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LEVIATHAN

THOMAS HOBBES was born in Malmesbury in 1588. Entering Magdalen Hall, Oxford, in 1603, he took his degree in 1608 and became tutor to the eldest son of Lord Cavendish of Hardwick, afterwards the Earl of Devonshire; his connection with this family was life-long. His first interest was in the classics, and his first published work a translation of Thucydides, in 1628. An interest in science and philosophy soon developed, heightened by extended travels in Europe in 1629–31 and 1634–7. This led to his great project of a political science. His first version of this, The Elements of Law, Natural and Politic, was privately circulated in 1640, when Parliament was hotly disputing the king’s powers, and Hobbes fled to Paris, where he stayed for eleven years. A second version, De Cive, was published in 1642, and the third, Leviathan – the crowning achievement of his political science – in 1651. It was so influential that it came under widespread attack and was in danger of condemnation by the House of Commons. Hobbes perforce lived quietly and published little more on political matters. At the age of eighty-four he composed an autobiography in Latin verse, and within the next three years translated the whole of Homer’s Odyssey and Iliad. He died at Hardwick in 1679.

CRAWFORD BROUGH MACPHERSON graduated in 1933 from the University of Toronto and in 1935 joined its staff after studying at the London School of Economics and Political Science and taking his M.Sc.(Econ.). He was awarded the London D.Sc.(Econ.) in 1955, became a Professor of Political Economy at the University of Toronto in 1956 and was elected a Fellow of the Royal Society of Canada in 1958. He spent several periods in English universities and sabbatical leave and on fellowships including being an Overseas Fellow of Churchill College, Cambridge. He contributed to various symposia and his publications include Democracy in Alberta: The Theory and Practice of a Quasi-Party System (1953), The Political Theory of Possessive Individualism: Hobbes to Locke (1962), The Real World of Democracy (1966), The Life and Times of Liberal Democracy (1977) and a Past Masters volume on Burke (1980). He died in 1987.
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INTRODUCTION

HOBBES, ANALYST OF POWER AND PEACE

WHY, in the second half of the twentieth century, do we still read Hobbes, who wrote three centuries ago? Why the perennial fascination of his works? Or perhaps we should be asking, why the recurring fascination of his works, for it is in our own time that a heightened interest in them has developed. What has happened to twentieth-century man to bring him closer to Hobbes than were the men of the intervening centuries? When the question is put in this way some answers suggest themselves at once. Our world is obsessed with problems of power, and Hobbes was an analyst of power. We want not only to understand and so control power, but also to harness it to right. So did Hobbes. He exposed the lineaments of power more clearly than anyone had done since Machiavelli, more systematically than anyone had ever done, and than most have done since. But he also asserted the equal natural rights of man, and tried to put the two things together to get a theory of right, and obligation, as well as a theory of power.

Moreover, his central concern was peace, as ours is coming to be. True, Hobbes gave little thought to war between nations. His overriding concern was with civil war; its avoidance was for him the main purpose of political inquiry. ‘The utility of moral and political philosophy is to be estimated, not so much by the commodities we have by knowing these sciences, as by the calamities we receive by not knowing them. Now all such calamities as may be avoided by human industry arise from war, but chiefly from civil war, for from this proceed slaughter, solitude, and the want of all things.’1 Although we now have more to fear from international war than had seventeenth-century men, we also have reason to be mindful of civil war and fearful of its threats to us wherever it breaks out. Our generation is more conscious of the meaning of war and peace, for every member of society, than were most of the intervening generations since Hobbes’s time. We go to Hobbes, then, because we recognize in him an acute analyst of power and peace.

And we are more attracted when we find that Hobbes thought of his system of politics as a science. He was sure that politics could be made a science. He believed that he had done it, and that he was the first to have done it. His claims were bold. He wrote of the ‘infallible rules and true science of equity and justice’,2 of the duties of rulers and subjects as ‘a science … built upon sure and clear principles’3 and of the way ‘to reduce [politics] to the rules and infallibility of reason’.4 And he had no modest opinion of his own position as the founder of this new scientific philosophy of politics; ‘Natural Philosophy is therefore but young; but Civil Philosophy yet much younger, as being no older (I say it provoked, and that my detractors may know how little they have wrought upon me) than my own book De Cive.’5 And it was not just his claims that were bold, his science was too: as we shall see, he had truly caught the spirit of the new science that was transforming men’s understanding of the natural world. This was the spirit of Galileo – bold hypothesis and closely reasoned deduction from it, to reach propositions that would match and explain the phenomena in question.

The twentieth century is not only an age of science – that much could be said of each of the previous three centuries as well – but an age in which science has been made a deity, to be worshipped, feared, implored, cajoled. We see that science may destroy us, and to ward off destruction we fly to more science. To offset and contain the applied science of ballistics we seek an applied science of politics. The craving for a political science has never been greater than it is now, and with good reason. But it has taken some absurd forms, and has led us into a morass of empirical, ‘value-free’ studies, which turn out not to be very helpful to us in our biggest concerns. Hobbes operated on a grander scale, matching our need; he was not afraid to make ‘equity and justice’ central to his political science. So we can find in his pages a breath of reality missing in many of our own. We can find a political science which, whatever its shortcomings – and they are fewer than is generally supposed – can be seen to go to the heart of the matter.

So we may say that the twentieth century has brought us closer to an appreciation of Hobbes on three counts: power, peace, and science. Our century has compelled us to new interest in his subject matter – the power relations, necessary, possible, and desirable, between men; in his purpose – to find a way to peace and ‘commodious living’; and in his method – the method of science.

All this might be thought enough to account for his renewed fame in our time. And the sheer power of his mind and of his writing magnifies his claim on our attention. But there is something more.

We live in a market society. Our behaviour, our values, are largely shaped, directly or indirectly, by the requirements of the market. We are bourgeois men. So were the men Hobbes described and analysed. One cannot be sure how far he was aware of this – now he saw it, now he didn’t. And not all twentieth-century readers have seen it, though it is pretty obvious once it is pointed out. But a strong case can be made – it will be sketched later in this introduction – that this is at the root of his significance for us. His scientific method required him to build up a model of man and of society, and me models he constructed were bourgeois models. Since the main body of his science was produced by deduction from these models, it is a science of bourgeois society. With one or two corrections it is a remarkably good one: the corrections are required only because he failed to put in his model one or two features of the bourgeois market society which turned out to be quite important.

We began by calling Hobbes the analyst of power and peace. We added that he was a scientific analyst of these. And now we are saying that he was a scientific analyst of bourgeois power and peace. It it tempting to reckon the strength and weakness of his science in these terms alone, to judge him entirely by the adequacy of his theory as an analysis of bourgeois society. Thus we could find his strength in the astonishing penetration of his insight into bourgeois man and society. But of course this is too narrow a basis of judgement. In our world, where bourgeois states are being increasingly challenged, we cannot expect a science of bourgeois society and politics, no matter how good, to give us adequate prescriptions. It is ironic that we are just beginning to appreciate Hobbes’s science of politics when its applicability is becoming more and more limited. Nevertheless, we can still learn a lot from him. By looking closely at his science in our new circumstances, we can perhaps even learn why bourgeois society is now so challenged.

LIFE, TIMES, AND INFLUENCE

Hobbes was born in 1588 and lived to the age of ninety-one. His longevity was due not least to the care he took of his political health. He spoke of himself as a timid man; at any rate he showed much prudence and some skill in avoiding political storms as they loomed up to threaten him. There were many such storms in his day. His active life, that is his writing life, spanned the reign of Charles I, the Civil Wars, the Commonwealth and Protectorate, and the Stuart Restoration. These were not easy times for a man with pronounced political views and a determination to offer them to the world. Had he really been timid he would have abated his determination to publish his views, for he must have known that they would displease both King and Parliament.

He preached obedience, that is to say, he set out the rational grounds for obedience, to whatever political authority actually exercised power at the time. But his doctrine was not calculated to please any of those who successively held power through this period, for it denied all of them the sorts of justification they wanted. It gave none of them a justification they could construe as supporting them adequately and permanently against their opponents. It denied the royalists the exclusive support of both the divine right and customary right doctrines. It denied the parliamentarians the support both of customary right and of doctrines of limited or revocable contractual sovereignty. It could not have pleased either of them, and Hobbes must have known it would not.

Yet he published his political doctrine, in different versions but with no substantial changes, in 1640, 1642, 1647, 1650, 1651, 1668, and 1670. In 1640 the doctrine would be taken to support the King; by the autumn of 1640, when it had become clear that Parliament was determined to challenge the King’s authority, Hobbes feared for his safety and removed himself to Paris, ‘the first of all that fled’ as he afterwards said. In 1651, still in Paris, he had Leviathan published in London, and presented a copy of it in Paris to the fugitive Charles II, whose mathematics tutor he had been for some years there. The English royalist circle in Paris showed its displeasure, and there was reason to believe that the French Catholics were also angered by his open attack on the Papacy. He fled again, this time back to England, where he made his submission to the Council of State and settled in London to live as inconspicuously as he could. With the Restoration in 1660, Charles II was content to welcome Hobbes as an intellectual, and gave orders that Hobbes ‘should have free accesse to his Majesty, who was always delighted in his witt and smart repartees.’1 He also gave Hobbes a pension of £100 a year.

Some of Hobbes’s enemies tried to make him out a turncoat, but the evidence does not support this. He maintained and published a single doctrine throughout, and when one looks at the way his mind arrived at the doctrine there is every reason to believe that he had been thinking all along as a scientist, not as a partisan. He hoped his science would keep him above the battle long enough to prevail on men to end the battle; when, repeatedly, it did not, he took what steps were prudent, but still retained his hope.

Hobbes’s intellectual development can be traced from the chronology of his writings, from contemporary biographical accounts, and from his own autobiographical accounts. And in its early stages at least it should not be separated from what is known of his personal progression through the layers of English society. His father was an incompetent and unlettered vicar (of Westport, near Malmesbury) who died when Thomas was young, leaving him to the care of a well-to-do uncle, a glover of Malmesbury, who saw to Thomas’s education and got him to Magdalen Hall, Oxford, at the age of fourteen. Thomas Hobbes took his B.A. five years later, bored by the Aristotelian lore, but up one rung on the social ladder. By good fortune, on leaving Oxford he got the post of tutor to the son of William Cavendish, Earl of Devonshire. This opened a still higher world to him. He had moved up from poor scholar – Aubrey described him as ‘of plebeian descent’ perhaps because his mother was of yeoman stock – to intellectual retainer in a noble household, which made him free of a considerable library and brought him the pleasant obligation of foreign travel with his young charge. The Cavendish household was by this time financially insecure, and Hobbes saw this from the inside: part of his duties was to cadge money for his young man, to the extent of catching cold standing about in the wet soliciting loans and financial sureties for him. To the ordinary insecurity of the parvenu there was thus added a view of the insecurity of the old ruling class. Hobbes learned early that the hierarchical order was, by the beginning of the seventeenth century, something of a veneer. It may have been this double sense of insecurity that led him to embrace with such enthusiasm the apparent intellectual security of geometry and the new science of the seventeenth century when he met them on his Continental tours.

On taking up his first employment, he had devoted himself first to classical studies, reading the Greek and Roman poets, historians and philosophers, but in a spirit very different from that of the prevailing scholasticism. His first published work (in 1628) was a translation of Thucydides, who attracted him by his down-to-earth view that men could learn from history ‘how to bear themselves prudently in the present and providently towards the future’1 – a far cry from the word-spinning out of Aristotle that was the staple of the Oxford schools to which he had been subjected. He also valued Thucydides, he said many years later in his autobiography, because that author had exposed the dangers of democracy. His introduction to the translation in effect recommended Thucydides to his readers as a warning against any disaffection with established government. We may infer that Hobbes was already uneasy about the stability of English government, as well he might have been, since the rift between Charles and his Parliament was by this time plain for all to see.

We may infer also that he was searching the classics for some insights into man and government which he could not find in the received philosophy of his day, and that he was better disposed towards those who drew lessons from observation and history than towards those who drew them from abstract first principles. At least he was, in this classical period of his life (which we may take as extending to 1628 or 1629), sufficiently empirically-minded to have hit it off with Francis Bacon, with whom he had a fairly close association for some little while, probably between 1621 and 1626. He was for a time Bacon’s amanuensis, and well enough attuned to Bacon’s way of thinking that Bacon preferred him to any other, and ‘loved to converse with him’.2 Hobbes also assisted Bacon in translating several of his essays into Latin, and it was Hobbes who gave Aubrey the well-known story about Bacon’s death in 1626. This is not at all to say that Hobbes’s later scientific outlook was shaped by his acquaintance with Bacon – Hobbes’s conversion to science, when it came in 1629, was to a different concept of science – but only that he was already sufficiently modern-minded to share Bacon’s rejection of scholasticism, his quest for new knowledge, and his desire that the new knowledge should be mundanely useful.

So we find Hobbes in 1629, on the eve of his second and eye-opening trip to the Continent, and still eleven years before he produced his first work on politics: a forty-one-year-old classical scholar in search of a new understanding of man and government; familiar with the Baconian world of ideas but apparently still searching for some more solid basis than any that Bacon’s experimental and inductive thinking seemed to offer; conscious of the potential instability of English society and the English state; and possessing an ingrained desire for security.

It was at this point that geometry hit him. We should not make too much of this. His search for a method and a basic hypothesis still had some way to go: it was still seven years before he was to meet and converse with Galileo. But it made some impact on him. The story as Aubrey tells it has a ring of truth. ‘Being in a Gentleman’s Library, Euclid’s Elements lay open, and ’twas the 47 El. libri I. He read the Proposition. By G—, sayd he (he would now and then sweare an emphaticall 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 read. Et sic deinceps [and so on] that at last he was demonstratively convinced of that trueth. This made him in love with Geometry.’1

It was of course the method of reasoning which captivated Hobbes, or rather, it was the fact that the method enabled one to demonstrate the truth of some complex and at first sight quite unlikely propositions from some very simple propositions which everyone would agree were obviously true. Here, it seemed, was a way to get certain results.

How soon Hobbes made the connexion in his own mind between the certainty of the method of geometry and the uncertainty of current moral and political theory we cannot be sure. He had clearly made it by 1640 when he had composed the Elements of Law, Natural and Politic. But something more than his discovery of Euclid was needed before he could apply anything like a geometrical deductive method to politics. What was needed was a basic hypothesis about the nature of things, which could embrace the actions of men in society and their relations with each other: the relations between lines, points, and planes were not enough. He found it, some time in those intervening years, probably in the course of his third continental trip (1634–7) when he became a member of the flourishing circle of scientists gathered around Mersenne in Paris, and made a pilgrimage to Florence to meet Galileo, who accorded him a close intellectual companionship. The hypothesis was that everything, including human sensation, is caused by motion, or more accurately by differences of motion. This hypothesis, and the mechanical scientific position which follows from it, were set out in the unpublished Short Tract on First Principles, the date of which is not known but is thought to be between 1630 and 1636. (The Tract was discovered among Hobbes’s papers by F. Tönnies and published as an appendix to his edition of the Elements of Law in 1889.)

Hobbes had become obsessed by the idea of motion, and fortunately so, for it led him to his great innovation in the science of politics. Before he ended this continental journey he had formed a grand design of a new master-philosophy which would explain nature, man, and society in terms of motion. He had absorbed the implications of Galileo’s law of inertia, that simple but profound reversal of assumptions about rest and motion. In the old prevailing view, rest was the natural state of things – nothing moved until something else moved it. Galileo postulated that motion was the natural state – things moved unless something else stopped them. Hobbes would apply this to the motions of men, would get a system which would explain their motions relative to one another, and would then deduce what kind of government they must have to enable them to maintain and maximize their motion. He planned a systematic philosophy, or science, in three parts – of Body, which would set out the first principles of motion; of Man, which would consider man as one kind of body in motion and would explain his sensations, desires, and behaviour as results of his internal motion and the impact on it of external motions; and of the Citizen, which would show what these motions would necessarily lead to and how their result might be altered for the better by knowledge of these laws and by rational forethought.

His mind was buzzing with this grand scheme when he returned to England in 1637. He never gave up the design, but he changed the order in which he had intended to work on it. The rift between King and Parliament which was soon to lead to civil war had already reached such alarming proportions that Hobbes decided to offer his countrymen a preliminary version of the political part of his systematic science, without waiting to develop the first and most general part. So he produced his Elements of Law, Natural and Politic, the dedication of which bears the date 9 May 1640. He offered it as ‘the true and only foundation of such science’ – the science ‘of justice and policy’.1 The work was circulated in manuscript copies in 1640. It consisted of two parts, one on man and one on the body politic. The two parts were published later (in 1650) as two separate treatises, Human Nature (comprising the first thirteen chapters of the first part) and De Corpore Politico (comprising the last six chapters of the first part and the whole of the second part). The Elements of Law was presented as a scientific treatise, but in its immediate application it supported the King against Parliament. Considering the growing strength of Parliament, Hobbes feared for his safety. It was when the Long Parliament assembled in the autumn, and showed its intransigent temper by impeaching Strafford, that Hobbes fled to Paris, where he stayed until 1651. However much he may have hoped that in the tranquillity of the Mersenne circle in Paris he could resume work on the first part of his great scientific system, the events in England kept pulling him back to restatement and expansion of the political part.

In November 1641 he had completed a Latin treatise, De Cive, which set out more formally the doctrine of the second part of the Elements of Law. De Cive was published in 1642, and republished with additions in 1647. But Hobbes still felt there was need of an English treatise which could reach a wider audience and deal with the central problem of political power and obligation more fully than anything he had published so far. He set to work on Leviathan. Before it was published, about the middle of 1651, Hobbes had produced as well a lively English translation of De Cive, which was published, also in 1651, under the title Philosophical Rudiments concerning Government and Society.

Here we may leave our brief account of the intellectual development and political commitment that lay behind Hobbes’s mature political science. From classical humanist to mechanical philosopher, his political commitment remained basically unchanged: it was a commitment to civil peace by whatever means and whatever allegiance this was to be obtained. We have already noticed how he returned to England very soon after the publication of Leviathan. There he lived out his last twenty-eight years, keeping quiet politically and being left for the most part undisturbed. The only disturbing flurry was in 1666, when, in the panic atmosphere after the Great Fire and Great Plague, a Bill against Atheism and Profaneness was introduced in the Commons, and the committee to which it was sent was empowered to receive information and report to the House on books tending to atheism, blasphemy, and profaneness, including by name ‘the book of Mr Hobbes called “Leviathan” ’. What the committee reported is not known, but the Bill passed the Commons, and Hobbes’s alarm understandably lasted at least until the Lords allowed the Bill to die in the following session. (The next serious Establishment attack on Hobbes’s principles came from the University of Oxford, with due delay, in 1683, when he was no longer personally concerned. The University’s condemnation, in that year, of heterodox books denounced Hobbes specifically as the author of the claim that self-preservation, being the fundamental law of nature, supersedes the obligation of all others’.)

From 1666 on, Hobbes was not encouraged to publish anything on politics. He was by no means inactive intellectually, but he added nothing substantial to his political science. His collected Latin works, including his translation of Leviathan with some alterations, had to be published in Amsterdam (1668), as did the Latin Leviathan on its own (1670). He did write two further political works. The Dialogue between a Philosopher and a Student of the Common Laws of England, an attack on the defenders of Common Law as versus royal prerogative, was apparently written about 1666; but it was left unfinished and Hobbes refused to let it be published during his lifetime: it appeared posthumously in 1681. Behemoth, an acute historical analysis of the Long Parliament and the Civil War, was finished in 1668. Hobbes, anxious to publish it, submitted the text to Charles, who flatly refused to have it published. It appeared posthumously in 1682, though one version of it had been surreptitiously printed, shortly before Hobbes’s death, in 1679.

Full of interest as these two late works are – the first foreshadowing the positive jurisprudence that came into its own with Austin in the nineteenth century, the second revealing a great deal about Hobbes’s understanding of the social and political changes of his time – both of them are peripheral to his main doctrine. Leviathan still stands as the crowning achievement of his political science. It was, as Hobbes puts it in the final pages of Leviathan, ‘occasioned by the disorders of the present time’. Some would reject his further claim that it is ‘without partiality, without application, and without other designe, than to set before mens eyes the mutuall Relation between Protection and Obedience’.1

Of the hopes which Hobbes expressed for his doctrine it is not easy to say which was the least realistic. He hoped it might be taught in the ‘Universities  … from whence the Preachers, and the Gentry, drawing such water as they find, use to sprinkle the same (both from the Pulpit, and in their Conversation) upon the People …’1 It has not been taught in the Universities until our own time, when (and perhaps because) neither the preachers nor the gentry retain their place as moulders of opinion. His other hope was more sardonically stated: ‘I cannot think [my doctrine] will be condemned at this time, either by the Publique Judge of Doctrine, or by any that desires the continuance of Publique Peace…. For such Truth, as opposeth no mans profit, nor pleasure, is to all men welcome.’2 It was not so welcome, as Hobbes in 1651 well knew.

Yet the received picture of Hobbes as an isolated thinker, rejected by his contemporaries, without influence in his own time either on the reading public or on other political writers, and thus outside the main stream of political thought in the seventeenth century, is false.3 It is true, as we have noticed, that his doctrine displeased many politicians and churchmen. Several of them launched weighty published attacks on it. They did so because they regarded it as dangerous, and, as some of them made clear, they thought it dangerous because of the widespread acceptance it was attaining among the reading classes: one biographer asserted in 1691 that Leviathan had ‘corrupted half the gentry of the Nation’,4 and other critics had seen the rot setting in almost immediately after the first publication of Leviathan. Certainly Hobbes’s political books were bought. Most of them went through three editions very soon after their publication. There are three editions of Leviathan all bearing the date 1651, although two of these are pirated editions whose real date is not known. Seventeen years after its first publication there was a brisk second-hand bookseller’s market for it: Pepys’s Diary has an entry for 3 September 1688: ‘To my bookseller’s for “Hobbes’s Leviathan”, which is now mightily called for: and what was heretofore sold for 8s. I now give 24s. at the second hand, and is sold for 30s. it being a book the Bishops will not let be printed again.’

Moreover, there is considerable evidence that Hobbes’s central political doctrine had been received and ingested, much more fully than is generally recognized, into the main stream of serious political thinking in his own lifetime.1

Those who have minimized Hobbes’s influence in the seventeenth century are generally willing to admit that he achieved belated recognition in the nineteenth, when it is implied that he was reincarnated in John Austin, in respect of the doctrine of sovereignty, and more generally in Jeremy Bentham, whose hedonistic calculus has obvious Hobbesian roots. What this grudging admission overlooks is that Hobbes was a potent influence right through, from the seventeenth century to the nineteenth. As soon as he had demonstrated the need for a single sovereign power, no one, from the Levellers, to Harrington, to Locke, disputed it. All they disputed was whether it need be a self-perpetuating sovereign body. There ought not to be any question as to whether Hobbes was in the main stream of English political thought; it should rather be acknowledged that he dug the channel in which the main stream subsequently flowed. We should be rash to say that Locke, publishing anonymously in 1689 to justify the Whig revolution, was simply the poor man’s Hobbes: that statement might be misunderstood and contested, since Locke was less tender towards the claims of the poor than Hobbes had been. It would be better to say that Locke, the acknowledged proponent of the bourgeois state from the Whig revolution on, was the confused man’s Hobbes. Hobbes had been too prescient, had set down as an absolute prescription for civil peace something the like of which could not be attained until the bourgeois revolution had been completed in 1689.

METHOD AND POSTULATES

We have already seen how Hobbes had been struck by the deductive method of geometry, and how his acquaintance with the scientific ideas that were gaining ground in his day had led him to the general hypothesis that everything was to be explained in terms of motion. And we have seen that he wanted to construct a political science which would show men how to attain civil peace and commodious living. To do this he needed a hypothesis more specific than the general one about motion, and he needed a method more inclusive than the deductive method of geometry. Geometry was excellent because it reached absolutely demonstrable complex propositions. But to reach them it had to start from some self-evident simple propositions. How was one to find propositions of this sort from which a political science could be deduced? The Euclidian method itself could not provide them. What was needed was a two-part method, which would show how to reach such simple starting propositions, as well as what to do when one had them. Hobbes found it in the method used by Galileo – the ‘resolutive-compositive’ method. The resolutive part was the way to reach the required simple basic propositions; the compositive was the way to build the complex ones from those.

The resolutive part of Galileo’s method was an exercise in imagination. What simple motions or forces could be imagined which, when logically compounded, would provide a causal explanation of the complex phenomenon which was to be explained? Galileo had used this method brilliantly, in imagining motions which could not be observed but which, once postulated, could be shown mathematically to be sufficient to account for the complex observed motions he wanted to explain, such as the trajectory of a cannon-ball.

One had to begin, then, by assuming that the observable thing to be explained was the compound effect of some simple unobservable factors, and then search in one’s imagination for such factors as would, by strict logical combination, necessarily produce the result.

How could this method be pressed into service for a political science? Such a science was at once more difficult and simpler than the science of mechanics. More difficult, in that it was concerned with the motions of men in relation to each other, which motions were dependent on their wills, which could be expected to be a good deal more complex than whatever forces it was that moved mere material bodies. But simpler, in that we can have a direct kind of knowledge about what moves us and our wills, which we cannot have about the motion of other material bodies: ‘civil philosophy is demonstrable, because we make the commonwealth ourselves.’1

The first questions a political science has to answer are, what makes a political society tick? and, if it is ticking badly, why? You cannot find the answers, as a watch-repairer can do, by taking the watch apart. But you can take society apart in imagination, or hypothetically. This is what Hobbes seized on. ‘For as in a watch, or some such small engine, the matter, figure, and motion of the wheels cannot well be known, except it be taken in sunder, and viewed in parts; so to make a more curious search into the rights of states, and duties of subjects, it is necessary, (I say not to take them in sunder, but yet that) they be so considered, as if they were dissolved.…’1 In short, the resolutive stage of the Galilean method, as applied to political science, consisted in resolving political society into the motions of its parts – individual human beings – and resolving their motions in turn into imagined or hypothetical simple forces which, compounded, could be shown to explain them.

These imagined or hypothetical forces had to be ones which would be self-evident to any reasonable inquirer who would take the trouble to look into himself. If they were, they met the requirement – they would be the self-evident simple propositions which, once granted, could be shown to lead inexorably to the complex propositions Hobbes needed for his political science.

Hobbes believed that the simple forces to which he had in imagination reduced the motions of man were thus self-evident. As he put it in the introduction to Leviathan,

whosoever looketh into himself, and considereth what he doth, when he does think, opine, reason, hope, feare, &c, and upon what grounds; he shall thereby read and know, what are the thoughts, and Passions of all other men, upon the like occasions … [And] when I shall have set down my own reading orderly, and perspicuously, the pains left another, will be onely to consider, if he also find not the same in himself. For this kind of Doctrine, admitteth no other Demonstration.1

Hobbes staked his claim on his reading of human nature. It displeased many. It still does. But we should not reject it out of hand.

Hobbes’s bold hypothesis was that the motion of individual human beings could be reduced to the effects of a mechanical apparatus consisting of sense organs, nerves, muscles, imagination, memory, and reason, which apparatus moved in response to the impact (or imagined impact) of external bodies on it. The apparatus was not, strictly speaking, self-moving, but it was always in motion because other things always were impinging on it. In a looser sense it was self-moving, because it had, built into it, a desire or endeavour to maintain its motion. Hobbes postulated an innate impulsion to keep going, which in its most fundamental form was the impulsion to avoid death: ‘every man … shuns … death; and this he doth, by a certain impulsion of nature, no less than that whereby a stone moves downward.’2 This same impulsion to keep going could be said to determine the whole activity of the individual system, for its whole activity consisted of endeavours towards what could assist its continued motion and away from what would impede it. These endeavours could also be called appetites and aversions. Man’s most complex and refined actions could be explained as effects of the operation of this mechanical system, not, of course, by treating them all as mere reflex actions like blinking, but by treating all voluntary (that is, willed) actions as results of a process of deliberation or calculation which called into play memory, imagination, and reason as well as sense perception, and put them all to work in the service of appetite and aversion.

This was Hobbes’s striking scientific hypothesis. All human actions could be resolved into elementary motions of body and mind which the scientist could recombine in a way that would explain everything. Hobbes believed that he had done this. He believed that the elementary factors he postulated were so self-evident that every honest inquirer would have to admit them. And he believed that his rational composition of those factors was so logically correct that the honest inquirer would have to agree also with the conclusions. Being satisfied on both these points he saw no need to take his readers through the whole process of inspired guesswork and logical trial and error by which he had arrived at his postulates. In other words, he does not take us through the resolutive stage of his reasoning but starts us straight away with the postulates and the compositive reasoning. This is only to say that, as in most scientific theories, the order in which it is presented is different from the order in which it was discovered.

So Leviathan opens with some chapters setting out the various parts of the mechanism by which the human being operates. Chapters I to V deal with Sense, Imagination, Train of Imagination, Speech, and Reason; Chapter VI introduces the impulsions (Appetites and Aversions), shows how various familiar states of mind that dispose men to different sorts of action are explicable as (or as results of) appetites and aversions, and how every voluntary action is the result of deliberating about appetites and aversions; the next five chapters elaborate on this and demonstrate how men necessarily tend to behave in relation to each other. By the end of Chapter XI the groundwork has been laid for the deduction of how men must behave, that is, what kind of a political society they must maintain, if they are to ensure for themselves peace and commodious living.

THE THEORY OF HUMAN NATURE IN SOCIETY

At the risk of oversimplification it will be worthwhile to try to set out here the central argument of Hobbes’s analysis of the behaviour of men towards each other. This is mostly to be found in Chapters VI to XI of Leviathan, though it will be helpful occasionally to look to one of his other works, where a parallel passage sometimes puts a point more clearly. The value of this exercise may be thought to outweigh the risk of distortion if by it we can disengage the main line of his argument clearly enough to see that it requires some assumptions which Hobbes did not make explicit. When these assumptions are brought into the light we may be better able to form a judgement on the validity of his argument and his conclusions.

We may start with the appetites, or desires, as Hobbes also calls them. ‘Desires’ is in one way the better word to convey his meaning to us, since we are apt to think of appetites as rather animal, whereas Hobbes used the term to cover all sorts of desires, those for the most imaginative and immaterial pleasures as well as those for material gratifications. Yet ‘desire’ is so vague a term that we may do better to stick to ‘appetite’, which is more obviously anchored in physiology (which is where Hobbes wanted it to be). Hobbes’s first proposition may be stated as ‘Men are moved by appetites and aversions’. This proposition itself, of course, sums up and simplifies what Hobbes had said about ‘the interiour beginnings of voluntary motions’ and the process of deliberation.

If we want to go farther back in Hobbes’s chain of reasoning we can say that all voluntary actions are the result of deliberation, which is calculation of the chances that this or that action will gratify one’s appetites. But Hobbes himself gives us a shortcut when he says Appetite and Aversion are the names for that ‘Endeavour’ which is the ‘small beginnings of Motion, within the body of Man, before they appear in … visible actions.’1. Strictly speaking, these motions within us are responses to some motions from outside: ‘that which is really within us, is … onely Motion, caused by the action of externall objects …: so, when the action of the same object is continued from the Eyes, Eares, and other organs to the Heart; the reall effect there is nothing but Motion, or Endeavour; which consisteth in Appetite, or Aversion, to, or from the object moving.’2

But since external objects are continually acting on man, it is not improper to say (and Hobbes does say) that the appetites and aversions are what determine a man’s voluntary actions.

When in the mind of man, Appetites, and Aversions, Hopes, and Feares, concerning one and the same thing, arise alternately; and divers good and evill consequences of the doing, or omitting the thing propounded, come successively into our thoughts; so that sometimes we have an Appetite to it; sometimes an Aversion from it; sometimes Hope to be able to do it; sometimes Despaire, or Feare to attempt it; the whole summe of Desires, Aversions, Hopes and Fears, continued till the thing be either done, or thought impossible, is that we call DELIBERATION…. In Deliberation, the last Appetite, or Aversion, immediately adhæring to the action, or to the omission thereof, is that wee call the WILL; the Act, (not the faculty,) of Willing.3

So we may put as Hobbes’s first proposition about human motivation:

(1) Men are moved by appetites and aversions.

As soon as the moving force of appetite and aversion has been stated, Hobbes sets out several further propositions about appetites (to which propositions we shall, for convenience of reference, attach our own numbers).

(1.1) First, some appetites, ‘not many’, are innate, as appetite of food: ‘The rest, which are Appetites of particular things, proceed from Experience, and triall of their effects …’1

(1.2) Second, appetites continually change, and are different in different men: ‘And because the constitution of a mans Body, is in continuall mutation; it is impossible that all the same things should alwayes cause in him the same Appetites, and Aversions: much lesse can all men consent, in the Desire of almost any one and the same Object.’2

(1.3) Third, appetites are incessant, that is, they must operate as long as a man is alive: ‘… Life it selfe is but Motion, and can never be without Desire, nor without Feare, no more than without Sense.’3 To put this in another way, men desire felicity, which is defined as ‘Continuall successe in obtaining those things which a man from time to time desireth’.4 The point is restated in Chapter XI: ‘Nor can a man any more live, whose Desires are at an end, than he, whose Senses and Imaginations are at a stand. Felicity is a continuall progresse of the desire, from one object to another …’5

(1.4) Fourth, appetites are of different strengths in different men. Different men have within themselves ‘more or lesse Desire of Power, of Riches, of Knowledge, and of Honour’; this ‘difference of Passions, proceedeth partly from the different Constitution of the body, and partly from different Education’, or, ‘not onely from the difference of mens complexions; but also from their difference of customes, and education.’1

Putting the third and fourth of these statements together, it follows that all men must seek incessantly to attain satisfaction of their desires but that, since the strength of appetite differs from one man to another, different men will be satisfied with different levels of power, riches, honour, etc.

Having got this far, Hobbes turns to a definition of a man’s power:

(2) ‘The POWER of a Man (to take it Universally,) is his present means, to obtain some future apparent Good.’2

It follows, from this and propositions (1.3) and (1.4), that

(3) Every man must always seek to have some power, although not every man is self-impelled to seek as much power as others have, or to seek more than he now has.

Now so far there is nothing very disquieting about Hobbes’s propositions. This is because he has said nothing so far about the active relation of one man to other men, or of one man’s power to other men’s. He introduces this immediately after the definition of a man’s power just quoted. And although it involves an important new assumption, he introduces it so inconspicuously that many readers have missed it. He makes a great deal of it three chapters later, in the context of his hypothetical state of nature, where nobody can miss it; but it is of some importance to see that he does introduce it here, where he is clearly talking about men as they are, in going societies. That he does it so inconspicuously is not to be attributed to any desire to conceal his remarkable new assumption, for, as we shall see, in the earliest version of his political theory (the Elements of Law) the parallel argument states it quite explicitly. Perhaps he gave it so little emphasis here because he thought by this time that it hardly needed saying.

The new assumption is stated merely incidentally in his description of the two kinds of power men have: original or natural, and instrumental or acquired.

Naturall Power, is the eminence of the Faculties of Body, or Mind: as extraordinary Strength, Forme, Prudence, Arts, Eloquence, Liberality, Nobility. Instrumentall are those Powers, which acquired by these, or by fortune, are means and Instruments to acquire more: as Riches, Reputation, Friends, and the secret working of God, which men call Good Luck.1

What is to be noticed here is that a man’s natural power is defined not as his faculties of body and mind, but as the eminence of his faculties compared with those of other men, and that his acquired powers are those he has acquired by means of that eminence. A man’s power consists of the amount by which his faculties, riches, reputation, and friends exceed those of other men. We have already been told that a man’s power consists of his present means to obtain future apparent good. So Hobbes is saying that a man’s present means to obtain future apparent good consists of the amount by which his faculties, riches, reputation, etc. exceed those of other men.

This is not self-evident, nor does it follow from anything earlier in the argument, unless an additional postulate is put in. Hobbes does put it in, explicitly, in the parallel passage in the Elements of Law. There he first defines a man’s power as the faculties of body and mind plus what further powers he acquires by using them, and then says: ‘And because the power of one man resisteth and hindereth the effects of the power of another: power simply is no more, but the excess of the power of one above that of another.’1 The new postulate is:

(4) That every man’s power resists and hinders the effects of other men’s power. This is asserted to be so universally the case that one man’s power may be simply redefined as the excess of his over others’.

Is this self-evident? Hobbes thought it was, to anyone who would take the trouble to look at his own society. Hobbes states it not as a deduction from his physiological postulates, but as a generalization from observation. In the remainder of Chapter X of Leviathan he offers an extensive analysis of the power relations of men in society, of the way men actually value and honour each other. In the course of this analysis it is apparent that Hobbes is making another generalization from his observation of society, namely,

(5) that all acquired power consists in command over some of the powers of other men.

This is a corollary of proposition (4), in that, since all powers are opposed, the only way you can acquire power is to master the powers opposed to yours. Indeed, (4) and (5), both being generalizations from the same observation of society, might be said to imply each other. Both are summed up in Hobbes’s statement: ‘The Value, or WORTH of a man, is as of all other things, his Price; that is to say, so much as would be given for the use of his Power …’2

By adding propositions (4) and (5), which are based on his observation of society, to the earlier physiologically-based propositions, Hobbes has taken the first step to transforming man’s need for power from a harmless to a harmful thing. The desire for power was harmless, or at least neutral, before (4) and (5) were added. True, the earlier proposition (1.4) that some men want more than others, might lead to their trying to get it by transferring to themselves some of the powers of others, but it need not. And even if it did, it would not necessarily lead to every man engaging in a continual competitive struggle for power in comparison with others and over others, for some men were said to be content with a lower level of gratifications than others. But when (4) and (5) are added, the position is somewhat changed. For then, since by (1.4) some men want more power, which by (4) means more future apparent goods, and since by (5) all acquirable additional power consists of command over some of the powers of other men, it follows that these men will seek to command, that is to transfer to themselves, some of the powers of other men. This would not necessarily in itself lead to every man being pulled into a struggle for power, for that amount of transfer might be consistent with the moderate men enjoying the lower level of gratification which their nature desired. Yet Hobbes asserted that the competitive struggle for power over others was universal. It becomes apparent that Hobbes was making a still further assumption:

(6) that some men’s desires are without limit.

For if they were limited, some accommodation might be possible between their satisfying their desires and the rest of the people making do with their more moderate level of gratification. It is only if some men’s desires are without limit that the other men are necessarily moved to resist having some of their powers transferred (and the only way they can resist is to get into the struggle for power).

Given this further assumption (6), Hobbes’s conclusion follows:

(7) ‘So that in the first place, I put for a generall inclination of all mankind, a perpetuall and restlesse desire of Power after power, that ceaseth onely in Death. And the cause of this, is not always that a man hopes for a more intensive 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 acquisition of more.’1 Everyone, those with moderate as well as those with immoderate desires, is necessarily pulled into a constant competitive struggle for power over others, or at least to resist his powers being commanded by others. Man’s need for power has now become a necessarily harmful thing.

This is the grand conclusion of Hobbes’s analysis of human nature. He had only to add to it his postulate about men’s innate aversion to death, and a further postulate about men’s ability to behave with a clearer view of their own long-run interest than they commonly did, to get his prescription for obedience to an all-powerful sovereign.

Because this conclusion about man’s necessarily competitive search for power plays such a large part in the rest of his doctrine, it is worth noticing that it depends on generalizations from his observation of men in society, and not at all on the similar statements he later (in Chapter XIII of Leviathan) makes about the necessary behaviour of men in a hypothetical state of nature, in which by hypothesis there would be no political society, no law-enforcing authority. His picture of the way men would necessarily behave in such a condition is so graphic that readers often fail to see that he had really made his whole case already, in considering man in political society. Everything we have seen so far is set out in the first eleven chapters of Leviathan, before there is any talk of a state of nature.

The fact that his conclusion about man’s competitive search for power is reached by way of generalizations about men in society is significant, for it means that Hobbes was using a mental model of society which, whether he was conscious of this or not, corresponds only to a bourgeois market society. This can readily be seen. The society whose relations he generalizes to get his propositions (4) and (5) is one in which everyone can and does continually compete for power against others. Every man’s power resists and hinders other men’s search for power, so pervasively that any man’s power is simply the excess of his above others’ (proposition 4). Everyone seeks to transfer some of the powers of other men to himself, or to resist the transfer of some of his to others, And he does it not by open force but by a market-like operation which sets every man’s value at ‘so much as would be given for the use of his Power’.1

Even if Hobbes had not told us that a man’s value was established in this market manner we could see that it must be so. For it would be impossible to maintain such a universally competitive society as a going concern if everybody in it was constantly seeking to subdue others, or resist being subdued by them, by force. If a society characterized by universal competition for power over others is to remain, for even the shortest length of time, a going society – and that is what Hobbes’s model is – it must be one in which there are legal, peaceful ways by which men can transfer some of the powers of others to themselves, and in which everyone is constantly peacefully engaged in seeking to get or resist this transfer. It has been demonstrated elsewhere1 that the capitalist market model is the only one that fits these requirements.

So, even if there were no other evidence that Hobbes was taking for granted a bourgeois model of society – and other evidence will be examined later – we may say that he was doing so, and that without so doing he could not have reached his conclusion about the necessary motion of men in society.

NATURE AND CONTRACT

Hobbes now has his two basic propositions about human nature in society, which he calls in one place the two most certain postulates of human nature.2 The one, which we have just seen him reach by a long chain of reasoning from physiological postulates plus social observation, is that men are necessarily engaged in an incessant struggle for power over others. The other, which required no long chain of reasoning since Hobbes thought it self-evident or directly entailed in his first postulate that life is motion, is that ‘every man … shuns what is evil, but chiefly the chiefest of natural evils, which is death; and this he doth, by a certain impulsion of nature, no less than that whereby a stone moves downward.’3

How then did Hobbes move from these propositions to his famous demonstration that the only way for men to avoid death and provide for themselves the possibility of commodious living was for them to acknowledge a perpetual sovereign power, against which each of them would be powerless? He did it by a series of abstractions – if men were in a given hypothetical condition, they would have certain rights, would recognize a certain law, and would therefore make a certain kind of agreement. In other words, he introduced the famous concepts State of Nature, Right of Nature, Law of Nature, and Social Contract.

He might have made his argument without bringing in all these concepts. He might have proceeded directly from me propositions he had already established. Thus he might have argued that the potential disintegrative force of the omnipresent individual struggle for power, which characterized existing (or any) society, was such as to lead to repeated breakdowns of it through resort to violence; and that, since this would increase the danger of violent death, reasonable men could be shown the need to hand over to a sovereign whatever power the sovereign thought necessary to prevent this. But instead of arguing in this way he introduced a logical abstraction, which certainly enabled him to make a more striking argument, and which was fully in accord with the imaginative method of seventeenth-century science, but which has sometimes led to misunderstanding.

He introduces, in Chapter XIII of Leviathan, a hypothetical condition generally called ‘the state of nature’. (Hobbes does not call it that in Leviathan though he does in the Rudiments.) This hypothetical condition is what would exist if there were no common power able to restrain individuals, no law and no law-enforcement. Given what he has already shown about man’s necessary behaviour in society, it is easy for him to show that if all restraint were removed every man would constantly be open to violent invasion of his life and property. As a result, civilized life would be impossible, and any life risky. There would be

no place for Industry; because the fruit thereof is uncertain: and consequently no Culture of the Earth; no Navigation, nor use of the commodities that may be imported by Sea; no commodious Building; no 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, continuall feare, and danger of violent death; And the life of man, solitary, poore, nasty, brutish, and short.1

Civilized men would see the need to get out of this condition. Hobbes knows that they never have been in it: savage peoples he believes are in it, but civilized people only approximate to it in times of civil war. But the point of this theoretical construction was to demonstrate, to men who could follow Hobbes in ‘this Inference, made from the Passions,’2 that they should, in their own interests as civilized men, do whatever was necessary to avoid getting into this state of nature or anything like it. They are impelled to do this by a mixture of Passions (‘Feare of Death; Desire of … commodious living’) and Reason, which ‘suggesteth convenient Articles of Peace’.3

At this point Hobbes introduces natural rights and natural laws. As he defines them, both are very different from any previously received meanings of the terms. And they suffer from being introduced in the context of the admittedly unreal, hypothetical, state of nature.

The right of nature is defined as ‘the Liberty each man hath, to use his own power, as he will himselfe, for the preservation of his own Nature; that is to say, of his own Life; and consequently, of doing any thing, which in his own Judgement, and Reason, hee shall conceive to be the aptest means thereunto.’1 Hobbes describes this right as fully operative only in the state of nature.

And because the condition of Man, (as hath been declared in the precedent Chapter) is a condition of Warre of every one against every one; in which case every one is governed by his own Reason; and there is nothing he can make use of, that may not be a help unto him, in preserving his life against his enemyes; It followeth, that in such a condition, every man has a Right to every thing; even to one anothers body.2

This is an unnecessarily limited context in which to assert the natural right of the individual. It need not be linked to a hypothetical state of nature. True, it is only in such a state of nature that the right to life entails the right to do anything, to take anything, to ‘possess, use and enjoy’3 anything, to invade any other man. But the right to life can be (or so Hobbes believed) deduced directly from the internal impulsion of each human being to keep going. It is because of the impulsion that there is the right. This is most clearly stated in the Elements of Law:

And forasmuch as necessity of nature maketh men to will and desire bonum sibi, that which is good for themselves, and to avoid that which is hurtful; but most of all that terrible enemy of nature, death, from whom we expect both the loss of all power, and also the greatest of bodily pains in the losing; it is not against reason that a man doth all he can to preserve his own body and limbs, both from death and pain. And that which is not against reason, men call RIGHT …4

The impulsion operates in man as such, not merely in man in a state of nature; the right is natural to man as such.

Similarly with the law of nature. It is a prescriptive rule which any reasonable man, in or out of a state of nature, can see is necessary. ‘A LAW OF NATURE … is a Precept, or generall 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 be best preserved.’1

If men were in a state of nature, this law of nature would entitle them to use their right of nature to the full: to invade everyone else. But it would also require them to seek some better means than this for preserving themselves. It is the latter requirement that Hobbes emphasizes in Chapter XIV. From it he deduces his second law of nature: ‘That a man be willing, when others are so too, as farre-forth, as for Peace, and defence of himselfe he shall think it necessary, to lay down this right to all things; and be contented with so much liberty against other men, as he would allow other men against himselfe.’2

So the reasonable man, if he were in a state of nature, would see that he had to give up the right he would there have – the right to do or take anything and invade anybody – provided everyone else would do so at the same time (for otherwise he would ‘expose himselfe to Prey’ to all the others).

This clearly would require an agreement or contract, a concerted act by which they all renounced their rights of nature at the same time. But it would be no use agreeing just to give them up. For men would still be appetitive creatures, and would be apt to take back some of their old rights whenever they saw an immediate advantage in doing so. They would therefore have to do more than agree to give up their natural rights. They would have to transfer them to some person or body who could make the agreement stick, by being authorized to use the whole combined force of all the contractors to hold them to it. For ‘Covenants, without the Sword, are but Words, and of no strength to secure a man at all.’1

So, reasonable men who were in a state of nature would see that they had not only to give up their right to everything, but had also to transfer to some authority their natural powers to protect themselves. It was the transfer of these rights and powers that would constitute the obligation of the individual to the recipient authority: ‘when a man hath … granted away his Right; then is he said to be OBLIGED, or BOUND, not to hinder those, to whom such Right is granted, or abandoned, from the benefit of it: and that he Ought and it is his DUTY, not to make voyd that voluntary act of his own …’2 The person or body of persons to whom these rights were transferred would be the sovereign. And it would have to be left to the sovereign to decide how much of men’s powers the sovereign would need to have, for otherwise the sovereign could not be sure of enough power to enforce the contract and maintain peace. So Hobbes has made his case that if men were in a state of nature the only reasonable thing to do would be to get out of it, and the only way they could get out of it would be to hand over all their rights and powers to a sovereign.

But the men Hobbes was trying to persuade to acknowledge full obligation to a sovereign were his own contemporaries, civilized men, who did not live in a state of nature. What was he saying to them? He can only have been saying that unless they acknowledged the same full obligation, they were in constant danger of relapsing towards a state of nature. They should therefore, in their own self-interest, acknowledge full obligation to the sovereign.

Hobbes was not asking his contemporaries to make a contract, but only to acknowledge the same obligation they would have had if they had made such a contract. He was speaking not to men in a state of nature, but to men in an imperfect political society, that is to say, in a society which did not guarantee security of life and commodious living (as witness its tendency to lapse into civil war). He was telling them what they must do to establish a more nearly perfect political society, one that would be permanently free from internal disturbance.

THE SOVEREIGN STATE JUSTIFIED

Hobbes believed he had made a convincing case. He brushed aside some obvious objections that he foresaw would be made.

The greatest objection is, that of the Practise; when men ask, where, and when, such Power has by Subjects been acknowledged. But one may ask them again, when, or where has there been a Kingdome long free from Sedition and Civill Warre. In those Nations, whose Common-wealths have been long-lived, and not been destroyed, but by forraign warre, the Subjects never did dispute of the Soveraign Power.1

Then he disposes of the argument from past practice by pointing out that past practice could be due to past ignorance:

But howsoever, an argument from the Practise of men, that have not sifted to the bottom, and with exact reason weighed the causes, and nature of Common-wealths, and suffer daily those miseries, that proceed from the ignorance thereof, is invalid. For though in all places of the world, men should lay the foundation of their houses on the sand, it could not thence he inferred, that so it ought to be. The skill of making, and maintaining Common-wealths, consisteth in certain Rules, as doth Arithmetique and Geometry; not (as Tennis-play) on Practise onely: which Rules, neither poor men have the leisure, nor men that have had the leisure, have hitherto had the curiosity, or the method to find out.1

He makes the same point again ten chapters later: those who argue that there are no sufficient principles of reason to sustain sovereign power, because no such principles have yet been subscribed to,

argue as ill, as if the Savage people of America, should deny there were any grounds, or Principles of Reason, so to build a house, as to last as long as the materials, because they never yet saw any so well built. Time, and Industry, produce every day new knowledge. And as the art of well building, is derived from Principles of Reason, observed by industrious men, that had long studied the nature of materials, and the divers effects of figure, and proportion, long after mankind began (though poorly) to build: So, long time after men have begun to constitute Common-wealths, imperfect, and apt to relapse into disorder, there may, Principles of Reason be found out, by industrious meditation, to make their constitution (excepting by externall violence) everlasting. And such are those which I have in this discourse set forth.…2

Another objection he foresaw was one of future practicability. ‘But they say again, that though the Principles be right, yet Common people are not of capacity enough to be made to understand them.’3 If this objection could be sustained it would knock the bottom out of Hobbes’s whole scheme, for it all depended on everybody being persuaded of his principles sufficiently to give continuous rational assent to the authority of the sovereign. He replies that ‘the Common-peoples minds, unlesse they be tainted with dependance on the Potent, or scribbled over with the opinions of their Doctors, are like clean paper, fit to receive whatsoever by Publique Authority shall be imprinted in them,’ and goes on, in his most sardonic vein, to ask:

Shall whole Nations be brought to acquiesce in the great Mysteries of Christian Religion, which are above Reason; and millions of men be made believe, that the same Body may be in innumerable places, at one and the same time, which is against Reason; and shall not men be able, by their teaching, and preaching, protected by the Law, to make that received, which is so consonant to Reason, that any unprejudicated man, needs no more to learn it, than to hear it?1

The most practical objection Hobbes foresaw, and the most obvious one, was that the people, having utterly subordinated themselves to a sovereign power, would be reduced to a condition of impotence which, since they would still be appetitive beings, they could not be expected to put up with: ‘… a man may here object, that the Condition of Subjects is very miserable; as being obnoxious to the lusts, and other irregular passions of him, or them that have so unlimited a Power in their hands.’2 His immediate answer to this objection was the simple one ‘that the estate of Man can never be without some incommodity or other; and that the greatest, that in any forme of Government can possibly happen to the people in generall, is scarce sensible, in respect of the miseries, and horrible calamities, that accompany a Civill Warre …’3 He went on to argue that sovereigns would not try to damage their subjects, because the sovereign’s strength consists in the vigour of the subjects.

But his full answer to this objection appears only later, when he describes what he expects the sovereign to do. The sovereign’s job is to procure ‘the safety of the people’, and by safety is meant, not a bare preservation of life, ‘but also all other Contentments of life, which every man by lawfull Industry, without danger, or hurt to the Common-wealth, shall acquire to himselfe.’ There is no thought here of a Welfare State. It is thoroughly individualist:

And this is intended should be done, not by care applyed to Individuals, further than their protection from injuries, when they shall complain; but by a generall Providence, contained in publique Instruction, both of Doctrine, and Example; and in the making, and executing of good Lawes, to which individuall persons may apply their own cases.1

Every man has a property in his own person; the sovereign’s job is to provide the conditions in which each man can make the fullest use of it. ‘Of things held in propriety, those that are dearest to a man are his own life, & limbs; and in the next degree (in most men) those that concern conjugall affection; and after them riches and means of living.’2 The sovereign should teach men to respect all these kinds of property.

As Hobbes goes on to describe the sovereign’s duties more specifically, the picture that emerges is more and more clearly that of a bourgeois state. Take taxation, for instance. Hobbes starts from the proposition that taxes are the payments a man must make for the protection of his life and ‘the securing of his labour’; they ‘are nothing else but the Wages, due to them that hold the publique Sword, to defend private men in the exercise of severall Trades, and Callings.’1 And he takes the position that taxes should be equal to benefit received. So, as a first approximation, he finds that every man should pay the same amount: since ‘the benefit that every one receiveth thereby, is the enjoyment of life, which is equally dear to poor, and rich; the debt which a poor man oweth them that defend his life, is the same which a rich man oweth for the defence of his …’2

But one must take into account the fact that ‘the rich, who have the service of the poor, may be debtors not onely for their own persons, but for many more.’3 In other words, the rich command the labour of the poor, and should therefore pay for the benefit they (the rich) have from the protection of that labour. Or, as he puts it in the Rudiments, ‘although all equally enjoy peace, yet the benefits springing from thence are not equall to all; for some get greater possessions, others less …’4 Since some men benefit more than others, by commanding more labour and accumulating more wealth, they should pay more. This would give, as a second approximation, a tax proportional to wealth (wealth being a measure of the amount of labour commanded). But this would be a disincentive to industriousness and saving. To avoid this disincentive effect, while still keeping taxes in some way related to wealth, Hobbes proposes, as a third and final approximation, that taxes be proportioned to the amount a man spends on goods for consumption. This would make taxes proportional, not to the whole benefit different men got from the state’s protection of life and labour, but to that part of it which they consumed.

Hobbes’s concept of taxation is bourgeois through and through. Taxes were justified only because they were needed to enable men to get on with their private enterprises. Taxes should be apportioned in a way that makes everybody pay his fair share, so far as this is consistent with encouraging industriousness and accumulation. This is a concept of taxation appropriate to an early stage of capitalism, when the encouragement of labour and thrift are primary objectives of state policy.

So is the rest of Hobbes’s economic thinking, much of which is displayed in his chapter ‘Of the NUTRITION, and PROCREATION of a Common-wealth’.1 The fact that he was, in his economic proposals, a seventeenth-century mercantilist, believing that positive state policy was needed to promote capitalist development, should not be allowed to obscure the fact that the economic model which he takes for granted (however much he disliked some aspects of it, as we shall see) is a fully capitalist model. He takes for granted that labour is a commodity, which proposition is the central criterion of capitalism: he states, incidentally to a discussion of foreign trade, that ‘a mans Labour also, is a commodity exchangeable for benefit, as well as any other thing.’2 And he derides the precapitalist concepts of commutative and distributive justice, on the grounds that they are meaningless as soon as one realizes that the value of everything, including human beings, is determined by the market. Hobbes not only accepted market determination of value as a fact, he accepted it as right, in the sense that he could see no other moral basis for establishing the value of anything.

Commutative justice had required that in any exchange or contract, the things contracted for should be of equal value; otherwise the exchange or contract was unjust to one of the parties. This rule Hobbes dismisses as meaningless because, he says, ‘the value of all things contracted for, is measured by the Appetite of the Contractors: and therefore the just value, is that which they be contented to give.’1 Thus the very fact that an exchange has been made means that the value of each of the things exchanged was equal. Equal value is proven by the act of exchange.

Similarly with the old concept of distributive justice, which held that in the distribution of any benefit among a number of people the rule should be ‘equall benefit, to men of equall merit’.2 This is meaningless as soon as it is realized that the value or worth of a man is simply his price, that is, so much as would be given for the use of his power. For this is to say that a man’s merit, or what he deserves, is by definition exactly what he gets, so that there is automatically a distribution of the whole social product among the individual members of the society in proportion to their merit. Equal merit is proven by equal benefit.

From his treatment of commutative and distributive justice it is clear that Hobbes accepted not only the fact but also the justice of the market society. The sovereign state he has justified is a bourgeois state. How are we to square this acceptance of bourgeois morality with his sometimes openly expressed dislike of many aspects of contemporary bourgeois behaviour? And how square it with the contemporary bourgeois dislike or neglect of Hobbes? Let us take these questions in turn.

HOBBES’S BOURGEOIS EQUALITY

Hobbes’s dislike of bourgeois morality was scarcely concealed in, for instance, his remarks in Behemoth about ‘the generality of citizens and the inhabitants of market-towns’ being at ease with ‘the lucrative vices of men of trade or handicraft; such as are feigning, lying, cozening, hypocrisy, or other uncharitabliness,’1 and about merchants, whose ‘only glory [is] to grow excessively rich by the wisdom of buying and selling’ and ‘by making poor people sell their labour to them at their own prices …’2 How, with this opinion of market men and market society, could Hobbes nevertheless have built his whole system on deductions from a model of man and a model of society which were, as we saw, models of bourgeois man and capitalist society?

Various answers are possible. Perhaps the most satisfactory is that he was not fully aware that these models, which he offered as models of man as such and society as such, were valid only as models of bourgeois man and society. He had built them, he thought, from simple physiological motions and forces, although, as we have seen, they did require also some postulates which were generalizations from the behaviour of men in society. That they were generalizations from bourgeois man and society is not surprising. Hobbes was alert to the role of the bourgeoisie in bringing on the Civil War; indeed he blamed them mainly for it. Since, as he said, the main object of all his political thought was to find how to prevent future civil war, and since he could not prevent the existence and increase of the bourgeoisie, whose emergence he seemed to be blaming for the current civil war, what more natural than that he should find himself analysing bourgeois man when he began analysing man in society?

And it is clear that Hobbes thought that the prescription he deduced from his models would suit bourgeois man. He had some reason to think that it would. His sovereign state was designed not to deny men a life of competition and acquisition, but to ensure that they could have it: it was designed to provide the conditions in which they could go on with that life securely, without endangering civil peace. The price they would have to pay did not seem to Hobbes to be too high: they would have to acknowledge, as if they had contracted to do so, an obligation to obey the laws of the sovereign as long as the sovereign was able to protect them. It was the sort of long-term contract a business man could be expected to understand and to enter into with a view to his own advantage.

So why were the bourgeoisie not persuaded by Hobbes to do so? This brings us to the second of the two questions we raised at the end of the last section: how can we reconcile Hobbes’s acceptance of bourgeois morality, and his prescription of a state designed to protect and facilitate a life of competition, with the contemporary bourgeois dislike or neglect of Hobbes’s doctrine? The full doctrine never did make its way, as it should have done in a society in which bourgeois power was becoming predominant. Why not? Not because Hobbes prescribed an all-powerful sovereign. There was no reason why the bourgeoisie should have objected to a supreme legislative and executive body consisting of themselves or their nominees; indeed this was what they wanted, and it was something like this that they finally managed to get in 1689. And while Hobbes offered reasons of expediency for preferring a monarch rather than an assembly as the sovereign, he acknowledged that his case for this rested on empirical judgements which did not have the certainty of his main deduction. His main prescription, as he indicated repeatedly, could be rigorously filled by either a sovereign assembly or a sovereign monarch.

The objection to Hobbes’s doctrine arose from his further stipulation, which he believed to be logically required as a deduction from his main postulates, that the sovereign, whether a single person or an assembly, should have the power to name its successors. This meant, in the case of an assembly, that although it might be originally an elective assembly, it could not continue to be dependent on an electorate but must have the power to perpetuate itself by itself filling vacancies in its own membership:

when any of the Assembly dyeth, the election of another into his room belongeth to the Assembly, as the Soveraign … And though the Soveraign Assembly, may give Power to others, to elect new men, for supply of their Court; yet it is still by their Authority, that the election is made; and by the same it may (when the publique shall require it) be recalled.1

No group or class which wanted to keep some control over the supreme legislative and executive body could be satisfied with this. And unless they had some control over it, by way of recurrent election of its members, they could have no assurance that it would be and remain the kind of bourgeois state that Hobbes expected it to be. In the last analysis Hobbes failed to persuade the bourgeoisie that the only alternative to his prescription was an ever-contingent anarchy that would be still less favourable to the bourgeois way of life. They were prepared to go on with makeshifts until they could get an elective system which would make the legally supreme body responsible to them. They were not impressed by Hobbes’s claim that if the sovereign body did not have the right to name its successors, nobody could have it, hence everybody would claim it, hence chaos. Yet Hobbes’s logic seems impeccable:

There is no perfect forme of Government, where the disposing of the Succession is not in the present Soveraign. For if it be in any other particular Man, or private Assembly, it is in a person subject, and may be assumed by the Sovereign at his pleasure; and consequently the Right is in himselfe. And if it be in no particular man, but left to a new choyce; then is the Common-wealth dissolved; and the Right is in him that can get it; contrary to the intention of them that did Institute the Common-wealth, for their perpetuall, and not temporary security.1

From a bourgeois point of view it is plain what was the matter with this argument. It failed to take into account the possibility that there might be a substantial group or class, such as the bourgeoisie itself, with a sufficient sense of its common interest that it could make the recurrent new choice of members of the legally supreme body without the commonwealth being dissolved and everyone being thrown into open struggle with everyone else.

This points to what may be thought the one serious inadequacy of Hobbes’s original model of society. For we must notice that the unacceptability of this argument about the need for a self-perpetuating sovereign body does go back to a weakness in the model from which he deduced the need for the self-perpetuating power. There is nothing the matter with his logic; the trouble is with the postulates that were built into his model. Given the postulate that the power of every man necessarily opposed and hindered the power of other men, so that every man in society necessarily sought more power over others, and provided that this centrifugal force was not offset by any centripetal force, it would follow that any slackening or temporary absence of a sovereign power would tend to lead to internecine strife. What Hobbes overlooked and failed to put into his model was the centripetal force of a cohesive bourgeois class within the society. He was so impressed with the divisive and destructive force of the competition for power which he put in his model (and rightly put in, for this force is indeed present in the capitalist market society, to which, as we have seen, his model closely corresponded), that he failed to see that the model also necessarily generates a class differentiation which can be expected to produce a class cohesion, at least in the class which is on its way up to the top.

If he had seen this he need not have concluded that a self-perpetuating sovereign body was necessary. He could safely have allowed the cohesive class the right to choose the members of the supreme legislative and executive body whenever such replacement was required. True, the elected assembly would not then have been the sovereign body: the sovereign body would be the class as a whole. But this is consistent enough with Hobbes’s concept of a sovereign body. It may be ‘any Assembly of men whatsoever’;1 ‘an Assembly of All that will come together’, into which ‘Every man hath right to enter’ (which he calls a Democracy), or ‘an Assembly of a Part onely’, into which not every one, but Certain men distinguished from the rest’ have the right to enter (which he calls Aristocracy).2 He even designates as Aristocracy a government by an ‘Assembly into which, any man could enter by [the people’s] Election’,3 which does not seem strictly consistent with his concept of sovereignty, for in this case the sovereign power would surely be in the electors, not in the assembly. However, we need only notice that Hobbes’s requirements for an identifiable sovereign body were met by a body as loosely defined as either an assembly of all who would come together or an assembly of those who would come together from some section of the people distinguishable from the whole people. This seems loose enough to admit placing the sovereign power in the bourgeois class. There would be no problem of succession as long as the class as a whole was self-renewing.

However, Hobbes did not explore this kind of sovereign body because, as we have said, he omitted from his model the possibility of such a cohesive class. The puzzle then is, why did he omit it from his model? The omission is at first sight surprising, because, as we noticed earlier, in his historical account of English politics in mid seventeenth century he was well aware of the effective strength of the bourgeoisie as a class. Why did he not put this in his theoretical model?

One might suggest that his use of the resolutive-compositive method was partly to blame. For as he used that method, it involved resolving society into discrete individual persons, then resolving them into their driving forces, then trying to recompose the latter in a logical relation which would account for all the social phenomena to be explained. The temptation was to think that everything could be explained by the necessary motions of the discrete individuals. And as we have seen, Hobbes was not entirely immune to this temptation. He did need a model of society, and did produce one, but he seems to have thought that he had produced it out of the primary motions of separate human beings, though he had in fact put in some postulates derived from observation of society. The resolutive-compositive method did not in itself require this heavy reliance on individual motions; perfectly handled, it would have required a fuller recognition of the necessary social postulates. But Hobbes was, after all, pioneering the application of that method to political phenomena, and his less than perfect use of it is understandable.

We may offer one other suggestion to account for Hobbes’s failure to put class cohesion in his model. This is that he was somewhat carried away by the importance he attached to the concept of equality. We must give Hobbes credit for seeing that the hierarchical society of previous centuries was being replaced by a market society, which was in some senses a more equal society. It required equal legal rights and equal justice for all, regardless of wealth or traditional rank: in such a society the ‘safety of the People, requireth … that Justice be equally administred to all degrees of People; that is, that as well the rich, and mighty, as poor and obscure persons, may be righted of the injuries done them …‘1

Not only was this equality of right required for the operation of a market society, but at the same time it was the existence of the market that made the new equality possible. Traditional hierarchical society had required unequal rights as between ranks, and had required some transcendental moral principles to uphold the unequal rights. Market society brought with it an objective order which did not require any transcendental moral principles to keep it functioning. A man’s value, his entitlements, were determined by the market. The market provided an objective standard in the sense that it was beyond the power of any individual to impose his subjective standards: his value was his price, that is, what another would give for the use of his power, and ‘as in other things, so in men, not me seller, but the buyer determines the Price.’2 So everything could be determined by an objective but not transcendental or customary hierarchical force. And this force could operate only if men were equally free, had equal legal rights to use or offer their powers in the market.

We have noticed so far Hobbes’s emphasis on equality, both in his stipulations about legal rights of the individual in the sovereign state whose desirability he was trying to demonstrate, and in his theoretical model of society where all relations are in effect market relations. We may further notice that he needed the postulate of equality in a still more fundamental way. Without it he could not have hoped to deduce right and obligation from the supposed facts of men’s nature.

It was from his postulate that all men have innately an equal need of continued motion that he deduced equal right and hence the capacity for equal obligation. And he could not have deduced any kind of obligation from facts alone without the postulate of equality. For unless individuals are acknowledged to be in the most fundamental sense equal, some individuals could make a moral claim to unlimited superiority. Such individuals could not accept as morally binding any political obligation (except, of course, an obligation deduced from some divine or transcendental will, but Hobbes would have none of that). Inasmuch as Hobbes’s whole purpose was to produce a science of politics, which would demonstrate from the facts the need for a universal political obligation, he had to have the postulate of equality.

So, from his first postulates about motion, through his model of society, to his deduction of natural right and obligation, and on to his stipulations about equal rights and equal justice in the state whose need by rational men he deduced, the concept of equality was central.

Now this concept of equality does not logically exclude a recognition of the existence of classes differentiated by wealth or by ownership of capital. Provided that the members of all the classes are acknowledged to have an equal need for continued motion, an equal obligation to the sovereign, and equal legal rights in the state, then the existence of classes is consistent with Hobbes’s postulate of equality. And of course Hobbes himself took for granted that there would be such classes in his state, as is evident in his insistence on equal justice for rich and poor, his treatment of taxation, and the provisions he recommends for dealing with the able unemployed poor.1

Nevertheless it seems probable that his concern for equality was so pervasive that it led him to underrate classes. He expected them to go on existing. And he saw that they were changing, as witness his recognition of the growing power of the bourgeoisie in his explanation of the causes of the Civil War. But there is no evidence that he had seen that once the bourgeoisie had consolidated their power they would be a cohesive class which could upset his calculations. He saw classes, but did not see politically important class cohesion. And it may well have been his obsession with equality that blocked this recognition from his scientific imagining. He saw the first feature of the bourgeois order: its operative need for legal equality and its justificatory need for a postulate of moral equality. He did not see the consequent feature of the bourgeois order: that it necessarily led to class differentiation and class cohesiveness.

HOBBES JUSTIFIED

Much more could be said about Hobbes’s science of politics than we have had space to set out here, and many more doubts raised about it. There is the vexed question whether any science is entitled to try to deduce right from fact.1 There is the question whether the political obligation whose necessity Hobbes tried to demonstrate can properly be called a moral as well as a prudential obligation.2 There may still be some doubt whether any obligation deduced from long-run individual self-interest can be strong enough to outweigh the contrary pressures of short-run individual self-interest. It is sometimes asked how Hobbes’s men, moved as they were by deliberate calculations about what would serve their appetites, could be capable of steadily acknowledging obligation to a sovereign? This is sometimes put as the question, if men are so motivated by appetite as Hobbes described them, how could they be capable of contracting the obligation he said was possible and necessary? Or as Sir William Temple put it, ‘Nor do I know, if men are like Sheep, why they need any government: Or if they are like wolves, how can they suffer it.’3

When the question is put in this form it scarcely requires an answer, for Hobbes’s case does not rest on the possibility of men in a state of nature making a contract to establish political society. Nevertheless, there is a real point in this criticism. If the obligation of individuals to the state is based only on their calculation of their own self-interest, how can it be sufficient to hold a society together, since the same self-interest can be expected to dictate a breach of that obligation whenever changed circumstances would seem to make that profitable?

The extreme case is that of the individual’s allegiance to the established sovereign in the event of civil war. Hobbes admits, as his logic requires him to do, that the subject’s obligation to the sovereign lasts only ‘as long, and no longer, than the power lasteth, by which he is able to protect them. For the right men have by Nature to protect themselves, when none else can protect them, can by no Covenant be relinquished.’1 Here, it may be argued, Hobbes’s whole system is reduced to absurdity. For the power of the sovereign, and hence his ability to protect the subjects, rests on their continuous rational acknowledgement of the obligation to support him. Yet in the crucial case when he needs their support to the utmost, they are admitted to be free to withdraw their support if in their judgement he is no longer clearly able to protect them.

This is not a serious demonstration of the inadequacy of Hobbes’s doctrine, however much it may appear to be so at first sight. Indeed it is like complaining that the British (or any other) Constitution is inadequate because it does not stipulate procedures in case of civil war. No constitution can be expected to do so, for if civil war breaks out the constitution has already failed. So with Hobbes’s doctrine. If men followed his prescription there could be no civil war. If they did not, and there were civil war, his doctrine would have failed anyway, and it is scarcely incumbent on him to provide some further procedures to deal with such a case.

But quite apart from the extreme case of civil war, it may still be argued that individual self-interest, however rational and however long-run, is not a sufficient cement to hold a society together. The rational self-interest of Hobbes’s appetitive, calculating individuals, it may be objected, is bound to set up a perennial disposition to neglect or deny obligation to the sovereign. This is the central objection that modern moralists make to Hobbes’s doctrine.

It is a strong objection if his theory of obligation is taken at its face value as a universally valid theory (as Hobbes believed it was). But it is a very weak objection if we take his theory as applicable only to bourgeois societies. When it is so taken, it is reasonable to believe that the long-run self-interest on which Hobbes relied can be expected to outweigh the short-run self-interest that would contradict it. Bourgeois self-interest has in fact sustained a sovereign state, Hobbesian in almost every respect except the self-perpetuating power of the sovereign body, in most bourgeois societies since Hobbes’s time. Hobbes built better than he knew, and better than most of his modern critics know. If his prescription has run out, it is only because bourgeois society, after three hundred years, is no longer self-renewing.

SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER READING

THERE is an enormous literature on Hobbes. It comes in waves, one in his own time, when his doctrines were a storm-centre; another stretching, with subordinate waves, from the mid nineteenth century, when his complete works in English and Latin were published by his Utilitarian followers, down to our own time. For anyone who wants to penetrate further into Hobbes’s thought, the best way is to look into a few of the most recent treatments of it, which give further references stretching back as far as any student could wish. Accordingly we list here only six books published in the last few years.

Richard Peters, Hobbes, Penguin Books, Harmonds-worth, 1956; reissued as a Peregrine Book, 1967.

C. B. Macpherson, The Political Theory of Possessive Individualism, Hobbes to Locke, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1962.

Samuel I. Mintz, The Hunting of Leviathan, Cambridge University Press, 1962.

Keith C. Brown (ed.), Hobbes Studies, Blackwell, Oxford, 1965.

J. W. N. Watkins, Hobbes’s System of Ideas, Hutchinson University Library, London, 1965.

M. M. Goldsmith, Hobbes’s Science of Politics, Columbia University Press, New York and London, 1966.

NOTE ON THE TEXT

THERE are three different editions of Leviathan bearing the imprint ‘London, Printed for Andrew Crooke, at the Green Dragon in St. Pauls Church-yard, 1651’. One is authentic; two are probably false. They are readily distinguishable by the ornaments on the printed title-page, after the designs of which the editions may be named the Head, the Bear, and the 25-Ornaments (cf. H. Macdonald and M. Hargreaves: Thomas Hobbes, a Bibliography, London 1952). It is clear, from the different treatments of the Errata, which edition was first (the Head), second (the Bear), and third (the 25-Ornaments). The Head may be presumed to be the one the proof-sheets of which Hobbes himself corrected, and hence to be authentic. Of the other two editions neither the actual dates nor the actual publishers are known: Macdonald and Hargreaves find that the imprints of both are obviously false, and suggest that both were printed later than 1651 and not by Andrew Crooke. Nor is it known whether Hobbes had any hand in them, or was even aware of them. There is internal evidence, from one passage at least, that Hobbes when preparing the Latin edition (first published in 1668) followed the Head and not the Bear or 25-Ornaments1: he must then have regarded the Head as the authentic edition. If the two later editions had been published by then, Hobbes either was unaware of them or at least did not prefer them.

It is just possible,1 though unlikely, if only in view of the inferior quality of the typesetting and proofreading in the two later editions, that they were published with Hobbes’s knowledge after 1668: the false dates could have been a device to circumvent the prohibition of the republication of Leviathan in England, though this could have been done more easily by having the later editions published (or at least said to be published) in Holland, as the Latin edition was. If the Bear and 25-Ornaments were published after 1668 it is thus possible that one or both of them should be treated as authentic.

However, until more is known about the publishing history of Leviathan, the Head edition is to be preferred as the most clearly authentic. Moles-worth, in his nineteenth-century English Works of Hobbes, unfortunately used the Bear edition (without any indication that he knew there were different editions claiming to be the genuine 1651 edition), and some modern printings of Leviathan have followed his version.

Not only were there three different editions of Leviathan dated 1651; there was more than one version of the Head edition. Macdonald and Hargreaves cite evidence (of the watermarks of the engraved title-pages) indicating that there were at least two different issues of the Head. It can now be stated, on the evidence of the text, that there are at least four different versions of the Head edition. The differences seen, in ten copies cursorily examined, amount to no more than differences in punctuation in a few of the passages compared. These differences may be due simply to the printer having made corrections, or miscorrections, or both at different times, in some of the sheets after some copies of them had been printed, and to the bound copies of the book having been made up variously of sheets printed before and after different changes. A full collation would be needed to show whether all the differences that might be discovered could be accounted for in this way, or whether there were several distinct issues of the Head edition as a whole, and, in the latter case, whether any of the changes were significant.

The present edition is printed from one of the copies of the Head in the University of Toronto Library (101397). This copy appears to be the same as one of the two copies of the Head in the British Museum (522.k.6) and one of the three copies of the Head in the Keynes Collection in the Library of King’s College, Cambridge (A.3.28); but is not the same as the other two Heads in that Collection (all three of which are different from each other); nor the same as the two copies in the University Library, Cambridge, the copy in the Bodleian Library, Oxford, and the other copy in the British Museum (1482.d.26), all four of which appear to be the same as the A.3.26 of the Keynes Collection; nor the same as the other copy in the University of Toronto Library (RB 23507), which appears to be different from all the others.

The only changes made in the copy of the Head used in the present edition are as follows:

(1) The corrections required by the list of Errata printed at the end of the Contents pages of the original edition have been made in the text, and the list is omitted.

(2) Several dozen additional obvious typesetter’s errors have been silently corrected: mis-set letters (u for n, b for h, c for e, etc.), omitted letters, redundant letters, transposed letters, redundant short words (it, one, the, or), incomplete parentheses, incomplete or inconsistent punctuation, mis-set type faces (e.g. roman letters in italic words): these are all so minute as not to deserve indication in the text.

(3) One apparent error in a cross-reference has been corrected. On p. 268 of the original the cross-reference is to chapt. 13; this has been altered to read ‘chapt. 16’.

(4) In only two places has a word been added: a connective ‘of’ has been inserted, in square brackets, in two sentences where it seemed needed (pp. 241 and 393 of the original paging).

No variant readings in the Bear or 25-Ornaments editions have been used (except that the two additions just mentioned are also made there).

Apart from these changes, the original spelling and punctuation has been kept, as has the capitalization and italicization. The unusual use of square brackets to enclose Biblical references in the text, in Chapter 36 and on a few later pages, is the original printer’s. The turn-over words at the foot of each page have been omitted.

The page numbers of the original edition are inserted in smaller square brackets in the text, thus [64]. The peculiarities of the original paging have not been altered: thus page numbers 247 and 248 are used twice, and page numbers 84, 194, 257–260, 332 and 388 are not used at all.

C.B.M.
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Honor’d Sir,

YOUR most worthy Brother Mr Sidney Godolphin, when he lived, was pleas’d to think my studies something, and otherwise to oblige me, as you know, with reall testimonies of his good opinion, great in themselves, and the greater for me worthinesse of his person. For there is not any vertue that disposeth a man, either to me service of God, or to the service of his Country, to Civill Society, or private Friendship, that did not manifestly appear in his conversation, not as acquired by necessity, or affected upon occasion, but inhærent, and shining in a generous constitution of his nature. Therefore in honour and gratitude to him, and with devotion to your selfe, I humbly Dedicate unto you this my discourse of Common-wealth. I know not how me world will receive it, nor how it may reflect on those that shall seem to favour it. For in a way beset with those that contend on one side for too great Liberty, and on the other side for too much Authority, ’tis hard to passe between the points of both unwounded. But yet, me thinks, the endeavour to advance the Civill Power, should not be by the Civill Power condemned; nor private men, by reprehending it, declare they think that Power too great. Besides, I speak not of the men, but (in the Abstract) of the Seat of Power, (like to those simple and unpartiall creatures in the Roman Capitol, that with their noyse defended those within it, not because they were they, but there,) offending none, I think, but those without, or such within (if there be any such) as favour them. That which perhaps may most offend, are certain Texts of Holy Scripture, alledged by me to other purpose than ordinarily they use to be by others. But I have done it with due submission, and also (in order to my Subject) necessarily; for they are the Outworks of the Enemy, from whence they impugne the Civill Power. If notwithstanding this, you find my labour generally decryed, you may be pleased to excuse your selfe, and say I am a man that love my own opinions, and think all true I say, that I honoured your Brother, and honour you, and have presum’d on that, to assume the Title (without your knowledge) of being, as I am,

SIR,








	Paris, Aprill 15/25 1651.
	Your most humble, and
most obedient servant,
THO.HOBBES
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THE INTRODUCTION

NATURE (the Art whereby God hath made and governes the World) is by the Art of man, as in many other things, so in this also imitated, that it can make an Artificial Animal. For seeing life is but a motion of Limbs, the begining whereof is in some principall part within; why may we not say, that all Automata (Engines that move themselves by springs and wheeles as doth a watch) have an artificiall life? For what is the Heart, but a Spring; and the Nerves, but so many Strings; and the Joynts, but so many Wheeles, giving motion to the whole Body, such as was intended by the Artificer? Art goes yet further, imitating that Rationall and most excellent worke of Nature, Man. For by Art is created that great LEVIATHAN called a COMMON-WEALTH, or STATE, (in latine CIVITAS) which is but an Artificiall Man; though of greater stature and strength than the Naturall, for whose protection and defence it was intended; and in which, the Soveraignty is an Artificiall Soul, as giving life and motion to the whole body; The Magistrates, and other Officers of Judicature and Execution, artificiall Joynts; Reward and Punishment (by which fastned to the seate of the Soveraignty, every joynt and member is moved to performe his duty) are the Nerves, that do the same in the Body Naturall; The Wealth and Riches of all the particular members, are the Strength; Salus Populi (the peoples safety) its Businesse; Counsellors, by whom all things needfull for it to know, are suggested unto it, are the Memory; Equity and Lawes, an artificiall Reason and Will; Concord, Health; Sedition, Sicknesse; and Civill war, Death. Lastly, the Pacts and Covenants, by which the parts of this Body Politique were at first made, set together, and united, resemble that Fiat, or the Let us make man, pronounced by God in the Creation.

[2] To describe the Nature of this Artificiall man, I will consider

    First, the Matter thereof, and the Artificer; both which is Man.

    Secondly, How, and by what Covenants it is made; what are the Rights and just Power or Authority of a Soveraigne; and what it is that preserveth and dissolveth it.

    Thirdly, what is a Christian Common-wealth.

    Lastly, what is the Kingdome of Darkness.

Concerning the first, there is a saying much usurped of late, That Wisedome is acquired, not by reading of Books, but of Men. Consequently where-unto, those persons, that for the most part can give no other proof of being wise, take great delight to shew what they think they have read in men, by uncharitable censures of one another behind their backs. But there is another saying not of late understood, by which they might learn truly to read one another, if they would take the pains; and that is, Nosce teipsum, Read thy self: which was not meant, as it is now used, to countenance, either the barbarous state of men in power, towards their inferiors; or to encourage men of low degree, to a sawcie behaviour towards their betters; But to teach us, that for the similitude of the thoughts, and Passions of one man, to the thoughts, and Passions of another, whosoever looketh into himself, and considereth what he doth, when he does think, opine, reason, hope, feare, &c, and upon what grounds; he shall thereby read and know, what are the thoughts, and Passions of all other men, upon the like occasions. I say the similitude of Passions, which are the same in all men, desire, feare, hope, &c; not the similitude of the objects of the Passions, which are the things desired, feared, hoped, &c: for these the constitution individuall, and particular education do so vary, and they are so easie to be kept from our knowledge, that the characters of mans heart, blotted and confounded as they are, with dissembling, lying, counterfeiting, and erroneous doctrines, are legible onely to him that searcheth hearts. And though by mens actions wee do discover their designe sometimes; yet to do it without comparing them with our own, and distinguishing all circumstances, by which the case may come to be altered, is to decypher without a key, and be for the most part deceived, by too much trust, or by too much diffidence; as he that reads, is himself a good or evil man.

But let one man read another by his actions never so perfectly, it serves him onely with his acquaintance, which are but few. He that is to govern a whole Nation, must read in himself, not this, or that particular man; but Man-kind: which though it be hard to do, harder than to learn any Language, or Science; yet, when I shall have set down my own reading orderly, and perspicuously, the pains left another, will be onely to consider, if he also find not the same in himself. For this kind of Doctrine, admitteth no other Demonstration. [3]
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OF MAN
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CHAP. I

Of SENSE

CONCERNING the Thoughts of man, I will consider them first Singly, and afterwards in Trayne, or dependance upon one another. Singly, they are every one a Representation or Apparence, of some quality, or other Accident of a body without us; which is commonly called an Object. Which Object worketh on the Eyes, Eares, and other parts of mans body; and by diversity of working, produceth diversity of Apparences.

The Originall of them all, is that which we call SENSE; (For there is no conception in a mans mind, which hath not at first, totally, or by parts, been begotten upon the organs of Sense.) The rest are derived from that originall.

To know the naturall cause of Sense, is not very necessary to the business now in hand; and I have else-where written of the same at large. Nevertheless, to fill each part of my present method, I will briefly deliver the same in this place.

The cause of Sense, is the Externall Body, or Object, which presseth the organ proper to each Sense, either immediatly, as in the Tast and Touch; or mediately, as in Seeing, Hearing, and Smelling: which pressure, by the mediation of Nerves, and other strings, and membranes of the body, continued inwards to the Brain, and Heart, causeth there a resistance, or counter-pressure, or endeavour of the heart, to deliver it self: which endeavour because Outward, seemeth to be some matter without. And this seeming, or fancy, is that which men call Sense; and consisteth, as to the Eye, in a Light, or Colour figured; To the Eare, in a Sound; To the Nostrill, in an Odour; To the Tongue and Palat, in a Savour; And to the rest of the body, in Heat, Cold, Hardnesse, Softnesse, and such other qualities, as we discern by Feeling. All which qualities called Sensible, are in the object that causeth them, but so many several motions of the matter, by which it presseth our organs diversly. Neither in us that are pressed, are they anything else, but divers motions; (for motion, produceth nothing but motion.) But their apparence to us is Fancy, the same waking, that dreaming. And as pressing, rubbing, or striking the Eye, makes us fancy a light; and pressing the Eare, produceth a dinne; so do the bodies also we see, or hear, produce the same by their strong, though unobserved action. For if those Colours, and Sounds, were in the Bodies, or Objects that cause them, they could not bee [4] severed from them, as by glasses, and in Ecchoes by reflection, wee see they are; where we know the thing we see, is in one place; the apparence, in another. And though at some certain distance, the reall, and very object seem invested with the fancy it begets in us; Yet still the object is one thing, the image or fancy is another. So that Sense in all cases, is nothing els but originall fancy, caused (as I have said) by the pressure, that is, by the motion, of externall things upon our Eyes, Eares, and other organs thereunto ordained.

But the Philosophy-schooles, through all the Universities of Christendome, grounded upon certain Texts of Aristotle, teach another doctrine; and say, For the cause of Vision, that the thing seen, sendeth forth on every side a visible species (in English) a visible shew, apparition, or aspect, or a being seen; the receiving whereof into the Eye, is Seeing. And for the cause of Hearing, that the thing heard, sendeth forth an Audible species, that is, an Audible aspect, or Audible being seen; which entring at the Eare, maketh Hearing. Nay for the cause of Understanding also, they say the thing Understood sendeth forth intelligible species, that is, an intelligible being seen; which comming into the Understanding, makes us Understand. I say not this, as disapproving the use of Universities: but because I am to speak hereafter of their office in a Common-wealth, I must let you see on all occasions by the way, what things would be amended in them; amongst which the frequency of insignificant Speech is one.


CHAP. II

Of IMAGINATION

THAT when a thing lies still, unlesse somewhat els stirre it, it will lye still for ever, is a truth that no man doubts of. But that when a thing is in motion, it will eternally be in motion, unless somewhat els stay it, though the reason be the same, (namely, that nothing can change it selfe,) is not so easily assented to. For men measure, not onely other men, but all other things, by themselves: and because they find themselves subject after motion to pain, and lassitude, think every thing els growes weary of motion, and seeks repose of its own accord; little considering, whether it be not some other motion, wherein that desire of rest they find in themselves, consisteth. From hence it is, that the Schooles say, Heavy bodies fall downwards, out of an appetite to rest, and to conserve their nature in that place which is most proper for them; ascribing appetite, and Knowledge of what is good for their conservation, (which is more than man has) to things inanimate absurdly.

When a Body is once in motion, it moveth (unless something els hinder it) eternally; and whatsoever hindreth it, cannot in an instant, but in time, and by degrees quite extinguish it: And as wee see in the water, though the wind cease, the waves give not over rowling for a [5] long time after; so also it happeneth in that motion, which is made in the internall parts of a man, then, when he Sees, Dreams, &c. For after the object is removed, or the eye shut, wee still retain an image of the thing seen, though more obscure than when we see it. And this is it, the Latines call Imagination, from the image made in seeing; and apply the same, though improperly, to all the other senses. But the Greeks call it Fancy; which signifies apparence, and is as proper to one sense, as to another. IMAGINATION therefore is nothing but decaying sense; and is found in men, and many other living Creatures, as well sleeping, as waking.

The decay of Sense in men waking, is not the decay of the motion made in sense; but an obscuring of it, in such manner, as the light of the Sun obscureth the light of the Starres; which starrs do no less exercise their vertue by which they are visible, in the day, than in the night. But because amongst many stroaks, which our eyes, eares, and other organs receive from externall bodies, the predominant onely is sensible; therefore the light of the Sun being predominant, we are not affected with the action of the starrs. And any object being removed from our eyes, though the impression it made in us remain; yet other objects more present succeeding, and working on us, the Imagination of the past is obscured, and made weak; as the voyce of a man is in the noyse of the day. From whence it followeth, that the longer the time is, after the sight, or Sense of any object, the weaker is the Imagination. For the continuall change of mans body, destroyes in time the parts which in sense were moved: So that distance of time, and of place, hath one and the same effect in us. For as at a distance of place, that which wee look at, appears dimme, and without distinction of the smaller parts; and as Voyces grow weak, and inarticulate: so also after great distance of time, our imagination of the Past is weak; and wee lose (for example) of Cities wee have seen, many particular Streets; and of Actions, many particular Circumstances. This decaying sense, when wee would express the thing it self, (I mean fancy it selfe,) wee call Imagination, as I said before: But when we would express the decay, and signifie that the Sense is fading, old, and past, it is called Memory. So that Imagination and Memory, are but one thing, which for divers considerations hath divers names.

(Memory)

Much memory, or memory of many things, is called Experience. Againe, Imagination being only of those things which have been formerly perceived by Sense, either all at once, or by parts at severall times; The former, (which is the imagining the whole object, as it was presented to the sense) is simple Imagination; as when one imagineth a man, or horse, which he hath seen before. The other is Compounded; as when from the sight of a man at one time, and of a horse at another, we conceive in our mind a Centaure. So when a man compoundeth the image of his own person, with the image of the actions of an other man; as when a man imagins himselfe a Hercules, or an Alexander, (which happeneth often to them that are much taken with reading of Romants) it is a compound imagination, and properly but a Fiction [6] of the mind. There be also other Imaginations that rise in men, (though waking) from the great impression made in sense: As from gazing upon the Sun, the impression leaves an image of the Sun before our eyes a long time after; and from being long and vehemently attent upon Geometricall Figures, a man shall in the dark, (though awake) have the Images of Lines, and Angles before his eyes: which kind of Fancy hath no particular name; as being a thing that doth not commonly fall into mens discourse.

(Dreams)

The imaginations of them that sleep, are those we call Dreams. And these also (as all other Imaginations) have been before, either totally, or by parcells in the Sense. And because in sense, the Brain, and Nerves, which are the necessary Organs of sense, are so benummed in sleep, as not easily to be moved by the action of Externall Objects, there can happen in sleep, no Imagination; and therefore no Dreame, but what proceeds from the agitation of the inward parts of mans body; which inward parts, for the connexion they have with the Brayn, and other Organs, when they be distempered, do keep the same in motion; whereby the Imaginations there formerly made, appeare as if a man were waking; saving that the Organs of Sense being now benummed, so as there is no new object, which can master and obscure them with a more vigorous impression, a Dreame must needs be more cleare, in this silence of sense, than are our waking thoughts. And hence it cometh to passe, that it is a hard matter, and by many thought impossible to distinguish exactly between Sense and Dreaming. For my part, when I consider, that in Dreames, I do not often, nor constantly think of the same Persons, Places, Objects, and Actions that I do waking; nor remember so long a trayne of coherent thoughts, Dreaming, as at other times; And because waking I often observe the absurdity of Dreames, but never dream of the absurdities of my waking Thoughts; I am well satisfied, that being awake, I know I dreame not; though when I dreame, I think my selfe awake.

And seeing dreames are caused by the distemper of some of the inward parts of the Body; divers distempers must needs cause different Dreams. And hence it is, that lying cold breedeth Dreams of Feare, and raiseth the thought and Image of some fearfull object (the motion from the brain to the inner parts, and from the inner parts to the Brain being reciprocall:) And that as Anger causeth heat in some parts of the Body, when we are awake; so when we sleep, the over heating of the same parts causeth Anger, and raiseth up in the brain the Imagination of an Enemy. In the same manner; as naturall kindness, when we are awake causeth desire; and desire makes heat in certain other parts of the body; so also, too much heat in those parts, while wee sleep, raiseth in the brain an imagination of some kindness shewn. In summe, our Dreams are the reverse of our waking Imaginations; The motion when we are awake, beginning at one end; and when we Dream, at another.

(Apparitions or Visions)

The most difficult discerning of a mans Dream, from his waking [7] thoughts, is then, when by some accident we observe not that we have slept: which is easie to happen to a man full of fearfull thoughts; and whose conscience is much troubled; and that sleepeth, without the circumstances, of going to bed, or putting off his clothes, as one that noddeth in a chayre. For he that taketh pains, and industriously layes himself to sleep, in case any uncouth and exorbitant fancy come unto him, cannot easily think it other than a Dream. We read of Marcus Brutus, (one that had his life given him by Julius Cæsar, and was also his favorite, and notwithstanding murthered him,) how at Philippi, the night before he gave battell to Augustus Cæsar, hee saw a fearfull apparition, which is commonly related by Historians as a Vision: but considering the circumstances, one may easily judge to have been but a short Dream. For sitting in his tent, pensive and troubled with the horrour of his rash act, it was not hard for him, slumbering in the cold, to dream of that which most affrighted him; which feare, as by degrees it made him wake; so also it must needs make the Apparition by degrees to vanish: And having no assurance that he slept, he could have no cause to think it a Dream, or any thing but a Vision. And this is no very rare Accident: for even they that be perfectly awake, if they be timorous, and supperstitious, possessed with fearfull tales, and alone in the dark, are subject to the like fancies, and believe they see spirits and dead mens Ghosts walking in Churchyards; whereas it is either their Fancy onely, or els the knavery of such persons, as make use of such superstitious feare, to passe disguised in the night, to places they would not be known to haunt.

From this ignorance of how to distinguish Dreams, and other strong Fancies, from Vision and Sense, did arise the greatest part of the Religion of the Gentiles in time past, that worshipped Satyres, Fawnes, Nymphs, and the like; and now adayes the opinion that rude people have of Fayries, Ghosts, and Goblins; and of the power of Witches. For as for Witches, I think not that their witchcraft is any reall power; but yet that they are justly punished, for the false beliefe they have, that they can do such mischiefe, joyned with their purpose to do it if they can: their trade being neerer to a new Religion, than to a Craft or Science. And for Fayries, and walking Ghosts, the opinion of them has I think been on purpose, either taught, or not confuted, to keep in credit the use of Exorcisme, of Crosses, of holy Water, and other such inventions of Ghostly men. Neverthelesse, there is no doubt, but God can make unnaturall Apparitions: But that he does it so often, as men need to feare such things, more than they feare the stay, or change, of the course of Nature, which he also can stay, and change, is no point of Christian faith. But evill men under pretext that God can do any thing, are so bold as to say any thing when it serves their turn, though they think it untrue; It is the part of a wise man, to believe them no further, than right reason makes that which they say, appear credible. If this superstitious fear of Spirits were taken away, and with it, Prognostiques from Dreams, false Prophecies, and many other things depending thereon, by [8] which, crafty ambitious persons abuse the simple people, men would be much more fitted than they are for civill Obedience.

And this ought to be the work of the Schooles: but they rather nourish such doctrine. For (not knowing what Imagination, or the Senses are), what they receive, they teach: some saying, that Imaginations rise of themselves, and have no cause: Others that they rise most commonly from the Will; and that Good thoughts are blown (inspired) into a man, by God; and Evill thoughts by the Divell: or that Good thoughts are powred (infused) into a man, by God, and Evill ones by the Divell. Some say the Senses receive the Species of things, and deliver them to the Common-sense; and the Common Sense delivers them over to the Fancy, and the Fancy to the Memory, and the Memory to the Judgement, like handing of things from one to another, with many words making nothing understood.

(Understanding)

The Imagination that is raysed in man (or any other creature indued with the faculty of imagining) by words, or other voluntary signes, is that we generally call Understanding; and is common to Man and Beast. For a dogge by custome will understand the call, or the rating of his Master; and so will many other Beasts. That Understanding which is peculiar to man, is the Understanding not onely his will; but his conceptions and thoughts, by the sequell and contexture of the names of things into Affirmations, Negations, and other formes of Speech: And of this kinde of Understanding I shall speak hereafter.

CHAP. III

Of the Consequence or TRAYNE of Imaginations

BY Consequence, or TRAYNE of Thoughts, I understand that succession of one Thought to another, which is called (to distinguish it from Discourse in words) Mentall Discourse.

When a man thinketh on any thing whatsoever, His next Thought after, is not altogether so casuall as it seems to be. Not every Thought to every Thought succeeds indifferently. But as wee have no Imagination, whereof we have not formerly had Sense, in whole, or in parts; so we have no Transition from one Imagination to another, whereof we never had the like before in our Senses. The reason whereof is this. All Fancies are Motions within us, reliques of those made in the Sense: And those motions that immediately succeeded one another in the sense, continue also together after Sense: In so much as the former comming again to take place, and be prædominant, the later followeth, by coherence of the matter moved, in such manner, as water upon a plain Table is drawn which way any one part of it is guided by the finger. But because in sense, to one and the same thing perceived, sometimes one thing, sometimes another succeedeth, it comes to passe in time, that in the Imagining of any thing, there is [9] no certainty what we shall Imagine next; Onely this is certain, it shall be something that succeeded the same before, at one time or another.

(Trayne of Thoughts unguided)

This Trayne of Thoughts, or Mentall Discourse, is of two sorts. The first is Unguided, without Designe, and inconstant; Wherein there is no Passionate Thought, to govern and direct those that follow, to it self, as the end and scope of some desire, or other passion: In which case the thoughts are said to wander, and seem impertinent one to another, as in a Dream. Such are Commonly the thoughts of men, that are not onely without company, but also without care of any thing; though even then their Thoughts are as busie as at other times, but without harmony; as the sound which a Lute out of tune would yeeld to any man; or in tune, to one that could not play. And yet in this wild ranging of the mind, a man may oft-times perceive me way of it, and the dependance of one thought upon another. For in a Discourse of our present civill warre, what could seem more impertinent, than to ask (as one did) what was the value of a Roman Penny? Yet the Cohærence to me was manifest enough. For the Thought of the warre, introduced the Thought of the delivering up the King to his Enemies; The Thought of that, brought in the Thought of the delivering up of Christ; and that again the Thought of the 30 pence, which was the price of that treason: and thence easily followed that malicious question; and all this in a moment of time; for Thought is quick.

(Trayne of Thoughts regulated)

The second is more constant; as being regulated by some desire, and designe. For the impression made by such things as wee desire, or feare, is strong, and permanent, or, (if it cease for a time,) of quick return: so strong it is sometimes, as to hinder and break our sleep. From Desire, ariseth the Thought of some means we have seen produce the like of that which we ayme at; and from the thought of that, the thought of means to that mean; and so continually, till we come to some beginning within our own power. And because the End, by the greatnesse of the impression, comes often to mind, in case our thoughts begin to wander, they are quickly again reduced into the way: which observed by one of the seven wise men, made him give men this præcept, which is now worne out, Respice finem; that is to say, in all your actions, look often upon what you would have, as the thing that directs all your thoughts in the way to attain it.

The Trayn of regulated Thoughts is of two kinds; One, when of an effect imagined, wee seek the causes, or means that produce it: and this is common to Man and Beast. The other is, when imagining any thing whatsoever, wee seek all the possible effects, that can by it be produced; that is to say, we imagine what we can do with it, when wee have it. Of which I have not at any time seen any signe, but in man onely; for this is a curiosity hardly incident to the nature of any living creature that has no other Passion but sensuall, such as are hunger, thirst, lust, and anger. In summe, the Discourse of the Mind, when it is governed by designe, is nothing but Seeking, or the faculty of Invention, which the Latines call Sagacitas, and [10] Solertia; a hunting out of the causes, of some effect, present or past; or of the effects, of some present or past cause. Sometimes a man seeks what he hath lost; and from that place, and time, wherein hee misses it, his mind runs back, from place to place, and time to time, to find where, and when he had it; that is to say, to find some certain, and limited time and place, in which to begin a method of seeking. Again, from thence, his thoughts run over the same places and times, to find what action, or other occasion might make him lose it. This we call Remembrance, or Calling to mind: the Latines call it Reminiscentia, as it were a Re-conning of our former actions.

(Remembrance)

Sometimes a man knows a place determinate, within the compasse whereof he is to seek; and then his thoughts run over all the parts thereof, in the same manner, as one would sweep a room, to find a jewell; or as a Spaniel ranges the field, till he find a sent; or as a man should run over the Alphabet, to start a rime.

(Prudence)

Sometime a man desires to know the event of an action; and then he thinketh of some like action past, and the events thereof one after another; supposing like events will follow like actions. As he that foresees what wil become of a Criminal, re-cons what he has seen follow on the like Crime before; having this order of thoughts, The Crime, the Officer, the Prison, the Judge, and the Gallowes. Which kind of thoughts, is called Foresight, and Prudence, or Providence; and sometimes Wisdome; though such conjecture, through the difficulty of observing all circumstances, be very fallacious. But this is certain; by how much one man has more experience of things past, than another; by so much also he is more Prudent, and his expectations the seldomer faile him. The Present onely has a being in Nature; things Past have a being in the Memory onely, but things to come have no being at all; the Future being but a fiction of the mind, applying the sequels of actions Past, to the actions that are Present; which with most certainty is done by him that has most Experience; but not with certainty enough. And though it be called Prudence, when the Event answereth our Expectation; yet in its own nature, it is but Presumption. For the foresight of things to come, which is Providence, belongs onely to him by whose will they are to come. From him onely, and supernaturally, proceeds Prophecy. The best Prophet naturally is the best guesser; and the best guesser, he that is most versed and studied in the matters he guesses at: for he hath most Signes to guesse by.

(Signes)

A Signe, is the Event Antecedent, of the Consequent; and contrarily, the Consequent of the Antecedent, when the like Consequences have been observed, before: And the oftner they have been observed, the lesse uncertain is the Signe. And therefore he that has most experience in any kind of businesse, has most Signes, whereby to guesse at the Future time; and consequently is the most prudent: And so much more prudent than he that is new in that kind of business, as not to be equalled by any advantage of naturall and extemporary wit: though perhaps many young men think the contrary.

Neverthelesse it is not Prudence that distinguisheth man from [11] beast. There be beasts, that at a year old observe more, and pursue that which is for their good, more prudently, than a child can do at ten.

(Conjecture of the time past)

As Prudence is a Præsumtion of the Future, contracted from the Experience of time Past: So there is a Præsumtion of things Past taken from other things (not future but) past also. For he that hath seen by what courses and degrees, a flourishing State hath first come into civil warre, and then to ruine; upon the sights of the ruines of any other State, will guesse, the like warre, and the like courses have been there also. But this conjecture, has the same incertainty almost with the conjecture of the Future; both being grounded onely upon Experience.

There is no other act of mans mind, that I can remember, naturally planted in him, so, as to need no other thing, to the exercise of it, but to be born a man, and live with the use of his five Senses. Those other Faculties, of which I shall speak by and by, and which seem proper to man onely, are acquired, and encreased by study and industry; and of most men learned by instruction, and discipline; and proceed all from the invention of Words, and Speech. For besides Sense, and Thoughts, and the Trayne of thoughts, the mind of man has no other motion; though by the help of Speech, and Method, the same Facultyes may be improved to such a height, as to distinguish men from all other living Creatures.

Whatsoever we imagine, is Finite. Therefore there is no Idea, or conception of anything we call Infinite. No man can have in his mind an Image of infinite magnitude; nor conceive infinite swiftness, infinite time, or infinite force, or infinite power. When we say any thing is infinite, we signifie onely, that we are not able to conceive the ends, and bounds of the thing named; having no Conception of the thing, but of our own inability. And therefore the Name of God is used, not to make us conceive him; (for he is Incomprehensible; and his greatnesse, and power are unconceivable;) but that we may honour him. Also because whatsoever (as I said before,) we conceive, has been perceived first by sense, either all at once, or by parts; a man can have no thought, representing any thing, not subject to sense. No man therefore can conceive any thing, but he must conceive it in some place; and indued with some determinate magnitude; and which may be divided into parts; nor that any thing is all in this place, and all in another place at the same time; nor that two, or more things can be in one, and the same place at once: For none of these things ever have, or can be incident to Sense; but are absurd speeches, taken upon credit (without any signification at all,) from deceived Philosophers, and deceived, or deceiving Schoolemen. [12]

CHAP. IV

Of SPEECH

(Originall of Speech)

THE Invention of Printing, though ingenious, compared with the invention of Letters, is no great matter. But who was the first that found the use of Letters, is not known. He that first brought them into Greece, men say was Cadmus, the sonne of Agenor, King of Phænicia. A profitable Invention for continuing the memory of time past, and the conjunction of mankind, dispersed into so many, and distant regions of the Earth; and with all difficult, as proceeding from a watchfull observation of the divers motions of the Tongue, Palat, Lips, and other organs of Speech; whereby to make as many differences of characters, to remember them. But the most noble and profitable invention of all other, was that of SPEECH, consisting of Names or Appellations, and their Connexion; whereby men register their Thoughts; recall them when they are past; and also declare them one to another for mutuall utility and conversation; without which, there had been amongst men, neither Common-wealth, nor Society, nor Contract, nor Peace, no more than amongst Lyons, Bears, and Wolves. The first author of Speech was God himself, that instructed Adam how to name such creatures as he presented to his sight; For the Scripture goeth no further in this matter. But this was sufficient to direct him to adde more names, as the experience and use of the creatures should give him occasion; and to joyn them in such manner by degrees, as to make himself understood; and so by succession of time, so much language might be gotten, as he had found use for; though not so copious, as an Orator or Philosopher has need of. For I do not find any thing in the Scripture, out of which, directly or by consequence can be gathered, that Adam was taught the names of all Figures, Numbers, Measures, Colours, Sounds, Fancies, Relations; much less the names of Words and Speech, as Generall, Speciall, Affirmative, Negative, Interrogative, Optative, Infinitive, all which are usefull; and least of all, of Entity, Intentionality, Quiddity, and other insignificant words of the School.

But all this language gotten, and augmented by Adam and his posterity, was again lost at the tower of Babel, when by the hand of God, every man was stricken for his rebellion, with an oblivion of his former language. And being hereby forced to disperse themselves into severall parts of the world, it must needs be, that the diversity of Tongues that now is, proceeded by degrees from them, in such manner, as need (the mother of all inventions) taught them; and in tract of time grew every where more copious.

(The use of Speech)

The generall use of Speech, is to transferre our Mentall Discourse, into Verbal; or the Trayne of our Thoughts, into a Trayne of Words; and that for two commodities; whereof one is, the Re[13]gistring of the Consequences of our Thoughts; which being apt to slip out of our memory, and put us to a new labour, may again be recalled, by such words as they were marked by. So that the first use of names, is to serve for Markes, or Notes of remembrance. Another is, when many use the same words, to signifie (by their connexion and order,) one to another, what they conceive, or think of each matter; and also what they desire, feare, or have any other passion for. And for this use they are called Signes. Speciall uses of Speech are these; First, to Register, what by cogitation, wee find to be the cause of any thing, present or past; and what we find things present or past may produce, or effect: which in summe, is acquiring of Arts. Secondly, to shew to others that knowledge which we have attained; which is, to Counsell, and Teach one another. Thirdly, to make known to others our wills, and purposes, that we may have the mutuall help of one another. Fourthly, to please and delight our selves, and others, by playing with our words, for pleasure or ornament, innocently.

(Abuses of Speech)

To these Uses, there are also foure correspondent Abuses. First, when men register their thoughts wrong, by the inconstancy of the signification of their words; by which they register for their conceptions, that which they never conceived; and so deceive themselves. Secondly, when they use words metaphorically; that is, in other sense than that they are ordained for; and thereby deceive others. Thirdly, when by words they declare that to be their will, which is not. Fourthly, when they use them to grieve one another: for seeing nature hath armed living creatures, some with teeth, some with horns, and some with hands, to grieve an enemy, it is but an abuse of Speech, to grieve him with the tongue, unlesse it be one whom wee are obliged to govern; and then it is not to grieve, but to correct and amend.

The manner how Speech serveth to the remembrance of the consequence of causes and effects, consisteth in the imposing of Names, and the Connexion of them.

(Names Proper & Common)

Of Names, some are Proper, and singular to one onely thing; as Peter, John, This man, this Tree: and some are Common to many things; as Man, Horse, Tree; every of which though but one Name, is nevertheless the name of divers particular things; in respect of all which together, it is called an Universall; there being nothing in the world Universall but Names; for the things named, are every one of them Individuall and Singular.

(Universall)

One Universall name is imposed on many things, for their similitude in some quality, or other accident: And whereas a Proper Name bringeth to mind one thing onely; Universals recall any one of those many.

And of Names Universall, some are of more, and some of lesse extent; the larger comprehending the lesse large: and some again of equall extent, comprehending each other reciprocally. As for example, the Name Body is of larger signification than the word Man, and comprehendeth it; and the names Man and Rationall, are of equall extent, comprehending mutually one another. But here wee [14] must take notice, that by a Name is not alwayes understood, as in Grammar, one onely Word; but sometimes by circumlocution many words together. For all these words, Hee that in his actions observeth the Lawes of his Country, make but one Name, equivalent to this one word, Just.

By this imposition of Names, some of larger, some of stricter signification, we turn the reckoning of the consequences of things imagined in the mind, into a reckoning of the consequences of Appellations. For example, a man that hath no use of Speech at all, (such, as is born and remains perfectly deafe and dumb,) if he set before his eyes a triangle, and by it two right angles, (such as are the corners of a square figure,) he may by meditation compare and find, that the three angles of that triangle, are equall to those two right angles that stand by it. But if another triangle be shewn him different in shape from the former, he cannot know without a new labour, whether the three angles of that also be equall to the same. But he that hath the use of words, when he observes, that such equality was consequent, not to the length of the sides, nor to any other particular thing in his triangle; but onely to this, that the sides were straight, and the angles three; and that that was all, for which he named it a Triangle; will boldly conclude Universally, that such equality of angles is in all triangles whatsoever; and register his invention in these generall termes, Every triangle hath its three angles equall to two right angles. And thus the consequence found in one particular, comes to be registred and remembred, as an Universall rule; and discharges our mentall reckoning, of time and place; and delivers us from all labour of the mind, saving the first; and makes that which was found true here, and now, to be true in all times and places.

But the use of words in registring our thoughts, is in nothing so evident as in Numbering. A naturall foole that could never learn by heart the order of numerall words, as one, two, and three, may observe every stroak of the Clock, and nod to it, or say one, one, one; but can never know what houre it strikes. And it seems, there was a time when those names of number were not in use; and men were fayn to apply their fingers of one or both hands, to those things they desired to keep account of; and that thence it proceeded, that now our numerall words are but ten, in any Nation, and in some but five, and then they begin again. And he that can tell ten, if he recite them out of order, will lose himselfe, and not know when he has done: Much lesse will he be able to adde, and substract, and performe all other operations of Arithmetique. So that without words, there is no possibility of reckoning of Numbers; much lesse of Magnitudes, of Swiftnesse, of Force, and other things, the reckonings whereof are necessary to the being, or well-being of man-kind.

When two Names are joyned together into a Consequence, or Affirmation; as thus, A man is a living creature; or thus, if he be a man, he is a living creature, If the later name Living creature, signifie all that the former name Man signifieth, then the affirmation, or conse[15]quence is true; otherwise false. For True and False are attributes of Speech, not of Things. And where Speech is not, there is neither Truth nor Falshood. Errour there may be, as when wee expect that which shall not be; or suspect what has not been: but in neither case can a man be charged with Untruth.

(Necessity of Definitions)

Seeing then that truth consisteth in the right ordering of names in our affirmations, a man that seeketh precise truth, had need to remember what every name he uses stands for; and to place it accordingly; or else he will and himselfe entangled in words, as a bird in lime-twiggs; the more he struggles, the more belimed. And therefore in Geometry, (which is the onely Science that it hath pleased God hitherto to bestow on mankind,) men begin at settling the significations of their words; which settling of significations, they call Definitions; and place them in the beginning of their reckoning.

By this it appears how necessary it is for any man that aspires to true Knowledge, to examine the Definitions of former Authors; and either to correct them, where they are negligently set down; or to make them himselfe. For the errours of Definitions multiply themselves, according as the reckoning proceeds; and lead men into absurdities, which at last they see, but cannot avoyd, without reckoning anew from the beginning; in which lyes the foundation of their errours. From whence it happens, that they which trust to books, do as they that cast up many little summs into a greater, without considering whether those little summes were rightly cast up or not; and at last finding the errour visible, and not mistrusting their first grounds, know not which way to cleere themselves; but spend time in fluttering over their bookes; as birds that entring by the chimney, and finding themselves inclosed in a chamber, flutter at the false light of a glasse window, for want of wit to consider which way they came in. So that in the right Definition of Names, lyes the first use of Speech; which is the Acquisition of Science: And in wrong, or no Definitions, lyes the first abuse; from which proceed all false and senslesse Tenets; which make those men that take their instruction from the authority of books, and not from their own meditation, to be as much below the condition of ignorant men, as men endued with true Science are above it. For between true Science, and erroneous Doctrines, Ignorance is in the middle. Naturall sense and imagination, are not subject to absurdity. Nature it selfe cannot erre: and as men abound in copiousnesse of language; so they become more wise, or more mad than ordinary. Nor is it possible without Letters for any man to become either excellently wise, or (unless his memory be hurt by disease, or ill constitution of organs) excellently foolish. For words are wise mens counters, they do but reckon by them: but they are the mony of fooles, that value them by the authority of an Aristotle, a Cicero, or a Thomas, or any other Doctor whatsoever, if but a man.

(Subject to Names)

Subject to Names, is whatsoever can enter into, or be considered in an account; and be added one to another to make a summe; or substracted one from another, and leave a remainder. The Latines called [16] Accounts of mony Rationes, and accounting, Ratiocinatio: and that which we in bills or books of account call Items, they called Nomina; that is, Names: and thence it seems to proceed, that they extended the word Ratio, to the faculty of Reckoning in all other things. The Greeks have but one word λóϒoζ, for both Speech and Reason; not that they thought there was no Speech without Reason; but no Reasoning without Speech: And the act of reasoning they called Syllogisme; which signifieth summing up of the consequences of one saying to another. And because the same things may enter into account for divers accidents; their names are (to shew that diversity) diversly wrested, and diversified. This diversity of names may be reduced to foure generall heads.

First, a thing may enter into account for Matter, or Body; as living, sensible, rationall, hot, cold, moved, quiet; with all which names the word Matter, or Body is understood; all such, being names of Matter.

Secondly, it may enter into account, or be considered, for some accident or quality, which we conceive to be in it; as for being moved, for being so long, for being hot, &c; and then, of the name of the thing it selfe, by a little change or wresting, wee make a name for that accident, which we consider; and for living put into account life; for moved, motion; for hot, heat; for long, length, and the like? And all such Names, are the names of the accidents and properties, by which one Matter, and Body is distinguished from another. These are called names Abstract; because severed (not from Matter, but) from the account of Matter.

Thirdly, we bring into account, the Properties of our own bodies, whereby we make such distinction: as when any thing is Seen by us, we reckon not the thing it selfe; but the sight, the Colour, the Idea of it in the fancy: and when any thing is heard, wee reckon it not; but the hearing, or sound onely, which is our fancy or conception of it by the Eare: and such are names of fancies.

Fourthly, we bring into account, consider, and give names, to Names themselves, and to Speeches: For, generall, universall, speciall, æquivocall, are names of Names. And Affirmation, Interrogation, Commandement, Narration, Syllogisme, Sermon, Oration, and many other such, are names of Speeches. And this is all the variety of Names positive; which are put to mark somewhat which is in Nature, or may be feigned by the mind of man, as Bodies that are, or may be conceived to be; or of bodies, the Properties that are, or may be feigned to be; or Words and Speech.

(Use of Names Positive)

(Negative Names with their Uses)

There be also other Names, called Negative; which are notes to signifie that a word is not the name of the thing in question; as these words Nothing, no man, infinite, indocible, three want foure, and the like; which are nevertheless of use in reckoning, or in correcting of reckoning; and call to mind our past cogitations, though they be not names of any thing; because they make us refuse to admit of Names not rightly used.

(Words insignificant)

All other Names, are but insignificant sounds; and those of two [17] sorts. One, when they are new, and yet their meaning not explained by Definition; whereof there have been aboundance coyned by Schoole-men, and pusled Philosophers.

Another, when men make a name of two Names, whose significations are contradictory and inconsistent; as this name, an incorporeall body, or (which is all one) an incorporeall substance, and a great number more. For whensoever any affirmation is false, the two names of which it is composed, put together and made one, signifie nothing at all. For example, if it be a false affirmation to say a quadrangle is round, the word round quadrangle signifies nothing; but is a meere sound. So likewise if it be false, to say that vertue can be powred, or blown up and down; the words In-powred vertue, In-blown vertue, are as absurd and insignificant, as a round quadrangle. And therefore you shall hardly meet with a senselesse and insignificant word, that is not made up of some Latin or Greek names. A Frenchman seldome hears our Saviour called by the name of Parole, but by the name of Verbe often; yet Verbe and Parole differ no more, but that one is Latin, the other French.

(Understanding)

When a man upon the hearing of any Speech, hath those thoughts which the words of that Speech, and their connexion, were ordained and constituted to signifie; Then he is said to understand it: Understanding being nothing else, but conception caused by Speech. And therefore if Speech be peculiar to man (as for ought I know it is,) then is Understanding peculiar to him also. And therefore of absurd and false affirmations, in case they be universall, there can be no Understanding; though many think they understand, then, when they do but repeat the words softly, or con them in their mind.

What kinds of Speeches signifie the Appetites, Aversions, and Passions of mans mind; and of their use and abuse, I shall speak when I have spoken of the Passions.

(Inconstant names)

The names of such things as affect us, that is, which please, and displease us, because all men be not alike affected with the same thing, nor the same man at all times, are in the common discourses of men, of inconstant signification. For seeing all names are imposed to signifie our conceptions; and all our affections are but conceptions; when we conceive the same things differently, we can hardly avoyd different naming of them. For though the nature of that we conceive, be the same; yet the diversity of our reception of it, in respect of different constitutions of body, and prejudices of opinion, gives everything a tincture of our different passions. And therefore in reasoning, a man must take heed of words; which besides the signification of what we imagine of their nature, have a signification also of the nature, disposition, and interest of the speaker; such as are the names of Vertues, and Vices; For one man calleth Wisdome, what another calleth feare; and one cruelty, what another justice; one prodigality, what another magnanimity; and one gravity, what another stupidity, &c. And therefore such names can never be true grounds of any ratiocination. No more can Metaphors, and Tropes of speech: but these are less dangerous, because they profess their inconstancy; which the other do not. [18]
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