established commonwealths. But the point is that, as a member
of a queue, I 4o not think, 'I mustn't jump the quewe. If I

do there will be an argument, then there will be a fight, and
then the black Maria will come and it will be the worse for

me.' I do nol even necessarily fear the physical blows which
the man in front of me is capgble of dealing if I try to get

in front of him - and in any case, is it really our normal
expectation to suffer physical assault if we jump a queue? Are
not football hooligens and the like newsworthy precisely becsauge
their behaviour is excepfional rather than the rule? More
generally, is there not a case to be made for saying that we
condemn violence precisely because it is exceptional father
than normal behaviour? The feelings which dissuade ms, as a
rale, from jumping queues are not just primitive hopss and

fears of the kind described by Hobbes's egolistie pgychology.
What I fear is the disapprobation of my peers if I break a
convention which is, in fact, purely informal. By the same
token, what I respect is a mode of bshaviour which is neither
created nor (in any direct sense) enforced by the law end its
coercive powar. My behaviour is controlled informally; end,
vwhat is more, the tendency to obey the convention of queueing
is.not directly imposed upon me from without (there is not
usually a bunch of toughs waiting to spot queus-jumpers). It
arises from within as a matter of my own rational deliberation.
In a word, thers seem to exist rational and informal checks which

operate upon human behaviour guite independently of the fact that

formalicoercive gsaenctions exist in the background; and which
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are therefore, presumsbly, also capable of existing in the

state of nature.

Further examples are provided by those social anthropologists
who have called attention to numerous pre-industrial societies
which exist perfectly peacefully without coercive - or, indeed,
any - government. These so-called 'stateless socleties' are
very numefous, and their ways of life have been very well
documented. They have no courts, no executive machinery,
no legislature - no formal institutions of government at all.
They exlst by custom, by co-operation, by lesaving decisions
to the old and wise, but not through any kind of formally-
mobilised politicsl powsr. The Kalingas, the Tiv, the Sirionos,
the Nuer, and many other 'stateléss societies' can and do exist;12
and life within them certainly does not seem to be 'a war of
every men with every man', It is certainly true that such a
form of social organisation would not be appropriate to any very
sophisticated mode of social production., It would certainly

13

not do for a 'possessive market society'. But it is clearly
not impossible or inconceivable, as Hobbes would invite us to

concluds,

Hobbes seems to have believed that only the most spectacularly
bad consequences will dissuade me from trying to satisfy a personal
desire of any strength., More accursately, he seems to have in
mind some kind of unreal, Benthamite felicific caleulus which
demands that a given desire for pleasure can be countermanded
by a pain which is as acute as, or more acute then, the pleasure
itself. But at least three plausible points arise out of the

remarks which I have just been making, First, it is not, in

fact, obvious that men cannot 1live together without coerciong
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and this point is in no way impaired by the obvious fact that
they gometimeg do need to be coerced. Sscond, our fational
experience of menkind, as manifested in the study of stateless
societies or inparticipation in queués or similer situations,
suggests to us that the facﬁlty of gelf control is much more
highly developed than Hobbes would wish us to believe, Third,

in his insistence upon the concepts of coercion, law, command,
and so forth, as formal checks upon men's destructive tendencises,
Hobbes gives far too little recognition to informal, extra-legal
or pre-legal social controls which are, in fact, very powerful:

approval, disapproval, respect, dislike, and so on.

If all this is so, then Hobbes's empirical psychology begins
to look implamsible. His depiction of man as a complex pleasure-
seeking and pain-avoiding mechanism driven by extrinsic and
necessary causes plainly does not explain enough. And if Hobbes's
psychology is wanting in sophistication, then his insistence
upon absolute government to control the impulses of mankind no
longer looks so impressive, It is, in fact, revealing to note
the extent to which Hobbes's own life belied his account of
humen motivation. He quite straightforwardly identified humen
volition with animal desires of a fairly basic and uncomplicated
kind - pleasﬁre, power, glory. From this identificétion, he
is forced %o pass to the conclusion that the political order
cen never furnigh mankind with any new objects of volition., At
the last analysis, civil society can do only two things. TFirst,
it can increase its members' chances of satisfying desires which,
in themselves, remain no more than the desires of the hypothetical

savage in the state of nature. Second, it can furnish new motives
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. strong enough to impede the satisfaction of destructive desires.,
- On this account, all that distinguishes the citizen from the
savage is the fact that the citizen is better informed as to
the likely outcome of an attempt to satisfy a particular desire
in particular circumstances. Also, he is able to contrive
artificial consequences of an unpleasant kind to attach to
attempts to gratify desires of a certain kind. Civil society,

in short, is only the state of nature suppressed and controlled:
the act of becoming a political man does not transform the
individual's human nature., And if this were true, then attempts
on the part of eany one man to achieve a rational understanding
of human 1ife would presumably be impossible - simply because
the desire for such .a rational understanding is one vwhich, in
the very nature of the case, the 'natural'! man, concerned only
with himself, could not formulate. And the implication of this
is that, if Hobbes were right about human psychology, he himself
could not have lived as he did; and neither could those of his

contemporaries whom he most liked, admired and feared.

But, to Hobbes's mind, living as he did pinched between
alarming political circumstances and a preternaturally timid
disposition, the men of his generation needed, asbove all things,
self-awareness - awareness of what he took to be their own
natural, limitless, and, in itself, blameless capacity for
self-destruction and self-defeat. They needed a 'trus and certain
rule! for their actions. And Hobbes thought that he could supply
such a rule, derived from the newly-emergent mechanicel conception

of nature which he found so conveniently ready to hand, end
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reinforced by thq rigour of geometrical method. If, to our

gyes, the attempt is more important than the achievement, this
does not much diminish his significance in the higtory of ideas.
From our point of view, it is as a gocial scientist that Hobbes
continues to occupy a place of eminence. He is convinced that
scientific method, as he understands it,‘is capable of being
systematically applied not only ﬁo physics, astronomy, physiology,
and the like, but also to psychology, ethics, sociology and
politics. And he is convinced that it is only by so doing that
men can save themselves from the horrors of uncertainty.and war,
Hobbes has a long line of successors whose thought has followed
gssentially similar lines; and it is in this respect that he
still has a certain kind pf contemporary relevance, 0dd as so
mach of what he had to say may now seem, very many of the questions
which concerned him in the field of social-scientific explanation
are still open. Social scientists continue to debate the poverty
or otherwige of historicism; continue (ét least in many cages)

to try illegitimately to derive 'ought' from 'is'; and so

" continue to fall into the glaring equivocation between 'laws'
which describe the regularities of nature and 'laws' which
prescribe what men ought to do., From the point of view of modern
exponents - particularly those who lack a genge of history - Hobbes's
contribution to the method and practice of the social sciences

is still worthy of a close look. It may well be that the oubcome
of such a look is refutation. But Hobbes is very well worth
refuting; and no-one, I suppose, needs to be reminded that

refutation is a process of growth,
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K.R. Popper, The Poverty of Historicism, esp. chs, II & IV,

Vide also 'Postscript: After Twenty Years', in Popper,

The Logic of Scientific Discovery. Popper's book is

(avowedly) a diatribe against Fascism and Communism, end
he does not name Hobbes. The question is, then, is Hobbes
a theorist who claims to be able to predict the future
by formulating 'scientific' laws allegedly like the laws
of physics? I think that, without too great a distor-
tion of Professor Popper's meeaning, he may be congidered
as such a theorist. His claim is, in effect, that by
consldering men in a state of nature -~ admittedly a
hypothetical state of nature —‘we might, by naturalistic
means, predict what their future might be. I conceds,
however, that Hobbes's standing as an 'historicist' is

a little unsteady. I do not want to labour the point -

which is why I have banished Professor Popper to a foot-

note,.

Profassor Popper's arguments can be summarised as
follows. Historicism claims to be able to predict the
future course of history. Bub history itself will be
much influenced by changes in human knowledge. It is
obviously imﬁossible for us to predict, by naturalistic
or non-naturalistic means, what changes in human knowledge
will occur. We could nolb say what men will know in the
future unless we knew it already. Thus, a theoretical
and predictive history resembling theoretical physies in

the scope and character of what it can do, is impossible -
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we cannot predict the future course of history, and
political philosophies which rest upon a claim to be able

to do so are nullified.

This is only a pale shadow of what Professor Popper
actually says; but since I do not intend to rely very
much on‘him, there is no need to carry the discussion

further.

A History of Politicsl Theory, p¥395.

Vide W.von Leyden's'reply (Philogsophical Muarterly, 1973)

to G. Parry, 'Performative Utterances and Obligation in

‘Hobbes, ' Philosophical Quarterly, 1967.

Second Treatise, VIII, 119,

Vide Of the Original Contract, pp.221=222. As Hume puts
it, |
Can we seriously say that a poor peasant or artisan
has a free choice to leave his country, when he knows
no foreign language or manners, and lives from day
to day by the small wages which he acquires? We may
as well agsert that a man, by remaining in a vessel,
freely consents to the dominion of the master, though
he was carried on board while asleep, and must leap

into the ocean and perish the moment he leaves her.

Hobbes and Locke, as exponents of 'possessive individualism',
were not, of course, much concerned with poor peasants and
ertisans; but that, perhaps, only goss to strengthen

Hume's point.

Leviathan, Introduction, p.xviii.
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This, of course, is not strictly true - its has its
origins in certain of the Sophists of fifth-century
Athens. But it was‘a tradition which dominated
Medieval political thought until the time of Aquinas,
and vwhich remained very pdtent thereafter; and, to thié
extent, it was consciously taken from Augustines's De

Civitate Dei, without reference to his forebears.

Leviathan, E.W. Vol.3,pp.xi-xii.

Wittgenstein's actual words are, 'in order to draw a limit
to thinking, we should have to think both sides of this

limit.' (Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, Preface.)

Social Principles and the Democratic State, p.39.

Leon Mann, in the American Journsl of Sociology, 1969.

For a general survey, see the article on 'Stateless

Societies! in the International Encyclopasdia of the

Social Scisnceg, Vol.15.

G.B. MacPherson, The Political Theory of Possessive

Individualism, pp.53ff.
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