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Question(s):

•

•

What is the basis of Hobbes’ observations on the human condition?
How do these differ from Bossuet?

…. And therefore if any two men desire the same thing, which nevertheless they cannot both enjoy, they
become enemies; and in the way to their end (which is principally their own conservation, and sometimes their
delectation only) endeavor to destroy or subdue one another. And from hence it comes to pass that where an
invader hath no more to fear than another man's single power, if one plant, sow, build, or possess a convenient
seat, others may probably be expected to come prepared with forces united to dispossess and deprive him, not
only of the fruit of his labor, but also of his life or liberty. And the invader again is in the like danger of
another.
And from this diffidence of one another, there is no way for any man to secure himself so reasonable as
anticipation; that is, by force, or wiles, to master the persons of all men he can so long till he see no other
power great enough to endanger him: and this is no more than his own conservation requireth, and is generally
allowed. Also, because there be some that, taking pleasure in contemplating their own power in the acts of
conquest, which they pursue farther than their security requires, if others, that otherwise would be glad to be
at ease within modest bounds, should not by invasion increase their power, they would not be able, long time, by
standing only on their defense, to subsist. And by consequence, such augmentation of dominion over men being
necessary to a man's conservation, it ought to be allowed him.
…..
So that in the nature of man, we find three principal causes of quarrel. First, competition; secondly, diffidence;
thirdly, glory.
…..
Hereby it is manifest that during the time men live without a common power to keep them all in awe, they are in
that condition which is called war; and such a war as is of every man against every man. For war consisteth not in
battle only, or the act of fighting, but in a tract of time, wherein the will to contend by battle is sufficiently
known: and therefore the notion of time is to be considered in the nature of war, as it is in the nature of
weather. For as the nature of foul weather lieth not in a shower or two of rain, but in an inclination thereto of
many days together: so the nature of war consisteth not in actual fighting, but in the known disposition thereto
during all the time there is no assurance to the contrary. All other time is peace.
Whatsoever therefore is consequent to a time of war, where every man is enemy to every man, the same is
consequent to the time wherein men live without other security than what their own strength and their own
invention shall furnish them withal. In such condition there is 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, continual fear, and danger of violent death; and the life of man, solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and
short.

…..
To this war of every man against every man, this also is consequent; that nothing can be unjust. The notions of
right and wrong, justice and injustice, have there no place. Where there is no common power, there is no law;
where no law, no injustice. Force and fraud are in war the two cardinal virtues. Justice and injustice are none of
the faculties neither of the body nor mind. If they were, they might be in a man that were alone in the world, as
well as his senses and passions. They are qualities that relate to men in society, not in solitude. It is consequent
also to the same condition that there be no propriety, no dominion, no mine and thine distinct; but only that to
be every man's that he can get, and for so long as he can keep it. And thus much for the ill condition which man
by mere nature is actually placed in; though with a possibility to come out of it, consisting partly in the passions,
partly in his reason.
…..
Whensoever a man transferreth his right, or renounceth it, it is either in consideration of some right
reciprocally transferred to himself, or for some other good he hopeth for thereby. For it is a voluntary act: and
of the voluntary acts of every man, the object is some good to himself. And therefore there be some rights
which no man can be understood by any words, or other signs, to have abandoned or transferred. As first a man
cannot lay down the right of resisting them that assault him by force to take away his life, because he cannot
be understood to aim thereby at any good to himself. The same may be said of wounds, and chains, and
imprisonment, both because there is no benefit consequent to such patience, as there is to the patience of
suffering another to be wounded or imprisoned, as also because a man cannot tell when he seeth men proceed
against him by violence whether they intend his death or not. And lastly the motive and end for which this
renouncing and transferring of right is introduced is nothing else but the security of a man's person, in his life,
and in the means of so preserving life as not to be weary of it. And therefore if a man by words, or other signs,
seem to despoil himself of the end for which those signs were intended, he is not to be understood as if he
meant it, or that it was his will, but that he was ignorant of how such words and actions were to be interpreted.
The mutual transferring of right is that which men call contract.
CH. XIV - OF THE FIRST AND SECOND NATURAL LAWS, AND OF CONTRACTS
THE right of nature, which writers commonly call jus naturale, is the liberty each man hath to use his own power
as he will himself for the preservation of his own nature; that is to say, of his own life; and consequently, of
doing anything which, in his own judgement and reason, he shall conceive to be the aptest means thereunto. By
liberty is understood, according to the proper signification of the word, the absence of external impediments;
which impediments may oft take away part of a man's power to do what he would, but cannot hinder him from
using the power left him according as his judgement and reason shall dictate to him. A law of nature, lex
naturalis, is a precept, or general 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. For though they that speak of this subject use to confound jus and lex, right and law,
yet they ought to be distinguished, because right consisteth in liberty to do, or to forbear; whereas law
determineth and bindeth to one of them: so that law and right differ as much as obligation and liberty, which in
one and the same matter are inconsistent. And because the condition of man (as hath been declared in the
precedent chapter) is a condition of war 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 enemies; it followeth that in such a condition every man has a right to every thing, even to one
another's body. And therefore, as long as this natural right of every man to every thing endureth, there can be
no security to any man, how strong or wise soever he be, of living out the time which nature ordinarily alloweth
men to live. And consequently it is a precept, or general rule of reason: that every man ought to endeavour
peace, as far as he has hope of obtaining it; and when he cannot obtain it, that he may seek and use all helps and

advantages of war.
The first branch of which rule containeth the first and fundamental law of nature, which is: to seek peace and
follow it. The second, the sum of the right of nature, which is: by all means we can to defend ourselves.
From this fundamental law of nature, by which men are commanded to endeavour peace, is derived this second
law: that a man be willing, when others are so too, as far forth as for peace and defence of himself he shall
think it necessary, to lay down this right to all things; and be contented with so much liberty against other men
as he would allow other men against himself.
For as long as every man holdeth this right, of doing anything he liketh; so long are all men in the condition of
war. But if other men will not lay down their right, as well as he, then there is no reason for anyone to divest
himself of his: for that were to expose himself to prey, which no man is bound to, rather than to dispose
himself to peace. This is that law of the gospel: Whatsoever you require that others should do to you, that do
ye to them. And that law of all men, quod tibi fieri non vis, alteri ne feceris. To lay down a man's right to
anything is to divest himself of the liberty of hindering another of the benefit of his own right to the same. For
he that renounceth or passeth away his right giveth not to any other man a right which he had not before,
because there is nothing to which every man had not right by nature, but only standeth out of his way that he
may enjoy his own original right without hindrance from him, not without hindrance from another. So that the
effect which redoundeth to one man by another man's defect of right is but so much diminution of impediments
to the use of his own right original. Right is laid aside, either by simply renouncing it, or by transferring it to
another. By simply renouncing, when he cares not to whom the benefit thereof redoundeth. By transferring,
when he intendeth the benefit thereof to some certain person or persons. And when a man hath in either
manner abandoned or 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 duty, not to make
void that voluntary act of his own: and that such hindrance is injustice, and injury, as being sine jure; the right
being before renounced or transferred. So that injury or injustice, in the controversies of the world, is
somewhat like to that which in the disputations of scholars is called absurdity. For as it is there called an
absurdity to contradict what one maintained in the beginning; so in the world it is called injustice, and injury
voluntarily to undo that which from the beginning he had voluntarily done. The way by which a man either simply
renounceth or transferreth his right is a declaration, or signification, by some voluntary and sufficient sign, or
signs, that he doth so renounce or transfer, or hath so renounced or transferred the same, to him that
accepteth it. And these signs are either words only, or actions only; or, as it happeneth most often, both words
and actions. And the same are the bonds, by which men are bound and obliged: bonds that have their strength,
not from their own nature (for nothing is more easily broken than a man's word), but from fear of some evil
consequence upon the rupture. Whensoever a man transferreth his right, or renounceth it, it is either in
consideration of some right reciprocally transferred to himself, or for some other good he hopeth for thereby.
For it is a voluntary act: and of the voluntary acts of every man, the object is some good to himself. And
therefore there be some rights which no man can be understood by any words, or other signs, to have
abandoned or transferred. As first a man cannot lay down the right of resisting them that assault him by force
to take away his life, because he cannot be understood to aim thereby at any good to himself. The same may be
said of wounds, and chains, and imprisonment, both because there is no benefit consequent to such patience, as
there is to the patience of suffering another to be wounded or imprisoned, as also because a man cannot tell
when he seeth men proceed against him by violence whether they intend his death or not. And lastly the motive
and end for which this renouncing and transferring of right is introduced is nothing else but the security of a
man's person, in his life, and in the means of so preserving life as not to be weary of it. And therefore if a man
by words, or other signs, seem to despoil himself of the end for which those signs were intended, he is not to be
understood as if he meant it, or that it was his will, but that he was ignorant of how such words and actions

were to be interpreted.
The mutual transferring of right is that which men call contract. . . . .
CH. XVII - OF THE CAUSES, GENERATION, AND DEFINITION OF A COMMONWEALTH
THE final cause, end, or design of men (who naturally love liberty, and dominion over others) in the introduction
of that restraint upon themselves, in which we see them live in Commonwealths, is the foresight of their own
preservation, and of a more contented life thereby; that is to say, of getting themselves out from that
miserable condition of war which is necessarily consequent, as hath been shown, to the natural passions of men
when there is no visible power to keep them in awe, and tie them by fear of punishment to the performance of
their covenants, and observation of those laws of nature set down in the fourteenth and fifteenth chapters. For
the laws of nature, as justice, equity, modesty, mercy, and, in sum, doing to others as we would be done to, of
themselves, without the terror of some power to cause them to be observed, are contrary to our natural
passions, that carry us to partiality, pride, revenge, and the like. And covenants, without the sword, are but
words and of no strength to secure a man at all. Therefore, notwithstanding the laws of nature (which every one
hath then kept, when he has the will to keep them, when he can do it safely), if there be no power erected, or
not great enough for our security, every man will and may lawfully rely on his own strength and art for caution
against all other men. And in all places, where men have lived by small families, to rob and spoil one another has
been a trade, and so far from being reputed against the law of nature that the greater spoils they gained, the
greater was their honour; and men observed no other laws therein but the laws of honour; that is, to abstain
from cruelty, leaving to men their lives and instruments of husbandry. And as small families did then; so now do
cities and kingdoms, which are but greater families (for their own security), enlarge their dominions upon all
pretences of danger, and fear of invasion, or assistance that may be given to invaders; endeavour as much as
they can to subdue or weaken their neighbours by open force, and secret arts, for want of other caution, justly;
and are remembered for it in after ages with honour. . . . .
The only way to erect such a common power, as may be able to defend them from the invasion of foreigners, and
the injuries of one another, and thereby to secure them in such sort as that by their own industry and by the
fruits of the earth they may nourish themselves and live contentedly, is to confer all their power and strength
upon one man, or upon one assembly of men, that may reduce all their wills, by plurality of voices, unto one will:
which is as much as to say, to appoint one man, or assembly of men, to bear their person; and every one to own
and acknowledge himself to be author of whatsoever he that so beareth their person shall act, or cause to be
acted, in those things which concern the common peace and safety; and therein to submit their wills, every one
to his will, and their judgements to his judgement. This is more than consent, or concord; it is a real unity of
them all in one and the same person, made by covenant of every man with every man, in such manner as if every
man should say to every man: I authorise and give up my right of governing myself to this man, or to this
assembly of men, on this condition; that thou give up, thy right to him, and authorise all his actions in like
manner. This done, the multitude so united in one person is called a COMMONWEALTH; in Latin, CIVITAS. This
is the generation of that great LEVIATHAN, or rather, to speak more reverently, of that mortal god to which
we owe, under the immortal God, our peace and defence. For by this authority, given him by every particular man
in the Commonwealth, he hath the use of so much power and strength conferred on him that, by terror thereof,
he is enabled to form the wills of them all, to peace at home, and mutual aid against their enemies abroad. And
in him consisteth the essence of the Commonwealth; which, to define it, is: one person, of whose acts a great
multitude, by mutual covenants one with another, have made themselves every one the author, to the end he may
use the strength and means of them all as he shall think expedient for their peace and common defense. . . . .
SOURCE: Thomas Hobbes, excerpts from The Leviathan, 1651.
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SOURCE: Thomas Hobbes, cover from The Leviathan, 1651.

Document 3
Question(s):

•
•
•
•

What is the starting point, the underlying assumption, of Locke's arguments? What do
you think is the origin of this point of view?
What does Locke mean by liberty?
What law governs all? Who wrote this law?
Why do human beings form into political associations?

Of the Social Contract:
Political power is that power which every man, having in the state of nature, has given up into the hands of the

society, and therein to the governors whom the society hath set over itself, with this express or tacit trust
that it shall be employed for their good and the preservation of their property. Now this power, which every
man has in the state of nature, and which he parts with to the society in all such cases where the society can
secure him, is to use such means for the preserving of his own property, as he thinks good and nature allows
him, and to punish the breach of the law of nature in others, so as (according to the best of his reason) may
most conduce to the preservation of himself and the rest of mankind. So that the end and measure of this
power, when in every man's hands in the state of nature, being the preservation of all of his society, that is, all
mankind in general, it can have no other end or measure, when in the hands of the magistrate, but to preserve
the members of that society in their lives, liberties, and possessions, and so cannot be an absolute, arbitrary
power over their lives and fortunes, which are as much as possible to be preserved, but a power to make law, and
annex such penalties to them, as may tend to the preservation of the whole by cutting off those parts, and
those only, which are so corrupt that they threaten the sound and healthy, without which no severity is lawful.
And this power has its original only from compact, and agreement, and the mutual consent of those who make up
the community . . .
These are the bounds, which the trust that is put in them by the society, and the law of God and nature, have
set to the legislative power of every common-wealth, in all forms of government.
First, they are to govern by promulgated established laws, not to be varied in particular cases, but to have one
rule for rich and poor, for the favorite at court and the country man at plough.
Secondly, these laws also ought to be designed for no other end ultimately, but the good of the people.
Thirdly, they must not raise taxes on the property of the people, without the consent of the people, given by
themselves or their deputies.
And this properly concerns only such governments where the legislative is always in being, or at least where the
people have not reserved any part of the legislative to deputies to be from time to time chosen by themselves.
Fourthly, the legislative neither must nor can transfer the power of making laws to any body else, or place it
anywhere, but where the people have . . .
***

Concerning Legislative Power:
The legislative acts against the trust reposed in them when they endeavor to invade the property of the

subject and to make themselves, or any part of the community, masters, or arbitrary disposers of the lives,
liberties, or fortunes of the people.

The reason why men enter into society is the preservation of their property, and the end why they choose and
authorize a legislative is that there may be laws made, and rules set, as guards and fences to the properties of
all the members of the society, to limit the power and moderate the dominion of every part and member of the
society. For since it can never be supposed to be the will of the society that the legislative should have a power
to destroy that which everyone designs to secure by entering into society, and for which the people submitted
themselves to legislators of their own making, whenever the legislators endeavor to take away and destroy the
property of the people, or to reduce them to slavery under arbitrary power, they put themselves into a state of
war with the people, who are thereupon absolved from any farther obedience and are left to the common
refuge, which God hath provided for all men, against force and violence. Whensoever therefore the legislative
shall transgress this fundamental rule of society, and either by ambition, fear, folly or corruption, endeavor to
grasp themselves, or put into the hands of any other, an absolute power over the lives, liberties, and estates of
the people; by this breach of trust they forfeit the power the people had put into their hands for quite
contrary ends, and it devolves to the people, who have a right to resume their original liberty, and, by the
establishment of a new legislative, (such as they shall think fit) provide for their own safety and security, which
is the end for which they are in society. What I have said here, concerning the legislative in general, holds true
also concerning the supreme executor, who having a double trust put in him, both to have a part in the
legislative, and the supreme execution of the law, acts against both when he goes about to set up his own
arbitrary will as the law of the society. He acts also contrary to his trust when he either employs the force,
treasure, and offices of the society to corrupt the representatives and gain them to his purposes, or openly
pre-engages the electors and prescribes to their choice, such, whom he has, by solicitations, threats, promises
or otherwise, won to his designs, and employs them to bring in such who have promised beforehand what to vote,
and what to enact . . .
***

Concerning Rebellion:
. . . Such revolutions happen not upon every little mismanagement in public affairs. Great mistakes in the ruling
part. Many wrong and inconvenient laws and all the slips of human frailty will be borne by the people without
mutiny or murmur, but if a long train of abuses, prevarications and artifices, all tending the same way, make the
design visible to the people, and they cannot but feel what they lie under, and see whither they are going, it is
not to be wondered at that they should then rouse themselves, and endeavor to put the rule into such hands
which may secure to them the ends for which government was at first erected . . .
. . . I answer, that this doctrine of a power in the people of providing for their safety a-new, by a new
legislative, when their legislators have acted contrary to their trust, by invading their property, is the best
defence against rebellion, and the probablest means to hinder it: for rebellion being an opposition, not to
persons, but authority, which is founded only in the constitutions and laws of the government; those, whoever
they be, who by force break through, and by force justify their violation of them, are truly and properly rebels:
for when men, by entering into society and civil government, have excluded force and introduced laws for the
preservation of property, peace, and unity amongst themselves, those who set up force again in opposition to the
laws, do [rebel], that is, bring back again the state of war, and are properly rebels, which they who are in power,

(by the pretence they have to authority, the temptation of force they have in their hands and the flattery of
those about them) being likeliest to do, the properest way to prevent the evil is to shew them the danger and
injustice of it, who are under the greatest temptation to run into it.
The end of government is the good of mankind, and which is best for mankind, that the people should always be
exposed to the boundless will of tyranny, or that the rulers should be sometimes liable to be opposed, when
they grow exorbitant in the use of their power, and employ it for the destruction, and not the preservation of
the properties of their people?
SOURCE: Excerpts from John Locke’s Two Treatises on Government, 1662.

