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INTRODUCTION
We are discussing no trivial subject, but how a man should live.’—Plato, Republic, 352D.

I. BIOGRAPHICAL

Thomas Hobbes, the second son of an otherwise undistinguished vicar 
of Westport, near Malmesbury, was born in the spring of l588. 
He was educated at Malmesbury where he became an exceptional 
scholar in Latin and Greek, and at Oxford where in the course of five 
years he maintained his interest in classical literature and became 
acquainted with the theological controversies of the day, but was 
taught only some elementary logic and Aristotelian physics.

In 1608 he was appointed tutor (and later became secretary) to the 
son of William Cavendish, first Earl of Devonshire. For the whole of 
his adult life Hobbes maintained a close relationship with the Cavendish 
family, passing many of his years as a member of the household 
either at Chatsworth or in London. In these circumstances he came 
to meet some of the leading politicians and literary men of his day, 
Bacon and Jonson among them. The year 1610 he spent in France 
and Italy with his charge, getting a first glimpse of the intellectual life 
of the continent and returning with a determination to make himself 
a scholar. The next eighteen years, passed mostly at Chatsworth, 
were the germinating period of his future intellectual interests and 
activities. There is little record of how precisely they were spent, 
and the only literary product of this period of his life was the transla
tion of Thucydides, published in 1628 : but there can be no doubt that 
philosophy occupied his mind increasingly.

On the death of the second Earl of Devonshire in 1628, Hobbes 
accepted the position of tutor to the son of Sir Gervase Clinton, 
with whom he stayed three years, two of which were spent on the 
continent. It was at this time that Hobbes discovered for himself the 
intellectualjworld of mathematics and gepmetry, a world so important 
to the continental philosophers of his time, but ofwhich hitherto he had 
been entirely ignorant. The discovery gave renewed impetus and 
fresh direction to his philosophical reflections, and from then phil
osophy dominated his mind.

In 1631 Hobbes returned to the Cavendish household as tutor to 
the new earl, with whom he made his third visit to the continent
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(1634-7). It was on this visit that he met Galileo in Florence and became 
acquainted with the circle of philosophers centred round Mersenne in 
Paris, and particularly with Gassendi. And on his return to England 
he completed in 1640 (but did not publish until 1650) his first important 
piece of philosophical writing, the Elements of Law. He was fifty-two 
years old, and he had in his head the plan of a philosophy which he 
desired to expound systematically.

The next eleven years were spent in Paris, free for a while from ex
traneous dyties. But instead of embarking at once on the composition 
of the most general part of his philosophy—his philosophy of nature— 
he wrote the De Give, an exposition of his political philosophy, which 
was published in 1642, Paris for Hobbes was a society of philosophers; 
but in 1645 it became the home of the exiled court of Charles, Prince 
of Wales, and Hobbes was appointed tutor to the prince. His mind 
still ran on the philosophy of politics, and in 1651 his masterpiece, the 

JLeviathan, was published.
In 1652 he returned to England, took up his place (which he was 

never again to leave) in the household of the Earl of Devonshire, and 
set about the composition of the rest of his philosophical system. In 
1655 was published the De Corpora, and in 1659 the De Homine. He 
had still twenty years to live. They were years of incessant literary 
activity and of philosophical, mathematical, theological and political 
controversy. At the Restoration he was received at Court, and he 
spent much of his time in London. In 1675, however, perceiving that 
he must soon retire from the world, he retired to Chatsworth. He 
died in the winter of 1679 at the age of ninety-one.

II. THE CONTEXT OF THE LEVIATHAN

The Leviathan is the greatest, perhaps the sole, masterpiece of political 
philosophy written in the English language. And the history of our 
civilization can provide only a few works of similar scope and achieve
ment to set beside it. Consequently, it must be judged by none but the 
highest standards and must be considered only in the widest context. 
The masterpiece supplies a standard and a context for the second-rate, 
which indeed is but a gloss; but the context of the masterpiece itself, 
the setting in which its meaning is revealed, can in the nature of things 
be nothing narrower than the history of political philosophy.

Reflection about political life may take place at a variety of levels. 
It may remain on tbe level of the determination of means, or it may
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a prevision. And, so far, philosophical reflection about politics will 
be nothing other than the intellectual restoration of a unity damaged 
and impaired by the normal negligence of human partiality. But to 
have gone so far is already to have raised questions the answers to 
which are not to be found in any fresh study of what is behind us. 
Even if we accept the standards and valuations of our civilization, it 
will be only by putting an arbitrary closure on reflection that we can 
prevent the consideration of the meaning of the general terms in which 
those standards are expressed; good and evil, right and wrong, justice 
and injustice. And, turning, we shall catch sight of all that we have 
learned reflected in the speculum universitatis.

Now, whether or not this can be defended as a hypothetical concep
tion of the nature of political philosophy, it certainly describes a form 
of reflection about politics that has a continuous history in our civiliza
tion. To estabhsh die connections, in principle and in detail, directly 
or mediately, between politics and eternity is a project that has never 
been without its followers. Indeed, the pursuit of this project is only 
a special arrangement of the whole intellectual life of our civilization; 
it is the whole intellectual history organized and exhibited from a 
particular angle of vision. Probably there has been no theory of the 
nature of the world, of the activity of man, of the destiny of mankind, 
no theology or cosmology, perhaps even no metaphysics, that has not 
sought a reflection of itself in the mirror of political philosophy; 
certainly there has been no fully considered politics that has not looked 
for its reflection in eternity. This history of political philosophy is, 
then, the context of the masterpiece. And to interpret it in the context 
of this history secures it against the deadening requirement of con
formity to a merely abstract idea of political philosophy.

This kind of reflection about politics is not, then, to be denied a 
place in our intellectual history. And it is characteristic of political 
philosophers that they take a sombre view of the human situation: 
they dcaljn darkness. Human life in their writings appears, generally, 
not as a feast or even as a journey, but as a predicament; and the link 
between politics and eternity is the contribution the political order is 
conceived as making to the deliverance of mankind. Even those whose 
thought is most remote from violent contrasts of dark and light 
(Aristotle, for example) do not altogether avoid this disposition of 
mind. And some political philosophers may even be suspected of 
spreading darkness in order to make their light more acceptable.
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Man, so the varied formula runs, is the dupe of error, the slave of sin, 
of passion, of fear, of care, the enemy of himself or of others or of 
both—

O miseras hominum mentes, O pectora caeca

—and the political order appears as the whole or a part of the scheme 
of his salvation. The precise manner in which the predicament is 
conceived, the quahties of mind and imagination and the kinds of 
activity man can bring to the achievement of his own salvation, 
the exact nature and power of political arrangements and institutions, 
the urgency, the method and the comprehensiveness of the deliverance 
—these are the singularities of each political philosophy. In them are 
reflected the intellectual achievements of the epoch or society, and the 
great and slowly mediated changes in intellectual habit and horizon 
that have overtaken our civilization. Every masterpiece of political 
philosophy springs from a. new_Kisi.ati_Qf the predicament; each is the 
glimpse of a deliverance or the suggestion of a remedy.

It will not, then, surprise us to find an apparently contingent element 
in the ground and inspiration of a political philosophy, a feeling for 
the exigencies, the cares, the passions of a particular time, a sensitive
ness to the dominant folly of an epoch: for the human predicament is a 
universal appearing everywhere as a particular. Plato’s thought is 
animated by the errors of Athenian democracy, Augustine’s by the 
sack of Rome, and what stirs the mind of Hobbes^ is ‘grief for the 
present calamities of my country’, a country tom between those 
who claimed too much for Liberty and those who claimed too much 
for Authority, a country given over into the hands of ambitious men 
who enlisted the envy and resentment of a ‘giddy people’ for the 
advancement of their ambitions.1 And not being surprised at this 
element of particularity, we shall not allow it to mislead us into 
supposing that nothing more is required to make a pohtical philosopher 
than an impressionable pohtical consciousness; for the masterpiece, at 
least, is always the revelation of the universal predicament in the local 
and transitory mischief.2

If the unity of the history of political philosophy lies in a pervading 
sense of human life as a predicament and in the continuous reflection of 
the changing climate of the European intellectual scene, its significant 
variety will be found in three great traditions of thought. The singu
larities of political philosophies (like most singularities) are not unique,

1 E.W. n, pp. i-xxiv. L. pp. 2, 232, 461. 2 L. p. 230.
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but follow one of three main patterns which philosophical reflection 
about politics has impressed upon the intellectual history of Europe. 
These I call_traditions pecause it belongs to the nature of a tradition 
to tolerate ancTunite an internal variety, not insisting upon conformity 
to a single character, and because, further, it has the ability to change 
without losing its identity. The first of these traditions is distinguished 
by the master-conceptions ofJEcason and Nature. It is coeval with our 
civilization; it has an unbroken history into the modern world; and 
it has survived by a matchless power of adaptability all the changes of 
the European consciousness. The master-conceptions of the second 
are Will and Artifice. It too springs from the soil of Greece, and has 
drawn inspifationTfoni many sources, not least from Israel and Islam. 
The third tradition is of later birth, not appearing until the eighteenth 
century. The cosmology it reflects in its still unsettled surface is the 
world seen on the analogy of human history. Its master-conception 
is the Rational Will, and its followers may be excused the behef that 
in it thelxuths oFthe first two traditions are fulfilled and their errors 
find a happy release. The masterpiece of political philosophy has for 
its context, not only the history of pohtical philosophy as the elucida
tion of the predicament and deliverance of mankind, but also, normally, 
a particular tradition in that history; generally speaking it is the 
supreme expression of its own tradition. And, as Plato’s Republic 
might be chosen as the representative of the first tradition, and Hegel’s 
Philosophic des Rechts of the third, so the Leviathan is the head and 
crown of the second.

The Leviathan is a masterpiece, and we must understand it according 
to our means. If our poverty is great, but not ruinous, we may read it 
not looking beyond its two covers, but intent to draw from it nothing 
that is not there. This will be a notable achievement, if somewhat 
narrow. The reward will be the appreciation of a dialectical triumph 
with all the internal movement and liveliness of such a triumph. 
But the Leviathan is more than a tour de force. And something of its 
larger character will be perceived if we read it with the other works of 
Hobbes open beside it. Or again, at greater expense of learning, we 
may consider it in its tradition, and doing so will find fresh meaning in 
the world of ideas it opens to us. But finally, we may discover in it 
the true character of a masterpiece—the still centre of a whirlpool of 
ideas which has drawn into itself numberless currents of thought, 
contemporary and historic, and by its centripetal force has shaped and
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compressed them into a momentary significance before they are flung 
off again into the future.

in. THE MIND AND MANNER

In the mind of a man, the avvoXov of form and content alone is actual; 
style and matter, method and doctrine, are inseparable. And when the 
mind is that of a philosopher, it is a sound rule to come to consider 
the technical expression of this unity only after it has been observed 
in the less formal version of it that appears in temperament, cast of 
mind and style of writing. Circumstantial evidence of this sort can, 
of course, contribute nothing relevant to the substantiation of the 
technical distinctions of a philosophy; but often it has something to 
contribute to the understanding of them. At least, I think this is so with 
Hobbes.

Philosophy springs from a certain bent of mind which, though 
different in character, is as much a natural gift as an aptitude for 
mathematics or a genius for music. Philosophical speculation requires 
so litde in the way of a knowledge of die world and is, in comparison 
with some other intellectual pursuits, so independent of book-learning, 
diat the gift is apt to manifest itself early Ttrlifer'Aiicr"oftcri a philoso
pher will be found to have made his significant contribution at an age 
when odiers are still preparing themselves to speak or to act. Hobbes 
had a full share of the anima naturaliter philosophica, yet it is remarkable 
that the beginning of his philosophical writing cannot be dated before 
his forty-second year and that his masterpiece was written when he 
was past sixty. Certainly there is nothing precocious in his genius; 
but are we to suppose that the love of reasoning, the passion for dia
lectic, which belong to die gift for philosophy, were absent from his 
character in youth? Writers on Hobbes have been apt to take a short 
way with this suggestion of a riddle. The life of Hobbes has been 
divided into neat periods, and his appearance as a philosopher in middle 
life has been applauded rather than explained. Brilhant at school, idle 
at the university, unambitious in early life, later touched by a feeling 
for scholarship and finally taking the path of philosophy when, at 
the age of forty, the power of the geometric proof was revealed to 
him in the pages oflluclid: such is the life attributed to him. It leaves 
something to be desired. And recently evidence has been collected 
which goes to show that philosophy and geometry were not coeval in 
Hobbes’s mind, evidence that the speculative gift was not unexercised
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in his earlier years.1 Yet it remains true that when he appears as a 
philosophical writer, he is already adult, mature in mind; the period 
of eager search, of tentative experiment, goes unreflected in his pages.

The power and confidence of Hobbes’s mind as he comes before 
us in his writings cannot escape observation. He is arrogant (but it is 
not the arrogance of youth), dogmatic, and when he speaks it is 
in a tone of confident finality: he knows everything except how 
his doctrines will be received. There is nothing half-formed or 
undeveloped in him, nodiing in progress; there is no promise, only 
fulfilment. There is self-confidence, also, a Montaigne-like self- 
confidence ; he has accepted himself and he expects others to accept him 
on the same terms. And all this is understandable when we appreciate 
that Hobbes is not one of those philosophers who allow us to see the 
workings of their minds, and that he published nothing until he was 
fifty-four years old. There are other, more technical, reasons for his 
confidence. His conception of philosophy as the establishment by 
reasoning of hypothetical causes saved him from the necessity of 
observing the caution appropriate to those who deal with facts and 
events.2 But, at bottom, it springs from his maturity, the knowledge 
that before he spoke he was a match for anyone who had the temerity 
to answer back. It belonged to Hobbes’s temperament and his art, not 
less than to his circumstances, to hold his fire. His long life after middle 
age gave him the room for change and development that others find 
in earher years; but he did not greatly avail himself of it. He was often 
wrong, especially in his light-hearted excursions into mathematics, 
and he often changed his views, but he rarely retracted an opinion. His 
confidence never deserted him.

But if the first impression of Hobbes’s philosophical writing is one 
of maturity and deliberateness, the second is an impression of remark- 
able energy. It is as if all the lost youth of Hobbes’s mind had been 
recovered and perpetuated in this pre-eminently youthful quality. 
One of the more revealing observations of Aubrey about him is that 
‘he was never idle; his thoughts were always working.’ And from 
this energy flow the other striking characteristics of his mind and 
manner—his scepticism, his addiction to system and his passion for 
controversy.

An impulse for philosophy may originate in faith (as with Erigena), 
or in curiosity (as with Locke), burwith Hobbes the prime mover was 
doubt. Scepticism was, of course, in the air he breathed; but in an age 

1 L. Strauss. The Political Philosophy of Hobbes. 2 L. p. 466.
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of sceptics hewas the most radical of them all. His was not the elegiac 
scepticism of Monfaigne,~nof the brittle net in which Pascal struggled, 
nor was it the methodological doubt of Descartes; for him it was both a 
method and a conclusion, purging and creative. It is not the techni
calities of his scepticism (which we must consider later) that are so 
remarkable, but its ferocity. A medieval passion overcomes him as 
he sweeps aside into a common abyss of absurdity both the believer in 
eternal truth and the industrious seeker after truths; both faith and 
science. Indeed, so extravagant, ^so heedless of consequences, is his 
scepticism, that the reader is inclined to’ exclaim, what Hobbes himself 
is said to have exclaimed on seeing the proof of the forty-seventh 
theorem in Euclid, ‘By God, this is impossible.’ And what alone makes 
his scepticism plausible is the intrepidity of Hobbes himself; he has 
the nerve to accept his conclusions and die confidence to build on them. 
Both the energy to destroy and the energy to construct are powerful 
in Hobbes.

A man, it is generally agreed, may make himself ridiculous as easily 
by a philosophical system as by any other means. And yet, the impulse 
to think systematically is, at bottom, nothing more than the conscien
tious pursuit of what is for every philosopher the end to be achieved. 
The passion for clearness and simplicity, the determination not to be 
satisfied with anything inconsequent, the refusal to relieve one element 
of experience at the cost of another, are the motives of all philosophical 
thinking; and they conduce to system. ‘The desire of wisdom leadeth 
to a kingdom.’ And the pursuit of system is a call, not only upon fine 
intelligence and imagination, but also, and perhaps pre-eminently, 
upon energy of mind. For the principle in system is not the simple 
exclusion of all that does not fit, but the perpetual re-establishment of 
coherence. Hobbes stands out, not only among his contemporaries, 
but also in die history of English philosophy, as die creator of a system. 
And he conceived this system with such imaginative power that/ in 
spite of its relatively simple character, it bears comparison with even 
the grand and subtle creation of Hegel. But if it requires great energy 
of mind to create a system, it requires even greater not to become the 
slave of die creation. To become the slave of a system in life is not to 
know when to ‘hang up philosophy’, not to recognize the final 
triumph of inconsequence; in philosophy, it is not to know when the 
claims of comprehension outweigh those of coherence. And here also 
the energy of Hobbes’s mind did not desert him. When we come to
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consider the technicalities of his philosophy we shall observe a modera
tion that, for example, allowed him to escape an atomic philosophy, 
and an absence of rigidity that allowed him to modify his philosophical 
method when dealing with politics; here, when we are considering 
informally the quality of his mind, diis ability appears as resilience, the 
energy to be perpetually freeing himself from the formalism of his 
system.

Thinking, for Hobbes, was not only conceived as movement, it was 
felt as movement. Mind is something agile, thoughts are darting, and 
the language of passion is appropriate to describe their workings. And 
the energy of his nature made it impossible for him not to take pleasure 
in controversy. The blood of contention ran in his veins. He acquired 
the lucid genius of a great expositor of ideas; but by disposition he 
was a fighter, and he knew no tactics save attack. He was a brilliant 
controversialist, deft, pertinacious and imaginative, and he disposed of 
the errors of scholastics, Puritans and Papists with a subtle mixture of 
argument and ridicule. But he made the mistake of supposing that 
this style was universally effective, in mathematics no less than in 
politics. For brilliance in controversy is a corrupting accomplishment. 
Always to play to win is to take one’s standards from one’s opponent, 
and local victory comes to displace every other consideration. Most 
readers will find Hobbes’s disputatiousness excessive; but it is die 
defect of an exceptionally active mind. And it never quite destroyed 
in him the distinction between beating an opponent and establishing a 
proposition, and never quite silenced the conversation with himself 
which is the heart of philosophical thinking. But, like many contro- 
versialists, he hated error more than he loved truth, and came to depend 
overmuch oiTShe stimulus of opposition. There is sagacity in Hobbes, 
and often a profound deliberateness; but there is no repose.

We have found Hobbes to possess remarkable confidence and energy 
of mind; we must consider now whether his mind was also original. 
Like Epicurus, he had an affectation for originality. He rarely mentions 
a writer to acknowledge a debt, and often seems over-sensitive about 
his independence of the past in philosophy. Aristotle’s philosophy is 
‘vain’, and scholasticism is no more than a ‘collection of absurdities’. 
But, though he had certainly read more than he sometimes cared to 
admit-—it was a favourite saying of his that if he had read as much as 
other men he should have known no more than other men—he seems 
to have been content with the reading that happened to come his way, 
and complained rather of the inconvenience of a want of conversation
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at some periods in his life than of a lack of books. He was conscious 
of being a self-taught philosopher, an amateur, without the training of 
a Descartes or the background of a Spinoza. And this feeling was 
perhaps strengthened by the absence of an academic environment. 
One age of academic philosophy had gone, the next was yet to come. 
The seventeenth century was the age of die independent scholar, and 
Hobbes was one of these, taking his own way and making his own 
contacts with the learned world. And his profound suspicion of any
thing like authority in philosophy reinforced his circumstantial inde
pendence. The guidance he wanted he got from his touch with his 
contemporaries, particularly in Paris; his inspiration was a native 
sensitiveness to the direction required of philosophy if it were to 
provide an answer to the questions suggested by contemporary 
science. In conception and design, his philosophy is his own. And 
when he claimed thjt civil philosophy was ‘no older than my own book 
De Give',1 he was expressing at once the personal achievement of 

'having gone afresh to the facts of human consciousness for his inter
pretation of the meaning of civil society, and also that universal sense 
of newness with which his age appreciated its own intellectual accom
plishments. But, for all that, his philosophy belongs to a tradition. 
Perhaps the truth is that Hobbes was as original as he thought he was, 
and to acknowledge his real indebtedness he would have required to 
see (what he could not be expected to see) the link between scholasti
cism and modern philosophy which is only now becoming clear to 
us. His philosophy is in the nature of a palimpsest. For its author what 
was important was what he wrote, and it is only to be expected that 
he should be indifferent to what is already there; but for us both sets 
of writing are significant.

Finally, Hobbes is a writer, a self-conscious stylist and the master of 
an individual style that expresses his whole personality; for there is no 
hiatus between his personality and his philosophy. His manner of 
writing is not, of course, foreign to his age; it belongs to him neither 
to write with the informality that is the achievement of Locke, nor 
with the simplicity that makes Hume’s style a model not to be rejected 
by the philosophical writer of to-day. Hobbes is elaborate in an age 
that delighted in elaboration. But, within the range of his oppor
tunities, he found a way of writing that exactly reflected his tempera
ment. His controversial purpose is large on every page; he wrote to 
convince and to refute. And that in itself is a discipline. He has 

\) 1 E. W. i, p. ix.
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philosophical works, the De Corpore, the De Homine and the De Give. 
These works, it is suggested, constitute a continuous argument, part of
which is reproduced in the Leviathan; and the novel project of the 
civil philosophy’ was the exposition of a politics based upon a ‘natural 

philosophy’, the assimilation of politics to a materialist doctrine of the 
world, or (it is even suggested) to the view of the world as it appeared
in the conclusions of the physical sciences. A mechanistic-materialist / / 
politics is made to spring from a mechanistic-materialist universe. 
And, not improperly, it is argued that the significance of what appears 
at the end is determined at least in part by what was proved or assumed 
at the beginning. The second view is that this, no doubt, was the 
intention of Hobbes, but that ‘the attempt and not the deed confounds 
him. The joints of the system are ill-matched, and what should have 
been a continuous argument, based upon a philosophy of materialism, 
collapses under its own weight.

Both these views are, I think, misconceived. But they are the pro
duct not merely of inattention to the words of Hobbes; it is to be 
feared that they derive also from a graver fault of interpretation, a 
false expectation with regard to the nature of a philosophical system.
For what is expected here is that a philosophical system should conform 
to an architectural analogue, and consequently what is sought in 
Hobbes’s system is a foundation and a superstructure planned as a 
single whole, with civil philosophy as the top storey. Now, it may be 
doubted whether any philosophical system can properly be represented 
in the terms of architecture, but what is certain is that the analogy 
does violence to the system of Hobbes. The coherence of his philo
sophy, the system of it, lies not in an architectonic structure, but in a 
3fflgle‘passionate thought’ that pervades its parts.1 The system is not the 
plan or key of the labyrinth of the philosophy; it is, rather, a guiding 
clue, like the thread of Ariadne.2 It is like the music that gives meaning 
to the movement of dancers, or the law of evidence that gives coherence 
to the practice of a court. And the thread, the hidden thought, is the 
continuous application of a doctrine about the nature of philosophy. 
Hobbes’s philosophy is the world reflected in the mirror of the 
philosophic eye, each image the representation of a fresh object, but 
each determined by the character of the mirror itself. In short, the 
civil philosophy belongs to a philosophical system, not because it is

1 Confucius said, ‘T‘zu, you probably think that I have learned many things and hold 
them in my mind.’ ‘Yes/ he replied, ‘is that not true?* ‘No,’ said Confucius; ‘I have one 
thing that permeates everything/—Confucius, Analects xv. 2. L. p. 14.

2 E. IV. n, p. vi.
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materialistic but because it is philosophical; and an enquiry into the 
character of the system and the place of politics in it resolves itself 
into an enquiry into what Hobbes considered to be the nature of 
philosophy.

For Hobbes, to think philosophically is to reason; philosophy is 
reasoning. To this all else is subordinate; from this all else derives. 
It is the character of reasoning that determines the range and the limits 
of philosophical enquiry; it is this character that gives coherence, 
system, to Hobbes’s philosophy. Philosophy, for him, is the world 
as it appears in the mirror of reason; civil philosophy is the image of the 
civil order reflected in that mirror. In general, the world seen in this 
mirror is a world of causes and effects: cause and effect are its categories. 
And for Hobbes reason has two alternative ends: to determine the 
conditional causes of given effects, or to determine the conditional 
effects of given causes.1 But to understand more exactly what he 
means by this identification of philosophy with reasoning, we must 
consider three contrasts that run through all his writing: the contrast 
between philosophy and theology (reason and faith), between philo
sophy and ‘science’ ^reason and empmcism) and between philosophy 
and experience (reason and sense).

Reasoning is "concerned solely with causes and effects. It follows, 
therefore, that its activity must lie within a world composed of things 
that are causes or the effects of causes. If there is another way of con
ceiving this world, it is not within the power of reasoning to follow it; 
if there are things by definition causeless or ingenerable, they belong 
to a world other than that of philosophy. This at once, for Hobbes, 
excludes from philosophy the consideration of die universe as a whole, 
things infinite, things eternal, final causes and things known only by 
divine grace or revelation: it excludes what Hobbes comprehensively 
calls theology and faith. He denies, not the existence of these things, 
but their rationality.2 This method of circumscribing the concerns of 
philosophy is not, of course, original in Hobbes. It has roots that go 
back to Augustine, if not further, and it was inherited by the seven
teenth century (where one side of it was distinguished as the heresy of 
Fideism: both Montaigne and Pascal were Fideists) directly from its 
formulation in the Averroism of Scotus and Occam. Indeed, this 
doctrine is one of the seeds in scholasticism from which modern 
philosophy sprang. Philosophical explanation, then, is concerned 
with things caused. A world of such things is, necessarily, a world

1 E.IV. i, pp. 65-6, 387. ^ L. p. 68. E.IV. I, pp. 10, 410.
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from which teleology is excluded; its internal movement comprises 
the impact of its parts upon one another, of attraction and repulsion, 
not of growth or development. It is a world conceived on the analogy 
of a machine, where to explain an effect we go to its immediate cause, 
and to seek the result of a cause we go only to its immediate effect.1 
In other words, the mechanistic element in Hobbes’s philosophy is 
derived from his rationalism; its source and authority lie, not in 
observation, but in reasoning. He does not say that the natural world 
is a machine; he says only that the rational world is analogous to a 
machine. He is a scholastic, not a ‘scientific’ mechanist. This does not 
mean that the mechanistic element is unimportant in Hobbes; it means 
only that it is derivative. It is, indeed, of the greatest importance, for 
Hobbes’s philosophy is, in all its parts, pre-eminently a philosophy of 
power precisely because philosophy is reasoning, reasoning the elucida
tion of mechanism and mechanism essentially the combination, transfer 
and resolution of forces. The end of philosophy itself is power— 
scientia propter potentiam.2 Man is a complex of powers; desire is the 
desireTm p0wef, pride is illusion about power, honour opinion about 
power, life the unremitting exercise of power and death the absolute 
loss of power. And the civil order is conceived as a coherence of 
powers, not because politics is vulgarly observed to be a competition 
of powers, or because civil philosophy must take its conceptions from 
natural philosophy, but because to subject the civil order to rational 
enquiry unavoidably turns it into a mechanism.
Mn the writings of Hobbes, philosophy arid science are not contrasted 

eo nomine. Such a contrast would have been impossible in the seven
teenth century, with its absence of differentiation between the sciences 
and its still unshaken hold on the conception of the unity of human 
knowledge. Indeed, Hobbes normally uses the word science as a 
synonym for philosophy; rational knowledge is scientific knowledge. 
Nevertheless, Hobbes is near the beginning of a new view of the 
structure and parts of knowledge, a change of view which became 
clearer in the generation of Locke and was completed by Kant. Like 
Bacon and others before him, Hobbes has his own classification of the 
genres of knowledge,3 and that it is a classification which involves a 
distinction between philosophy and what we have come to call 
‘science’ is suggested by his ambiguous attitude to the work of con
temporary scientists. He wrote with an unusually generous enthusiasm 
of the great advances made by Kepler, Galileo and Harvey; ‘the 

1 E.W. n, p. xiv. 2 E.W. i, p. xiv, O.L. i, p. 6. 8 L. p. 54.
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beginning of astronomy’, he says, ‘is not to be derived from farther 
time than fronuCopernicus’1; but he had neither sympathy nor even 
patience for the ‘new oT experimental philosophy’, and he did not 
conceal his contempt for the work of the Royal Society, founded in 
his lifetime. But this ambiguity ceases to be paradoxical when we see 
what Hobbes was about, when we understand that one of the few 
internal tensions of his thought arose from an attempted but imper
fectly achieved distinction between science and philosophy. The 
distinction, well known to us now, is that between knowledge of 
things as they appear and enquiry into the fact of their appearing, 
between a knowledge (with all the necessary assumptions) of the 
phenomenal world and a theory of knowledge itself. Hobbes appre
ciated this distinction, and his appreciation of it allies him with Locke 
and with Kant and separates him from Bacon and even Descartes. 
He perceived that his concern as a philosopher was with the second and 
not the first of these enquiries; yet the distinction remained imperfectly 
defined in his mind. But that philosophy meant for Hobbes something 
different from the enquiries of natural science is at once apparent 
when we consider the starting-place of his thought and the character 
of the questions he thinks it necessary to ask. He begins with sensation; 
and he begins there, not because there is no deceit or crookedness in 
the utterances of the senses, but because the fact of our having sensations 
seems to him the only thing of which we can be indubitably certain.2 

'And the question he asks himself is, what must the world be like for us 
to have the sensations we undoubtedly experience? His enquiry is 
into the cause of sensation, an enquiry to be conducted, not by means 
of observation, but by means of reasoning. And if the answer he 
proposes owes something to the inspiration of the scientists, that does 
nothing to modify the distinction between science and philosophy 
inherent in the question itself. For the scientists of his day the world 
of nature was almost a machine^Jf eplcr had proposed the substitution 
of the word vis for the wordamnw in physics; and Hobbes, whose 
concern was with tlie rationafworld (by definition also conceived as 
the analogy of a machine), discovered that some of the general ideas 
of the scientists could be turned to his own purposes. But these par
donable appropriations do nothing to approximate his enquiry to that 
of Galileo or Newton. Philosophy is reasoning, this time contrasted,

1 E. W. I, p. viii.
2 It will be remembered that the brilliant and informal genius of Montaigne had per

ceived that our most certain knowledge is what we know about ourselves, and had 
made of this a philosophy of introspection.
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not with theology, but with what we have come to know as natural 
science. And the question, What, in an age of science, is the task of 
philosophy? which was to concern the nineteenth century so deeply, 
was already familiar to Hobbes. And it is a false reading of his inten
tion and his achievement which finds in his civil philosophy the 
beginning of sociology or a science of politics, the beginning of that 
movement of thought that came to regard ‘the methods of physical 
science as the proper models for political.’1

But the contrast that finally distinguishes philosophy and reveals its 
full character is that between philosophy and what Hobbes calls 
experience. For in elucidating this distinction Hobbes shows us 
philosophy coming into being, shows it as a thing generated and relates 
it to its cause thereby establishing it as itself a proper subject of rational 
consideration. The mental history of a man begins with sensation, 
‘for there is no conception in a man’s mind, which hath not at first, 
totally, or by parts, been begotten upon the organs of sense.’2 Some 
sensations, perhaps, occupying but an instant, involve no reference to 
others and no sense of time. But commonly, sensations, requiring a 
minimum time of more than a single instant, and reaching a mind 
already stored with the relics of previous .sensations, are impossible 
without that which gives a sense of time—memory.3 Sensation 
involves recollection, and a man’s experience is nothing but the 
recollected after-images of sensations. But from his power to remember 
man derives another power, imagination, which is the ability to recall 
and turn over in the mind the decayed relics of past sensation, the 
ability to experience even when the senses dremselves have ceased to 
speak. Moreover, imagination, diough it depends on past sensations, 
is not an entirely servile faculty; it is capable of compounding together 
relics of sensations felt at different times. Indeed, in imagination we 
may have in our minds images not only of what we have never actually 
seen (as when we imagine a golden mountain though we have seen 
only gold and a mountain), but even of what we could never see, 
such as a chimera. But imagination remains servile in that ‘we have 
no transition from one imagination to another whereof we never had 
the like before in our senses.’4 Two things more belong to.experience; 
the fruits of experience. The first is History, which is the ordered 
register of past experiences. The seconcTisjprudence, which is the 
power to anticipate experience by means of the recollection of what

xxiii

1 J. S. Mill. Autobiography, p. 165. 2 L. p. 7. E.W. i, p. 393. 1 L. p. 13.
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has gone before. ‘Of our conceptions of the past, we make a future.’1 
A full, well-recollected experience gives the ‘foresight’ and ‘wisdom’ 
that belong to the prudent man, a wisdom that springs from the 
appreciation of those causes and effects that time and not reason teaches 
us. This is the end and crown of experience. In the mind of the 
prudent or sagacious man, experience appears as a kind of knowledge. 
Governed by sense, it is necessarily individual, a particular knowledge 
of particulars. But, within its limits, it is ‘absolute knowledge’;2 
there is no ground upon which it can be doubted^ and the categories of 
truth and falsehood do not apply to it. It is mere, uncritical ‘knowledge 
of fact’: ‘experience concluded! nothing universal.’3 And in all its 
characteristics it is distinguished from philosophical knowledge, which 
(because it is reasoned) is general and not particular, a knowledge of 
consequences and not of facts, and conditional and not absolute.

Our task now is to follow Hobbes in his account of the generation of 
rational knowledge from experience. In principle, experience (except 
perhaps when it issues in history) is something man shares with animals 
and has only in a greater degree: memory and imagination are the 
unsought mechanical products of sensation, like the movements that 
continue on the surface of water after what disturbed it has sunk to rest. 
In order to surmount the limits of this sense-experience and achieve 
reasoned knowledge of our sensations, we require not only to have 
sensations, but to be conscious of having them; we require theqpowgr 
of introspection. But the cause^of this power must lie in sense ,itself, 
if the power is to avoid the imputation of being an easy deus ex 
machina. .Language satisfies both these conditions: it makes introspec
tion possible, and springs from a power we share with animals, the 
physical power of making sounds. For, though language ‘when dis
posed of in speech and pronounced to others’4 is the means whereby 
men declare their thoughts to one another, it is primarily the only 
means by which a man may communicate his own thoughts to himself, 
may become conscious of the contents of his mind. The beginning of 
language is giving names to after-images of sensations and thereby 
becoming conscious of them; the act of naming the image is the act 
of becoming conscious of it. For, ‘a name is a word taken at pleasure to 
serve as a mark that may raise in our minds a thought like some thought 
we had before.’5

Language, the giving of names to images, is not itself reasonable,
1 B.W. iv, p. 16. ? L. p. 53. 3 E.W. xv, p. 18, 4 E.W. i, p. 16.

8 E.W. i, p. 16,
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it is the arbitrary precondition of all reasoning:1 the generation of
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rational knowledgeTsTry words out of experience. The achievement 
of language is to ‘register our thoughts’, to fix what is essentially 
fleering. And from this achievement follows the pos~siT5itfW~Trf ilcfini- 
tion, the conjunction of general names, proposition and rational 
argument, all of which consist in the ‘proper use of names in language.’ 
But, though reasoning brings with it knowledge of the general and 
the possibility of truth and its opposite, absurdity,2 it can never pass 
beyond the world of names. Reasoning is nothing else but the addition 
and subtraction of names, and ‘gives us conclusions, not about the 
nature of things, but about the names of things. That is to say, by 
means of reason we discover only whether the connections we have 
established between names are in accordance with the arbitrary con
vention we have established concerning their meanings.’3 This is at 
once a nominalist and a profoundly sceptical doctrine. Truth is of 
universals, but they are names, the names of images left over from 
sensations; and a true proposition is not an assertion about the real 
world. We can, then, surmount the limits of sense-experience and 
achieve rational knowledge; and it is this knowledge, with its own 
severe limitations, that is the concern of philosophy.

But philosophy is not only knowledge of the universal, it is a know
ledge of causes. Informally, Hobbes describes it as ‘the natural reason 
of man flying up and down among the creatures, and bringing back 
a true report of their order, causes and effects.’4 We have seen already 
how, by limiting philosophy to a knowledge of things caused (because 
reasoning itself must observe this limit) he separates it from theology. 
We have now to consider why he believed that the essential work of 
reasoning (and therefore of philosophy) was the demonstration of 
the cause of things caused. Cause for Hobbes is the means by which 
anything comes into being. Unlike any of the Aristotelian causes, it is 
essentially that which, previous in time, brings about the effect. A 
knowledge of cause is, then, a knowledge of how atliing is generated.5 
But why must philosophy be a knowledge of this sort? Hobbes’s 
answer would appear to be, first, that this sort of knowledge can spring 
from reasoning while it is impossible to mere experience, and, secondly, 
that since, ex hypothesi, the data of philosophy are effects, the only

1 This is why introspection that falls short of reasoning is possible. E. W. I, p. 73.
3 Since truth is of propositions, its opposite is a statement that is absurd or nonsensical, 

Error belongs to the world of experience and is a failure in foresight. L. p. 27.
3 O.L. v, p. 257. 1 E.W. I, p. xiii. 6 E.W. vn, p. 78.
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possible enlargement of our knowledge of them must consist in a 
knowledge of their causes. If we add to the experience of an effect 
a knowledge of its generation, a knowledge of its ‘constitutive cause’,1 
we know everything that may be known. In short, a knowledge of 
causes is the pursuit in philosophy because philosophy is reasoning.2

The third characteristic of philosophical knowledge, as distinguished 
from experience, is that it is ^conditional, not absolute. Hobbes’s 
doctrine is that when, in reasoning, we conclude that the cause of 
something is such and such, we can mean no more than that such and 
such is aj30ssible efficient cause, and not that it is the actual cause. 
There are three criteria by which a suggested cause may be judged, 
and proof that the cause actually operated is not among them. For- 
reasoning, a cause must be ‘imaginable’, the necessity of the effect must 
be shown to follow from the cause, and it must be shown that nothing 
false (that is, not present in the effect) can be derived.3 And what 
satisfies these conditions may be described as an hypothetical efficient 
cause. That philosophy is limited to the demonstration of such causes 
is stated by Hobbes on many occasions; it applies not only to the 
detail of his philosophy, but also to the most general of all causes, to 
body and motion. For example, when he says that the cause or genera
tion of a circle is ‘the circumduction of a body whereof one end remains 
unmoved’, he adds that this gives ‘some generation [of the figure], 
though perhaps not that by which it was made, yet that by which it 
might have been made.’4 And when he considers the general problem 
of the cause of sensations, he concludes, not with the categorical 
statement that body and motion are the only causal existents, but that 
body (that is, that which is independent of thought and which fills a 
portion of space) and motion are the hypothetical efficient causes of 
our having sensations, if there were no body there could be no motion, 
and if there were no motion of bodies there could be no sensation; 
seatke semper idem et non sentire ad idem recidunt.5 From beginning to 
end there is no suggestion in Hobbes that philosophy is anything other 
than conditional knowledge, knowledge of hypothetical generations 
and conclusions about the names of things, not about the nature of 
things.6 With these philosophy must be satisfied, though they are 
but fictions. Indeed, philosophy may be defined as the establishment

1 E. W. n, p. xiv.
2 Hobbes gives the additional reason that a knowledge of causes is useful to mankind. 

E.W. i, pp. 7-10.
8 Elements of Law. Appendix n, § 1, p. 168.
8 O.L. i, p. 321. 6 L. pp. 40-1.

4 E.W.i, pp. 6, 386-7.
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by reasoning of true fictions. And the ground of this limitation is, that 
the world being what it is, reasoning can go no further. ‘There is no 
effect which the power of God cannot produce in many several ways’,1 
verification ai oculos is impossible because these causes are rational 
not perceptible, and consequently the farthest reach of reason is the 
demonstration of causes which satisfy the three rational criteria.

My contention is, then, that the system of Hobbes’s philosophy lies 
in his conception of the nature of philosophical knowledge, and not in 
any doctrine about the world. And the inspiration of his philosophy 
is the intention to be guided by reason and to reject all other guides: 
this is the thread, the hidden thought, that gives it coherence, distin
guishing it from Faith, ‘Science’ and Experience. It remains to guard 
against a possible error. The lineage of Hobbes’s rationalism lies, not 
(like that of Spinoza or even Descartes) in the great Platonic-Christian 
tradition, but in the sceptical, late scholastic tradition. He does not 
normally speak of Reason, the divine illumination of the mind that 
unites man with God; he speaks ofreasoning. And he is not less per
suaded of its fallibility and limitations than Montaigne himself.2 
By means of reasoning we certainly pass beyond mere sense-experience, 
but when imagination and prudence have generated rational know
ledge, they do not, like drones, perish; drey continue to perform in 
human life functions that reasoning itself cannot discharge. .Nor^ 
indeed, is man, in Hobbes’s view, primarily a reasoning creature. 
This capacity for general hypothetical reasoning disfuiguisHes him 
from the animal, but Ire remains fundamentally a creature of passion, 
and it is by passion not less than by reasoning that he achieves Us 
salvation.3

We have considered Hobbes’s view of philosophy because civil 
philosophy, whatever else it is, is philosophy. Civil philosophy, the 
subject of the Leviathan, is precisely the application of tins conception 
of philosophy to civil society. It is not the last chapter in a philosophy 
of materialism, but the reflection of civil society in the mirror of a 
rationalistic philosophy. But if the genus of civil philosophy is its

1 E.W. vn, p. 3. It may be observed that what is recognized here is the normally 
unstated presupposition of all seventeenth-century science: the Scotist belief that the 
natural world is the creation ex nihilo of an omnipotent God, and that therefore cate
gorical knowledge of its detail is not deducible but (if it exists) must be the product of 
observation. Characteristically adhering to the tradition, Hobbes says that the only thing 
we can know of God is his omnipotence.

2 L. p. 26. 8 L. p. 84.
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character as philosophy, its differentia is derived from the matter to be 
considered. Civil philosophy is settling the generation or constitutive 
cause of civil society. And the kind of hypothetical efficient cause that 
civil philosophy may be expected to demonstrate is determined by the 
fact that civil society is an artifact: it is artificial, not natural. Now, to 
assert that civil society is ah artifact'is already to have settled the ques
tion of its generation, and Hobbes himself does not begin with any 
such assertion. His method is to establish the artificial character of 
civil society by considering its generation. But in order to avoid false 
expectations it will be wise for us to anticipate the argument and 
consider what he means by this distinction between, art.and nature.

Hobbes has given us no collected account of his philosophy of 
artifice; it is to be gathered only from scattered observations. But 
when these are put together, they compose a coherent view. A work 
of art is the product or effect of mental activity. But this in itself does 
not distinguish it securely from nature, because the universe itself must 
be regarded as the product of God’s mental activity, and what we 
call ‘nature’,Js-tQ. God an artifact:! and there are products ofliuman 
mental activity which, having established themselves, become for 
the observer part of his natural world. More firmly defined, then, a 
work of art is the product of mental activity considered from the point 
of view of its cause. And, since what we have to consider are works of 
human art, our enquiry must be into die kind of natural human mental 
activity that may result in a work of art; for the cause of a work of art 
must lie in nature; that is, in experience. It would appear that the 
activities involved are willing and reasoning. But reasoning itself is 
artificial, not natural; it is an ‘acquired’ not a ‘native’ mental activity,2 
and dierefore cannot be considered as part of the generation of a work 
of art.3 We are left, then, with willing, which, belonging to experience 
and not reasoning, is undoubtedly a natural mental activity. The cause 
(hypothetical and efficient, of course) of a human work" of art is the 
will of a man. And willing is ‘the last desirTln dehberating'. delibera- 
ting being mental discourse in which the subject is desires and aver
sions.4 It is a creative activity (not merely imitative), in the same way 
as imagination, working on sensations, creates a new world of hitherto 
separated parts. Both will and imagination are servile only in that

1 L. p. 5. » L. p. 29.
3 The expression ‘natural reason’ is not absent from Hobbes’s writings, but it means 

the reasoning of individual men contrasted with the doubly artificial reasoning of the 
artificial man, the Leviathan, e.g. L. pp. 5, 42, 233, 242. E IV i p xiii

1 L. p. 38. . r- •
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their products must be like nature in respect of being mechanisms; 
that is, complexes of cause and effect.1 Moreover, will creates not only 
when it is single and alone, but also in concert with other wills. The 
product of an agreement between wills is no less a work of art than 
the product of one will. And the peculiarity of civil society, as a work 
of art, is its generation from a number of wills. The word ‘civil’, in
,V , i .r ^mmrt*<**m*»* , "X. -iHobbes, means artifice springing jrpm more thaii one wifi. Cmf 
history (as distinguished Iromnatural history) is the register of events 
that have sprung from the voluntary actions of man in common
wealths.2 Civil authority is authority arising out of an agreement of 
wills, while natural authority (that of the father in the family) has no 
such generation and is consequently of a different character.3 And 
civil society is itself contrasted on this account with the appearance of 
society in mere natural gregariousness.4

Now, with this understanding of the meaning of both ‘civil’ and 
‘philosophical’, we may determine what is to be expected for a civil 
philosophy. Two things may be expected from it. First, it will 
exhibit the internal mechanism of civil society as a system of cause and 
effect and settle the generation of the parts of civil society. And 
secondly, we may expect it to settle the generation, in terms of an 
hypothetical efficient cause, of the artifact as a whole; that is, to show 
this work of art springing from the specific nature of man. But it 
may be observed that two courses lie open to anyone, holding the 
views of Hobbes, who undertakes this project. Philosophy, we have 
seen, may argue from a given effect to its hypothetical efficient cause, 
or from a given cause to its possible effect. Often the second form of 
argument is excluded; this is so with sensations, when the given is an 
effect and the cause is to seek. But in civil philosophy, and in all 
reasoning concerned with artifacta, both courses are open; for the 1 i 
cause and the effect (human nature and civil society) are both given, [ /

^ and the task of philosopliy is to unite tfie details of eacn to each in terms 
of cause and effect. Hobbes tells uss that his early thinking on the , ^ 
subject took the form of an argumeixTTfom effect (civil society) to , 
cause (human nature), from art to nature; but it is to be remarked 
that, not only in the Leviathan', but also in all the other accounts he 
gives of his civil philosophy, the form of the argument is from cause 
to effect, from nature to art. But, since the generation is rational and 
not physical, the direction from which it is considered is clearly a 
matter of indifference.

1 L. p. 5. L. p. 53. 3 L. p. 130.
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V. THE ARGUMENT OF THE LEVIATHAN

Any account worth giving of the argument of the Leviathan must be 
an interpretation; and this account, because it is an interpretation, is 
not a substitute for the text. Specific comment is avoided; but the 
implicit comment involved in selection, emphasis, the alteration of the 
language and the departure from the order of ideas in the text, cannot 
be avoided.

The nature of man is the predicament of mankind. A knowledge 
of this nature is to be hacRxom introspection, each man reading him
self in order to discern in himself, mankind. Civil philosophy begins 
with this sort of knowledge of the nature of man.1

Man is._a^creature of sense. He can have nothing in his mind that 
was not once a sensation. Sensations are movements in the organs of 
sense which set up consequent movements in the brain, called ideas. 
After the stimulus of sense has spent itself, there remain in the mind 
slowly fading relics of sensations, called images. Imagination is the 
consciousness of these images, we imagine what was once in the senses 
but is there no longer. Memory is the recollection of these images. 
A man’s experience is the whole contents of his memory, the relics 
of sensations available to him in recollection. And Mental Discourse 
is images succeeding one another in the mind. This succession may 
be haphazard or it may be regulated, but it always follows some 
previous succession of sensations. A typical regulated succession of 
images is where the image of an effect calls up from memory the image 
of its cause. Mental discourse becomes Prudence or foresight when, 
by combining the recollection of the images of associated sensations 
in the past with the present experience of one of the sensations, we 
anticipate the appearance of the others. Prudence is natural wisdom. 
All these together may be called the receptive powers of a man. Their 
cause is sensation (into the cause of which we need not enquire here), 
and they are nothing other than movements in the brain.2

1 Man is a mechanism; but a mechanism may be considered at different levels of 
abstraction. For example, the working of a watch may be described mathematically in 
terms of quantities, or in the mechanical terms of force and inertia, or in terms of its 
visible parts, springs and cogs. And to choose one level does not deny the possibility of 
the others. In selecting introspection as the sort of knowledge of man required in civil 
philosophy, Hobbes is doing no more than to choose what he considers to be the relevant 
level of abstraction.

2 L. chs. i-iii.
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But, springing from these there is another set of movements in the 
brain, which may be called comprehensively the active powers of a 
man; his emotions or passions. These movements are called voluntary 
to distinguish fhem from involuntary movements such as the circula
tion of the blood. Voluntary activity is activity ha response to an idea, 
and therefore it has its beginning in imagination. Its undifferentiated 
form is called Endeavour, which, when it is towards the image from 
which it sprang is called Desire or Appetite, and when it is away from 
its originating image is called Aversion. Love corresponds to Desire; 
Hate to Aversion. And whatever is the object of a man’s Desire he 
calls Good, and whatever he Hates he calls Evil. There is, therefore, 
nothing good or evil as such; for different men desire different things, 
each calling the object of his desire good, and the same man will, at 
different times, love and hate the same thing. Pleasure is a movement 
in the mind that accompanies the image of wHat is held to be good, 
pain one that accompanies an image held to be evil. Now, just as 
the succession of images in the mind is called Mental Discourse (the 
end of which is Prudence), so the succession of emotions in the mind is 
called Deliberation, the end of which is Will. While desire and aver
sion succeed one another without any decision being reached, we are 
said to be deliberating; when a decision is reached, and desire is con
centrated upon some object, we are said to will it. ..Will is the las.t 
desire in deliberating. There can, then, be no final end, no summum 

Tonum,1 for a man’s active powers; the appropriate achievement will 
be continual success in obtaining those things which a man from time 
to time desires, and this success lies not only in procuring what is 
desired, but also in the assurance that what will in the future be desired 
will also be procured. This success is called Felicity, which is a condi
tion of movement, not of rest or tranquillity. The means by which 
a man may obtain this success are called, comprehensively, his Power; 
and therefore there is in man a perpetual and restless desire for power, 
because power is the conditio sine qua non of Felicity.2

The receptive and the active powers of man derive directly from the 
possession of the five senses; the senses are their efficient cause. And 
since we share our senses with the animals, we share also these powers. 
Men and beasts do not have the same images and desires; but both 
alike have imagination and desire. What then, since this does not,

1 There is, however, a summum malum, and it is death; its opposite, being alive, is 
only a ‘primary good.’ L. p. 64. O.L. n, p. 98.

2 L. chs. vi, xi.
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differentiates man from beast? Two things: religion and the power of 
reasoning. Both these are at once natural anSTaftiffciaT: they belong 
to the nature of man because their generation is in sense and emotion, 
but they are artificial because they are the products of human mental 
activity. Religion and reasoning are mankind’s natural inheritance of 
artifice.

The character of reasoning and its generation from the invention of 
speech has already been described. Here it need only be added that, 
just as Prudence is the end-product of imagination and Felicity of 
emotion, so Sapience is the end-product of reasoning; an3 Sapience 
is a wealth of general hypothetical conclusions or theorems, found out 
by reasoning, about the causes and consequences of the names of 
sensations.1

The seed of religion, like that of reasoning, is in the nature of man, 
though what springs from that seed, a specific set of religious beliefs 
and practices, is an artifact. The generation of religion is the necessary 
defect of Prudence, the inexperience of man. Prudence is foresight of 
a probable future based upon recollection, and insight into a probable 
cause also based upon recollection. Its immediate emotional effect 
is to allay anxiety and fear, fear of an unknown cause or consequence.2 
But since its range is necessarily limited, it has the additional effect of 
increasing man’s fear of what lies beyond that limit. Prudence, in 
restricting the area in the control of fear, increases the fear of what is 
still to be feared; having some foresight, men are all the more anxious 
because that foresight is not complete. (Animals, having little or no 
foresight, suffer only the lesser evil of its absence, not the greater of its 
limitation.) Religion is the product of mental activity to meet this 
situation. It springs from prudent fear of what is beyond the power of 
prudence to find out,8 anefis the worship of what is feared because it is 
not understood. Its contradictory is Knowledge; its contrary is Super
stition, worship springing from fear of what is properly an object of 
knowledge. The perpetual fear that is the spring of religion seeks an 
object on which to concentrate itself, and calls that object God. It is 
true that perseverance in reasoning may reveal the necessity of a First 
Cause, but so little can be known about it that the attitude of human 
beings towards it must always be one of worship rather than know-

1 L. chs. iv, v.
2 For Hobbes, fear is aversion from something believed to be hurtful. L. p. 34.
8 L. p. 70. The limitations of reasoning also produce fear, a rational fear of what is 

beyond the power of reason to disclose.
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ledge. And each man, according to the restriction of his experience 
and the greatness of his fear, renders to God worship and honour.1

The human nature we are considering is the internal structure and

Eowers of the individual man, a structure and powers which would be 
is even if he were the only example of his species: we are considering 

the character of the solitary. He lives in the world of his own sensations 
and imaginations, desires and aversions, prudence, reason and religion. 
For his thoughts and actions he is answerable to none but himself. 
He is conscious of possessing certain powers, and the authority for 
their exercise lies in nothing but their existence, and that authority is 
absolute. Consequently, an observer from another world, considering 
the character of our solitary, would not improperly attribute to him a 
natural freedom or right of judgment in the exercise of his powers of 
mind and body for the achievement of the ends given in his nature.2 
In the pursuit of felicity he may make mistakes, in his mental discourse 
he may commit errors, in his reasoning he may be guilty of absurdity, 
but a denial of the propriety of the pursuit would be a meaningless 
denial of the propriety of his character and existence. Further, when 
our solitary applies his powers of reasoning to find out fit means to 
attain the ends dictated by his emotional nature, he may, if his reasoning 
is steady, light upon some general truths or theorems with regard to 
the probable consequences of his actions. It appears, then, that un
fettered action (which may be called a man’s natural right to exercise 
his natural powers), and the possibility of formulating general truths 
about the pursuit of felicity, are corollaries of human nature.

Two further observations may be made. First, in the pursuit of 
felicity certain habits of mind and action will be found to be specially 
serviceable, and these are called Virtues. Other habits will hinder 
the pursuit, and these are called Defects. Defects are misdirected 
virtues. For example, prudence in general is a virtue, but to be over- 
prudent, to look too far ahead and allow too much care for the future, 
reduces a man to the condition of Prometheus on the rock (whose 
achievements by night were devoured by the anxieties of the day), and 
inhibits the pursuit.3 And the pre-eminently inhibiting defect from 
which human beings may be observed to suffer is Pride. This is the 
defect of jGlory, and its other names are Vanity and Vain-glory.

1 L. ch. xii.
2 Freedom, for Hobbes, can be properly attributed only to a body whose motion is 

not hindered. L. p. 137, 233. And the ‘right’ derives, of course, not from the authority 
of a natural law, but from the character of the individual as an ens completum.

8 L. p. 70.
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Glory, which is exultation in the mind based upon a true estimate of a 
man’s powers to procure felicity, is a useful emotion; it is both the 
cause and effect of well-grounded confidence. But pride is a man’s 
false estimate of his own powers, and is the forerunner of certain 
failure. Indeed, so fundamental a defect is pride, that it may be taken 
as the type of all hindrances to the achievement of felicity.1 Secondly, 
it may be observed that death, the involuntary cessation of desire and 
the pursuit which is the end of desire, is the thing of all others the most 
hateful; it is the summum malum. And that which men hate they also fear 
if it is beyond their control. Prudence tells a man that he will die, 
and by taking thought the prudent man can sometimes avoid death by 
avoiding its probable occasions, and, so far, the fear of it will be 
diminished. But death will outdistance the fastest runner; in all its 
forms it is something to be feared as well as hated. Yet it is to be feared 
most when it is most beyond the control of prudence: the death to be 
most greatly feared is that which no foresight can guard against— 
sudden death.2 It would appear, then, that Pride is the type of all 
hindrances to the achievement of felicity, and death the type of all 
Aversion.

Now, tire element of unreahty in tire argument so far is not that 
the solitary, whose character we have been considering, is an abstraction 
and does not exist (he does exist and he is the real individual man), 
but that heldoes not exist alone.) This fact, that there is more than one of 
his kind, must now be recognized; we must turn from the nature of 
man to consider the natural condition of man. And it is at this point 
that the predicament of mankind becomes apparent; for, apart from 
mortahty, the character of the solitary man presents nothing that could 
properly be called a predicament.

The existence of others of his kind, and the impossibility of escaping 
their company, is the first real impediment in the pursuit of felicity; 
for another man is necessarily a competitor. This is no mere observa
tion, though its effects may be seen by any candid observer; it is a 
deduction from the nature of felicity. For, whatever appears to a man 
to belong to his felicity he must strive for with all his powers, and men 
who strive for the possession of the same object are enemies of one 
another. Moreover, he who is most successful will have the most

1 L. pp. 36, 75.
2 In the Leviathan death itself is taken to be the greatest evil; the refinement about 

sudden death is an interpretation of the view that appears in the De Cive and elsewhere 
that the greatest evil is' violent death./

INTRODUCTION XXXV

enemies and be in the greatest danger. To have built a house and 
cultivated a garden is to have issued an invitation to all others to take it 
by force, for it is against the common view of felicity to weary oneself 
with making what can be acquired by less arduous means. And further, 
competition does not arise merely when two or more happen to want 
the same thing, for when a man is among others of his kind his felicity 
is not absolute but comparative; and since a large part of it comes from 
a feeling of superiority, of having more than his fellow, the competition 
is essential, not accidental. There is, at best, a permanent potential 
enmity between men, ‘a perpetual contention for Honour, Riches 
and Authority.’1 And to make matters worse, each man is so nearly 
the equal of each other man in power, that superiority of strength 
(which might set some men above the disadvantages of competition: 
the possibility of losing) is nothing better than an illusion. The natural 
condition of man is one of the competition of equals for the things 
(necessarily scarce because of the desire for superiority)2 that belong to 
felicity. But equality of power, bringing with it, not only equality of 
fear, but also equality of hope, will urge every man to try to outwit 
his neighbour. And the end is open conflict, a war of all against all, in 
which the defects of man’s character and circumstances make him addi
tionally vulnerable. For, if pride, the excessive estimate of his own 
powers, hinders a man in choosing the best course when he is alone, it 
will be the most crippling of all handicaps when played upon by a 
competitor in the race. And in a company of enemies, death, the 
summum malum, will be closer than felicity. When a man is among 
men, pride is more dangerous and death more likely.3

The predicament may now be stated precisely. There is a radical 
conflict between the nature of man and the natural condition of man
kind: what the one urges with hope of achievement, the other makes 
impossible. Man is solitary; would that he were alone. For the 
sweetness of all he may come by through the efforts of others, is made 
bitter by the price he must pay for it. And it is neither sin nor depravity 
that creates the predicament; nature itself is the author of his ruin.

But, like the seeds of fire (which were not themselves warm) that 
Prometheus brought to mankind, like the first incipient movements 
(hardly to be called such) that Lucretius, and after him, Hobbes, 
supposes to precede visible movement, the deliverance lies also in the 
womb of nature. The Saviour is not a visitor from another world, 
nor is it some god-like power of Reason come to create order out of 

1 L. p. 460. 2 L. p. 111. 3 L. ch. xiii.
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the chaos of passion; there is no break either in the situation or in the 
argument. The remedy of the disease is homeopathic.1

The precondition of deliverance is the recognition of the predica
ment. Just as, in the Christian theory, the repentance of the sinner is 
the first indispensable step towards salvation, so here, mankind must 
first be purged of the illusion called pride. For so long as a man is in 
the power of this illusion, he will hope to succeed to-morrow where he 
failed to-day; and the hope is vain. The purging emotion (it is to 
emotion that we go to find the beginning of deliverance) is the fear of 
death; for, the existence of other men increases a man’s fear of the final 
eclipse of desire by the same amount as it decreases his certainty of 
getting what he wants, and since his certainty is nil, his fear will be 
infinite. This fear illuminates prudence; man is a creature civilized 
by the fear of death. And what is begun in prudence is continued in 
reasoning; art supplements the gifts of nature. For, as reasoning may 
find out general truths for the guidance of a man in the pursuit of 
felicity when he is alone, so it will be capable of discovering similar 
truths for the guidance of men in their common competitive pursuit 
of felicity. And since what threatens to defeat every attempt to 
procure felicity is the competitive character of the pursuit or, in a 
word, war, the general truths found out by reasoning for the avoidance 
of thirHefeat of all by all may be called the rules or articles of Peace. 
And further, the art that is nearest to nature, that which, indeed) 
connects nature with all other artifice, the art of Speech, holds within 
itself the possibility, not only of reasoning, but also of communicating 
the results of reasoning in words and propositions understandable by 
all men. By means of speech a man not only comes to know himself, 
but may come to a common understanding with all others about the 
means of overcoming the predicament of mankind.

Now, what are the conclusions of reasoning concerning the means 
by which a number of men may procure felicity, conclusions that each 
man may reach, and, by speech, communicate to one another? They 
are neither many nor in themselves revolutionary, though their effects 
may involve modification in the way a man lives. Indeed, there is one 
conclusion that comprehends the whole message of reasoning in this 
matter: where there is a number of men, felicity is impossible of attainment
unless each mm Mt$.MM not IQ do, Ja.MttMb£X„whaLktM.OMld--n0t'haue~done~
to himself* The conditional and the negative form of this conclusion 
are both essential. It is conditional because the conclusions of reasoning
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are necessarily conditional; it is negative because it follows from our 
conception of the character of the individual and his felicity that one 
man can promote the felicity of another only negatively by forbear
ance, not positively by activity. There are common negative condi
tions without which felicity is impossible, and peace or security is 
the general name for these conditions; but there is no such thing as a 
common felicity. The other conclusions of reasoning on this matter 
are consequential from this first general conclusion. The three most 
important are: (1) Where there is a number of men, felicity is impossible 
unless each man is willing, in agreement with each other man, to surrender 
his natural right to pursue his own felicity as if he were alone in the world, the 
surrender being equal for all mend The exercise of the natural Right is the 
cause of the natural condition of war and the common frustration in the 
pursuit of felicity; the surrender of it is, therefore, a formal description 
of that condition in which the attainment of felicity is no longer im
possible. (2) Where there is a number of men, felicity is impossible unless 
each man performs his promises under the agreement he makes with each other 
man.* To enter into an agreement for the mutual surrender of natural 
Right and, at the same time, to take any opportunity that offers to 
exercise that Right intact, is an inconsistency destructive of peace. 
(3) Where there is a number of men, felicity is impossible unless it is under
stood that, notwithstanding any agreement entered into, no man shall be held 
to have promised to act in such a way as to preclude his further pursuit of 
felicity.3 An agreement entered into for the purpose of increasing the 
probability of the attainment of felicity, but which results in an increase 
in the probability of death, is an absurdity.

Inspired by passion (fear of death) and instructed by reason, mankind 
can design its own deliverance. The materials for the deliverance have 
been gathered, it remains to observe its particular generation.4 Since 
the predicament is caused by the existence of a number of individuals 
each possessed of a natural right to the free exercise of his will in the 
pursuit of his felicity and the consequent frustration of each by every 
other individual, the general form of the deliverance isi a wjlRtiot^to 
will, an agreement to lay down a right in order that the purpose of 
the right shall not be frustrated. Now, a right may be laid down either 
by abohshing it or by transferring it to somebody else. And the appro
priate method here is transfer, because what is required is not the 
abolition of the right but the canalizing of its exercise. A mutually 
agreed transfer of right is normally called a contract; and in this case 

1 L. p. 85. a L. pp. 93-6. 3 L. pp. 86-7, 142. 4 L. chs. xiv, xvi.
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it will be a contract between each man and every other man in which 
each transfers his right to a beneficiary who is not himself a party to 
the contract. But in a contract there are two stages; there is first 
covenant (which is an exchange of promises or undertakings), and 
secondly performance. The form of the covenant here is: I transfer 
to X my natural right to the free exercise of my will and authorize him to 
act on my behalf on condition that you make a similar transfer and give a 
similar authority.1 But it will be observed that, on account of the char
acter of what is to be transferred, specific performance must always be 
lacking. All covenant is a state of die will, and we pass from covenant 
to performance when we do that which concludes die contract; for ex
ample, hand over the object to be transferred. But here there can never be 
anything more than a state of will, never anything more than a cove
nant, for what each undertakes is to maintain a certain state of will; 
that is, what each undertakes is always doing and never done.2 In 
short, the deliverance can be achieved only by the perpetual main
tenance of a covenant, the daily keeping of a promise, which can never 
attain the fixed and conclusive character of a contract performed once 
and for all time. Moreover, relapse from this state of mind is not 
improbable. The covenant is supported by the fear of death and the 
conclusions of reasoning, but it is contrary to every other human 
passion, virtue and defect. It would appear, then, that ‘it is no wonder 
if there be somewhat else required (besides the Covenant) to make their 
Agreement constant and lasting.’3 And this ‘somewhat else’ is in
corporated in the character of the beneficiary under the transfer of
right-

There is no deliverance in transferring one’s natural right to another 
natural person as such; that would be merely to create an artificial 
tyranny of one in place of the natural tyranny of all. Under the 
covenant, the recipient of the natural right of each man must be the 
representative of each man, and a representative is an artificial person; 
he is one who impersonates a number of natural persons. The covenant 
then institutes an office, which may be held by one man or by an 
assembly of men, but which is distinct from the natural person of the 
holder. By the transfer of right, this representative becomes possessed 
of authority to deliberate, will and act in place of the deliberation, will 
and action of each separate man. And in the operation of this authority 
the multitude of conflicting wills is replaced, not by a common will 
(that is an absurdity), butby a single representative will. And with this, 

1 L. p. 85. 2 L. p. 93, ~J:U2.
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it would appear a way out of the predicament has been found.1 But 
we have seen already that this falls short of what is necessary. The 
covenant, as a consequence of which this authority is established, is a 
mutual undertaking to maintain a certain state of will by men who are 
not only able to retract, but who are often tempted to do so; and if 
they retract, the hope of deliverance dissolves with the dissolution of 
the authority. What is required in addition to the covenant, is power 
to enforce it perpetually. Supreme power must go with supreme 
authority: ‘Covenants, without the Sword, are but words.’2 What, 
then, is crcated by this agreement of wills is an artifact, a single Sove
reign authority and power and a multitude united as subjects under 
that authority and power, together parts of a single whole called a 
Commonwealth or Civil Society. This is the generation of the great 
Leviathan, the King of the Proud; non est potestas super terram quae 
comparetur ei.3 And its authority and power (which are not the same 
thing) are designed not only to create and maintain the internal 
peace of a number of men living togedier and seeking felicity in 
proximity to one another,4 but also to protect this society as a whole 
against the attacks of natural men and other societies.

We have considered in general and in detail the generation, that is, 
the hypothetical efficient cause, of civil society. The rest of civil 
philosophy consists of an exhibition of this artifact as a system of 
internal causes and effects, joining where necessary parts of its structure 
to elements in the predicament. This may be done most conveniently 
under three heads: (1) the constitution of the sovereign authority, 
(2) the rights and duties of the sovereign authority, (3) the rights and 
obligations of the subject.5

(1) The recipient of the transferred rights, whatever its constitution, 
is an artifact, is single and has supreme authority. But this recipient 
must be one man or an assembly of men, and if an assembly, it must 
be either some or the whole number of the society. That is, the civil 
society must be either a Monarchy or an Aristocracy or a Democracy.6

1 L. ch. xvi. 2 L. pp. 93, 109. 8 L. pp. 112, 209.
4 To be a dissident, that is, to refuse the peace established among one’s neighbours by 

continuing to exercise one’s natural right intact, is to choose the worst of both worlds— 
to depend on one’s individual power against the concentrated power of all others, which 
is tire action of a lunatic. And only a similar lunacy would lead a man, who thought he 
had not been a party to the covenant, to stand out for his natural rights. L. p. 115.

6 As used here, rights and obligations are exclusive of one another, rights and duties 
are not. The sovereign may have duties, but has no obligations. L. pp. 84, 189.

6 Hobbes dismisses all mixed forms of sovereign authority, but he considered the 
sovereign in England was Rex in parlamento. L. p. 175. E. W. vi, p. 34.
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Which it is to be, is solely a question of which is most likely to produce 
the peace for which civil society is instituted. The advantages of 
monarchy are obvious. It is easier for one than for many to make the 
necessary distinction between the person as representative (the office
holder as such) and the natural person, and it is easier for him to speak 
with one voice. Moreover, since the purpose of sovereignty is to 
eliminate the occasion of pride, monarchy (the only constitution in 
which there can be no perpetual competition for first place) has a 
prima facie superiority. However, no kind of constitution is without 
its defects. Which is best can be decided only by prudence; reason 
gives no conclusive answer, but tells us only that the main considera
tion is not wisdom but authority.1

(2) The rights of the sovereign authority are its liberties, what it 
may do; its duties are what it must do. Its duties are derived from the 
end for which it was instituted; it has the general duty of being 
successful. And the generation of its rights informs us of their general 
scope. The sovereign authority has no rights except those that have 
been transferred to it as a consequence of the covenant. But, since 
what was transferred was the natural right of each man to do whatever 
he wills, the rights in the sovereign must be those of a natural man. 
The paradox of civil society is that in it the extent of the rights of the 
civil individual are determined by artifice, and the extent of the rights 
of the artificial man, called Sovereign, are determined by nature. And, 
iust as the natural right of each man was to do what was needful to 
procure good for himself, the artificial right of the sovereign is to do 
what is needful to procure the only good that can be said to be univer
sally desired—the benefit of peace.2

Of the rights of the sovereign which are also his duties, the most 
important is the making of laws.3 His right is to be the sole legislative 
authority; nothing is law but what the sovereign has expressly com
manded, and the authority of all law derives from the will of the 
sovereign. His duty is to make equitable and necessary laws.

. A law is a command, the expression of will. Its mood is imperative; 
its essence isautKontyT^Taw, a general rule is laid down which 
creates the artificial distinction peculiar to civil society, the distinction 
between right and wrong. The categories right or just and wrong or 
unjust are what replace the surrendered natural right of each individual 
to do what he wills. They are the consequences, not the causes, of 
sovereignty; and their bearing is determined by the will of the sove- 

1 L. ch. xix. 2 L. ch. xviii. 8 L. ch. xxvi.
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reign expressed in law. It follows, then, that no law can be unjust, and 
that no conduct can be unjust save that which has been made so by being 
forbidden by law. The law of property, comprehensively, is the most 
important expression of the will of the sovereign authority, because 
it is by this law that, each man coming to know what is his own and 
being protected in the enjoyment of it by the sovereign power, the 
most elementary form of the peace of civil society is established.

But will is the last desire in deliberating, and deliberating is mental 
discourse about desires and aversions, a discourse that should, so far 
as it may, be instructed by reasoning. Consequently, though a law 
(the will of the sovereign) cannot be unjust, it may be inequitable 
or unnecessary; for, while authority is absolute, the reasoning of no 
man (not even the artificial reasoning of the Leviathan) is infallible. 
But it is the duty of the sovereign authority to make only such laws 
as are equitable and necessary. In general it may be said that any law 
which conflicts with the articles of peace (the conclusions of reasoning 
concerning the means by which a number of men may procure 
felicity) will be inequitable,1 and any law that forbids activity which 
does not jeopardize the peace of civil society, will be unnecessary. 
But what makes a law authoritative is never its conformity to the 
conclusions of reasoning, but only and always its spring in the will of 
the sovereign authority.

Together with the right of making laws goes the right of interpreting 
them and administering them; the right to judge and to enforce by 
punishment. This right is also a duty, and is inseparable from the right 
of making laws. For all law requires interpretation, and without the 
decision of controversies there can be no protection of one subject 
against the injuries of another. Punishment is the infliction of an evil 
by the sovereign authority on one proved guilty of an offence against 
the law, to the end that the offender and others shall be deterred from 
offences in the future; that is, the right to punish derives directly from 
the end for which sovereign authority was instituted.2

The relationship of the sovereign authority itself to the laws it 
makes is complex but clear. It is not itself bound by those laws, in 
the sense that there is no law that it cannot make or repeal. But, on 
the other hand, it is bound by them so long as it does not repeal them.

1 The principles, ‘No crime without a law’ and ‘No punishment without a crime’, 
were, for Hobbes, not principles of natural justice, for there is no such thing; they 
belonged to the rational ‘articles of peace’.

2 L. chs. xxvii, xxviii.
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In other words, as a sovereign law making authority it is legibus solutus; 
as a court for the administration of the law, it is subject to that law.1

After the making and the administration of laws, the chief right 
(which is also a duty) of the sovereign is the right to . govern and 
conduct policy. This right is the authority to perform the great variety 
of actions which together comprise the protection of the civil society 
from dissolution. These powers will undoubtedly be great, and it 
will sometimes occur to the passion-ridden subjects of the sovereign 
(when they are not reminded, by fear of death, of the alternative) to 
doubt whether the price of subjection is not too great. But such a 
doubt is die yet unsilenced voice of pride, illusion about their own 
powers; and both prudence and reasoning teach that, though the area 
covered by the exercise of these sovereign powers may be large or 
small, die powers themselves must be absolute; that is, subject to no 
legitimate hindrance. For, want of absolute power (in this sense) 
in the sovereign endangers not only the peace of the society, but also 
the covenant itself upon the perpetual maintenance of which depends 
the possibility of a society.2

The rights of the sovereign that are not also duties are, as a whole, 
of less importance. They include the right to choose counsellors, to 
delegate the exercise of certain rights, to determine if necessary the 
succession and to pardon certain offences. The only one of particular 
note is connected with religion. What religion is for the free or natural 
man, we have considered already; and we shall expect it to be some- 
diing different for the civil man. Here, as elsewhere, nature is replaced 
by artifice. A man’s religious beliefs and fears arise from the defects 
of his prudence and reasoning and are among the springs of his action. 
But in a civil society the prudence and reasoning of the individual 
(so far as conduct is concerned) have been replaced by the artificial 
prudence and reasoning of the Leviathan. And, unavoidably, an 
artificial religion will spring from the defects of this prudence and 
reasoning. A civil society as such will, then, have a religion. Like a 
natural or individual religion, this religion will involve the worship 
of that which is feared because it is not understood, but it will be a 
public cultus, uniform and common to the whole society. It is the 
right of the sovereign authority to determine the contents of this 
religion and the form of this worship. In a civil society, religion will 
be worship springing from the fear of that which lies beyond the 
limits of public prudence and reasoning; superstition will be worship

-'-/'—Of *h V-«
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springing from the fear of that which is beyond the prudence and 
reasoning of the individual as such; that is, superstition will be heresy.1

(3) The obligations to be considered here arise from specific legal 
rules or from the end for which the civil order was instituted., Rights 
are liberties, and therefore arise, not from law, but from the silence of 
law. The obligations and the rights of the subject are, consequently, 
exclusive of one another and togedier compose the whole of his life.2

His specific obligations are determined by the sovereign authority. 
They are to keep the covenant and to act justly; and justice is what the 
law commands. But, since the contents of the commands of the 
sovereign authority (though not the authority of the commands) are 
derived, generally speaking, from the articles of peace, there are some 
things which, although they may in fact be commanded by the 
sovereign, are not obligations. For example, no subject is obliged to 
kill or to injure himself, none (except as punishment) is obHged to suffer 
a greater deprivation of his natural liberty than any other, and there 
is no obligation to an authority that manifestly fails in its office of 
protection. The appeal here is from what the law ordains to the end 
for which die legal order was instituted; and when it succeeds freedom 
replaces obligation. But further, it is in practice impossible for any 
sovereign authority to command every action of the subject, and 
where there is no command there is no obligation and there is liberty. 

\ Such liberty will be ‘to buy, and sell, and otherwise contract with one 
another; to choose their own abode, their own diet, their own trade 
in life, and institute their children as they themselves think fit; and the 
like.’3 The absolutism attributed to the sovereign authority implies 
no frenzy for regulation or passion for interference. The silence of the 
law will brood over large tracts of the subject’s life; and^wherever 
there is silence, there is liberty, the liberty of being not subject to un
necessary laws.* But still' further, an absolutely regulated society, one 
from which liberty is excluded, is contrary to die nature of a legally 
organized society. Law is a command, the expression, not of reason, 
but of will. And a command implies liberty in the person commanded. 
First, it implies a liberty of mental activity, for it cannot be carried 
out by an automaton, but only by one who is mentally aware of it 
and understands it. And secondly, it imphes a liberty of initiative; for 
all commands are abstract and general, are indifferent to the details of 
their execution, and assume the ability in the subject to fill in the detail 
and translate the generality into an act in which this generality is

1 L. ch. xxxi. 2 L. ch. xxi. 2 L. p. 139. « L. p. 228.
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fulfilled. In every act commanded there lies a part which is not com
manded; or rather, the object in a command is never a concrete act 
but always an abstract generality.1 The relation of sovereign authority 
to subject, where the right of the one is to command and the obliga
tion of the other to obey, is not one that excludes liberty, but actually 
implies it. For, however large a proportion of the acts of a subject are 
under the control of command, there remains inside every act of 
obedience an area of unassailable liberty.2

The subject, then, possesses rights and suffers obligations which 
together are the conditions of his achievement of that transitory per
fection which is his end—felicity.

Now, even an attentive reader might be excused if he supposed 
that the argument of the Leviathan would end here. Whatever our 
opinion of the cogency of the argument, it would appear that what 
was projected as a civil philosophy had now been fulfilled. But such 
is not the view of Hobbes. For him it remains to purge the argument 
of an element of unreality which still disfigures it. And it is not an 
element of unreality that appears merely at this point; it carries us 
back to the beginning, to the predicament itself, and to get rid of it 
requires a readjustment of the entire argument. It will be remembered 
that one element of unreality in the conception of the condition of 
nature (that is, in the cause of civil society) was corrected as soon as it 
appeared; the natural man was recognized to be, though solitary, not 
alone. But what has remained so far unacknowledged is that the natural 
man is, not only solitary and not alone, but is also the devotee of a 
positive religion; the religion attributed to him was something less 
than believed. How fundamental an oversight this was we shall see 
in a moment; but first we may consider the defect in the argument 
from another standpoint. In the earlier statement, the predicament was 
fully exhibited in its universal character, but (as Hobbes sees it) the 
particular form in which it appeared to his time, the peculiar folly of 
his age, somehow escaped from that generality; and to go back over 
the argument with this in the forefront of his mind seemed to him a 
duty that the civil philosopher owed to his readers. The project, then, 
of the second half of the argument of the Leviathan is, by correcting

1 L. p. 371..
2 This liberty is, of course, entirely dependent upon Hobbes’s contention that the 

authority ot law is the will of the sovereign. If the authority derived from reason or from 
custom (both of which he excludes), the freedom in the act of obedience would be either 
restricted or absent.
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an error in principle, to show more clearly the local and transitory 
mischief in which the universal predicament of mankind appeared 
in the seventeenth century. And both in the conception and in the 
execution of this project, Hobbes reveals, not only his sensitiveness 
to die exigencies of his time, but also the medieval ancestry of his way 
of thinking.

The Europe of his day was aware of three positive religions: 
Christianity, the Jewish religion and the Moslem. These, in the 
language of the Middle Ages, were leges,1 because what distinguished 
them was the fact that the believer was subject to a law, the law of 
Christ, of Moses or of Mahomet. And no traditionalist would quarrel 
with Hobbes’s statement that, ‘religion is not philosophy, but law.’2 
The consequence in civil life of the existence of these laws’ was that 
every believer was subject to two laws—that of his society and that 
of his religion: his allegiance was divided. This is the problem that 
HobBes imwTSnsfdefrwrth his accustomed vigour and insight. It was 
a problem common to all positive religions, but not unnaturally 
Hobbes’s attention is concentrated upon it in relation to Christianity.3

The man, then, whose predicament we have to consider is, in addi
tion to everything else, a Christian. And to be a Christian means to 
acknowledge obligation under the law of God. This is a real obliga
tion, and not merely the shadow of one, because it is a real law— 
a command expressingj:he will of God. This law is to be found in the 
Scriptures. There are men who speak of the results of human reasoning 
as Natural Laws, but if we are to accept this manner of speaking we 
must beware of falling into the error of supposing that they are laws 
because they are rational. The results of natural reasoning are no more 
than uncertain theorems,4 general conditional conclusions, unless and 
until they are transformed into laws by being shown to be the will of 
some authority. If, in addition to being the deliverance of reasoning, 
they can be shown to be the will and command of God, then and 
then only can they properly be called laws, natural or divine; and 
then and then only can they be said to create obligation.8 But, as a 
matter of fact, all the theorems of reasoning with regard to the conduct 
of men in pursuit of felicity are to be found in the scriptures, laid down 
as the commands of God. Now, the conclusion of this is, that no 
proper distinction can be maintained between a 9L JAdBidiSi.
anTTHfTveatedHawTTQtta\T":s revHIHTnlhrsense thatnothing is

1 cp. the DfLegibus of William of Auvergne, Bishop of Paris, d. 1249.
2 E.W. vn, p. 5. 3 L. ch. xxxii. 1 E.W. iv, p. 285. 6 L. p. 104. E.W. rv, p. 285.
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law until it is shown to be the command of God by being found in 
the scriptures. It is true that the scriptures may contain commands 
not to be discovered by human reasoning and these, in a special sense, 
may be called revealed; but the theorems of reasoning are laws solely 
on account of being the commands of God, and therefore their 
authority is no different from that of the commands not penetrable 
by the light of reasoning. There is, then, only one law, Natural and 
Divine; and it is revealed in scripture.1

But ^Scripture is an artifact. It is, in the first place, an arbitrary 
selection of writings called canonical by the authority that recognized 
them. And secondly, it is nothing apart from interpretation. Not 
only does the history of Christianity show that interpretation is 
necessary and has been various, but any consideration of the nature of 
knowledge that is not entirely perfunctory must conclude that ‘no 
line is possible between what has come to men and their interpretation 
of what has come to them.’2 Nothing can be more certain than that, 
if the law of God is revealed in scripture, it is revealed only in an inter
pretation of scripture.3 And interpretation is a matter of authority; 
for, whatever part reasoning may play in the process of interpretation, 
what determines everything is the decision, whose reasoning shall 
interpreTTAndTthelar-reaching consequences of this~3ecTsT6ri are at 

GmceTlear when we consider the importance of the obligations im
posed by this law. Whoever has the authority to determine this law 
has supreme power over the conduct of men, ‘for every man, if he 
be in his wits, will in all things yield to that man an absolute obedience, 
by virtue of whose sentence he believes himself to be either saved or 
damned.’4

"Now, in the condition of nature there are two possible claimants 
to this authority to settle and interpret scripture and thus determine 
the obligations of the Christian man. First, each individual man may 
claim to exercise his authority on his own behalf. And this claim must 
at once be admitted. For, if it belongs to a man’s natural right to do 
whatever he deems necessary to procure felicity, it will belong no less 
to this right to decide what he shall believe to be his obligations under

1 All that Hobbes says about Natural Law in the earlier chapters of the Leviathan is an 
irrelevant anticipation of the argument of the last two parts of the book. They are not, 
in fact, laws and are not part of the predicament except for Christians; and they have no 
relevance to the deliverance except in a Christian commonwealth. He might have 
brought to the surface at an earher stage in the argument what he recognizes in the last 
two parts, but to do so would have involved a complete change of plan.

2 Hort. The Way, the Truth and the Life. p. 175. 8 L. ch. xxxiii.
4 E.W. n, pp. 283-97.

INTRODUCTION xlvii

the law natural and divine. In nature every man is ‘governed by his 
own reason.’1 But the consequences of this will be only to make 
more desperate the contentiousness of the condition of nature. There 
will be as many ‘laws’ called Christian as there are men who call 
themselves Christian; and what men did formerly by natural right, 
they will do now on a pretended moral obligation. A man’s actions 
may thus become conscientious, but conscience will be only his own 
good opinion of his actions.2 And to the war of nature will be added 
the fierceness of religious dispute. But secondly, the claim to be the 
authority to settle and interpret the scriptures may be made on behalf 
of a special spiritual authority, calling itself, for the purpose, a church. 
And a claim of this sort may be made either by a so-called universal 
church (when tire claim will be to have authority to give an interpre
tation to be accepted by all Christians everywhere), or by a church 
whose authority is limited to less than tire whole number of Christians. 
But, whatever the form of the claims, what we have to enquire into 
is the generation of the authority. Whence could such an authority 

^be derived? We may dispose at once of the suggestion that any 
spiritual authority holds a divine commission to exercise such a power. 
There is no foundation in history to support such a suggestion; and 
even if there were, it could not give the necessary ground for the 
authority. For, such an authority could only come about by a transfer 
of natural right as a consequence of a covenant; dris is the only pos
sible cause of any authority whatever to order men. But we have 
seen already that a transfer of rights as a consequence of a covenant 
does not, and could not, generate a special spiritual authority to inter
pret scripture; it generates infallibly a civil society. A special spiritual 
authority for settling the law of God and Nature, cannot, then, exist; 
and where it appears to exist, what really exists is only the natural 
authority of one man (the proper sphere of which is that man’s own 
life) illegitimately extended to cover the lives of others and masquerading 
as something more authoritative than it is; in short, a spiritual tyramiy.

There is in the condition of nature, where Christians are con
cerned, a law of nature; and it reposes in the scriptures. But what the 
commands of this law are no man can say except in regard to himself 
alone; the public knowledge of this law is confined to die knowledge 
of its bare existence.3 So far, then, from the law of nature mitigating 
the chaos of nature, it accentuates it. To be a ‘natural’ Chrisrian adds 
a new shadow to the darkness of the predicament of the condition of 

1 L. p. 85. 2 L. p. 190. 8 L. p. 232.
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nature, a shadow that will require for its removal a special provision 
in the deliverance.

The deliverance from the chaos of the condition of nature as hither
to conceived is by the creation of a civil society or Commonwealth; 
indeed, the condition of nature is the hypothetical efficient cause of a 
Commonwealth. And when account is taken of this new factor of 
chaos, the deliverance must be by the creation of a Christian Common
wealth; that is, a civil society composed of Christian subjects under a 
Christian sovereign authority. The creation of this requires no new 
covenant; the natural right of each man to interpret scripture and 
determine the law of God on Iris own behalf jvill be transferred with 
the res.Lafius-nat.ural right, for it is not a separable'parTof his general 
natural right. And the recipient of the transferred right is the artificial, 
sovereign authority, an authority which is not temporal and spiritual 
(for, ‘Temporal znd Spiritual government are but two names brought 
into the world to make men see double, and mistake their lawful 
sovereign’1), but single and supreme. And the society represented 
in his person is not a state and a church, for a true church (unlike the 
so-called churches which pretended their claims to be independent 
spiritual authorities in the condition of nature) is ‘a company of men 
professing Christian Religion, united in the person of one Sovereign.’ 
It cannot be a rival spiritual authority, setting up canons against laws, 
a spiritual power against a civil, and determining man’s conduct by 
eternal sanctions,2 because there is no generation that can be imagined 
for such an authority and its existence would contradict the end for 
which society was instituted. And if the Papacy lavs claim to such an 
authority, it can at once be pronounced a claim that any other foreign 

__ sovereign might make (for civil societies stand in a condition of nature 
towards one another), only worse, for the Pope is a sovereign without 
subjects, a prince without a kingdom: ‘if a man consider the original 
of this great Ecclesiastical Dominion, he will easily perceive, that the 
Papacy, is no other, than the ghost of the deceased Roman Empire, 
sitting crowned on the grave thereof: For so did the Papacy, start up 
on a sudden out of the ruins of that great Heathen Power.’3

It remains to consider what it means to be a Christian sovereign and 
a Christian subject. The chief right of the sovereign as Christian is the 
right to settle and interpret scripture and thus determine authoritatively 
the rules that belong to the Law of God and Nature. Without this 
right it is impossible for him to perform the duties of his office. For, 

1 L. p. 306. 2 L. p. 214. 3 L. p. 457.
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if he does not possess it, it will be possessed either by no one (and the 
chaos and war of nature will remain) or by some one else who will then, 
on account of the pre-eminent power this right gives, wield a supre
macy both illegitimate and destructive of peace. But it is a right 
giving immense authority, for the laws it determines may be called 
God’s laws, but are in fact the laws of the sovereign. With this right, 
the sovereign will have the authority to control public worship,1 
a control to be exercised in such a way as to oblige no subject to do or 
believe anything that might endanger his eternal salvation.2 He may 
suppress organized superstition and heresy,3 because they are destruc
tive of peace; but an inquisition into the private beliefs of his subjects 
is no part of his right. And, as with other rights of sovereignty, he 
may delegate his right of religious instruction to subjects whom he 
will choose, or even (if it be for the good of the society) to tire Pope;4 
but the authority thus delegated is solely an authority to instruct, to 
give counsel and advice, and not to coerce.® But if the sovereign as 
Christian has specific rights, he has also duties. Indeed, he may be said 
almost to have obligations. For in the Christian Commonwealth 
there exists a law to which sovereign is, in a sense, obliged. What had 
previously been merely the rational articles of peace, have become (on 
being determined in scripture) obligatory rules of conduct. The 
sovereign, of course, has no obligations to his subjects, only duties; 
but the law of God is to him (though he has made it himself), no less 
thdifTCrhis subjects, a command creatingjm obligation.® And iniquity, < 
which in a heathen sovereign could never be more than a failure to 
observe the conclusions of sound reasoning, in the Christian sovereign 
becomes a breach of law and therefore a sin, punishable by God.

The subject as Christian has a corresponding extension of his obliga
tion and right. The rule of his religion, as determined by the authori
tative interpretation of scripture, creates no new and independent 
obligations, but provides a new sanction for the observation of all his 
obligations.7 The articles of peace are for him no longer merely the 
conclusions ofreasoning legitimately enforced by the sovereign power; 
they are the laws of God. To observe the covenant he has made with 
his fellows becomes a religious obligation as well as a piece of pruden
tial wisdom and a civil duty. The right of the Christian subject is 
the silence of the law with regard to his thoughts and beliefs; for if it 
be the duty of the sovereign to suppress controversy, it is neither his

1 L. p. 290. 2 L. pp. 384, 394 3 L. p. 381. 1 L. pp. 355-6, 360.
3 L. pp 324-6. 6 L. p. 139. 7 L. p. 188.
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right nor his duty to interfere with what he cannot in fact control and 
what if left uncontrolled will not endanger peace. ‘As for the inward 
thought and belief of men, which human governors take no notice of, 
(for God only knoweth the heart) they are not voluntary, nor the 
effect of the laws, but of the unrevealed will and of the power of God; 
and consequently fall not under obligation.’1 It is a darkly sceptical 
doctrine upon which Hobbes grounds toleration.

The argument is finished: but let no one mistake it for the book. 
The skeleton of a masterpiece of philosophical writing has a power and 
a subtlety, but they are not to be compared with the power and 
subtlety of the doctrine itself, clothed in the irony and eloquence of a 
writer such as Hobbes

VI. SOME TOPICS CONSIDERED

(1) The Criticism of Hobbes. Most great philosophers have found 
some defenders who are prepared to swallow everything, even the 
absurdities; but Hobbes is an exception. He has aroused admiration 
in some of his readers, horror in others, but seldom affection and never 
undiscriminating affection. Nor is it surprising that this should be so. 
He offended against taste and interest, and his arrogance invited such a 
consequence. He could not deny himself the pleasure of exaggeration, 
and what were remembered were his incautious moments, and the 
rest forgotten. His doctrines, or some of them, have received serious 
attention and criticism from the time when they first appeared; but 
his critics have for the most part been opponents, and his few defenders 
not conspicuous for their insight into his meaning. On the whole it 
remains true that no great writer has suffered more at the hands of 
little men than Hobbes.

His opponents divide themselves into two classes; the emotional 
and the intellectual. Those who belong to the first are concerned with 
the supposed immoral tendencies of his doctrines; theirs is a practical 
criticism, the result of friction. The second are concerned with the 
theoretical cogency of his doctrines; they wish to shed light and 
sometimes succeed in doing so.

With the critics of the first class we need not greatly concern our
selves, though they still exist. They find in Hobbes nothing but an 
apostle of atheism, licentiousness and despotism, and express a fitting

1 L. p. 307.
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belongs to none and is without lineage or progeny. And a large body 
of criticism has been led astray by attention to superficial similarities 
which appear to unite Hobbes to writers with whom, in fact, he has 
litde or nothing in common.

The task of criticism now is to make good some of these defects. 
It is not to be expected that it can be accomplished quickly or all at once. 
But a beginning may be made by reconsidering some of the vexed 
questions of die civil philosophy.

(2) The Tradition of Hobbes. Hobbes’s civil philosophy is a composi
tion based upon two themes, Wdl and Artifice The individual who 
creates and becomes the snbjeetSTrivil axaJwiry k an ens conipletum, 

A an absolute will. He is not so much a law unto himself’ asjrqe from 
alTT.a\v"and Obligation which is the creature of law. Thiq wilVis 
absolute because it is not conditioned or limited by any standard, rule 
or rationality and has neither plan nor end to determine it. This 
absence of Obligation is called by Hobbes, Natural Right. It is an 
original and an .absolute right because it derives_ direcdy -from the 

^character of will and not from some higher law or from Reason: 
neither Taw nor Reason can create Right. The proximity of several 
such individuals to one another is chaos. Civil society is artificial, the 
free creation of these absolute wills, just as nature is theTfee creation 
of the absolute will of God. It is an artifice that springs from the 
voluntary surrender of the absolute Freedom or Right of the indivi
dual, and consequently it involves the replacement of Freedom by 
Law and Right by Obligation.1 In tire creation of civil society a 
Sovereignty corresponding to tire sovereignty of the individual is 
generated. The Sovereign is the product of will, and is itself will 
representing the wills of its creators. Sovereignty is the Right to make 
Laws by willing. The Sovereign, therefore, is not himself subject to 
Law, because law creates Obligation, not Right. Nor is he subject 
to Reason, because Reason creates nothing, neither Right nor Obliga
tion. Law, the life of civil society, is the command of the Sovereign, 
who is the Soul (the capacity to will), not the head, of civil society.2

Now, two things are clear about such a doctrine. First, that its 
ruling ideas are those that have dominated the political philosophy of 
the last three hundred years. If this is Hobbes’s doctrine, then Hobbes 
said something that allied him to the future. And secondly, it is clear 
that this doctrine is a break-away from the great Rational-Natural 
tradition of political philosophy which springs from Plato and 

1 L. p. 84. 2 L. pp. 5, 145.
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Aristotle and found embodiment later in the Natural Law theory. That 
tradition in its long history embraced and accommodated many 
doctrines, but this doctrine of Hobbes is something it cannot tolerate. 
Instead of beginning with Right, it begins with Law and Obligation, 
it recognizes Law as the product of Reason, it finds the only explana
tion of dominion in the superiority of Reason, and all the various 
conceptions of nature that it has entertained exclude artifice as it is 
conceived by Hobbes. For these reasons it is concluded that Hobbes 
is the originator of a new tradition in pohtical philosophy.1

But this theory of Hobbes has a lineage that stretches back into the 
, ancient world. It is true that Greek thought, lacking the conception of 
creative will and the idea of sovereignty, contributed a criticism of the 
Rational-Natural theory which fell short of the construction of an 
alternative tradition: Epicurus was an inspiration rather than a guide.
But there are in the political ideas of Roman civilization and in the 
politico-theological ideas of Judaism strains of thought that carry us 
far outside the Rational-Natural tradition, and which may be said to 
constitute beginnings of a tradition of Will and Artifice. Hobbes’s T "" 
immediate predecessors built upon the Roman conception of lex and 
the Judaic-Christian conception of will and creation, both of which 
contained the seeds of opposition to the Rational-Natural tradition, 
seeds which had already come to an early flowering in Augustine.
And by the end of the Middle Ages this opposition had crystallized 
into a living tradition of its own. Hobbes was born into the world, 
not only of modern science, but also"oF medieval thought. The ; 
scepticism and the individualism, which afe' ttte 'Foundations of his 
civil philosophy, were the gifts of late scholastic nominalism ; the dis
placement of Reason in favour of will and imagmation and the eman-/ 
cipation of passion were slowly mediated changes in European thought \ 
that had gone far before Hobbes wrote. Political philosophy is the 
assimilation of pohtical experience to an experience of the world in 
general, and the greatness of Hobbes is not that he began a new tradi
tion in this respect but that he constructed a political philosophy that 
reflected the changes in the European intellectual consciousness which 
had been pioneered chiefly by the theologians of the fifteenth and six
teenth centuries. The LeWaf/wn, like any masterpiece, is an end and a 
beginning; it is the flowering of the past and the seed-box of the 
future. Its importance is that it is the first great achievement in the

1 Strauss, op. cit. ch. viii.



INTRODUCTION

long-projected attempt of European thought to re-embody in a new 
myth the Augustinian epic of the Fall and Salvation of mankind.

(3) The Predicament of Mankind. In the history of political philosophy 
there have been two opposed conceptions of the source of the predica
ment of man from which civil society springs as a deliverance: one 
conceived the predicament to arise out of the nature of man, the other 
conceived it to arise out of a defect in the nature of man. Plato, who 
went to what he believed to be the nature of man for the ground and 
structure of the noXis, is an example of the first. And, Spinoza, with 
his insistence on the principle that nothing in nature must be attributed 
to a defect of it,1 adheres, in his different convention, to the same 
project of (deducing civil society from ‘the very condition of human 
nature.’2 For Augustine, on the other hand, the predicament arises 
from a defect in human nature, from sin. Where does Hobbes stand 
in this respect? The widely-accepted interpretation of Hobbes’s view 
is that, for him, the predicament springs from the egoistical character 
of man and that therefore it is vice and depravity that create the chaos. 
Moreover, it is a genuinely original depravity, for the Fall of man (or 
anything to take its place) is no part of Hobbes’s theory. But when we 
look closer, what was distinguished as egoism (a moral defect) turns 
out to be neither moral nor a defect;, it is only the individuality of a 
creature shut up, without hope of immediate release, within the world 
of his own imagination. Man is, by nature, the victim of solipsism; 
he is an individua substantia distinguished by incommunicability. And 
when this is understood, we are in a position to accept Hobbes’s own 
denial of a doctrine of the natural depravity of man;3 and he appears 
to take his place, on this question, beside Plato and Spinoza, basing his 
theory on the ‘known natural inclinations of mankind.’4 But not 
without difficulty. First, the striving after power which is characteristic 
of the human individual may, in Hobbes’s view, be evil; it is so when 
it is directed by Pride. And Pride is so universal a defect in human 
nature that it belongs to the constitutive cause of the predicament. 
And, if by interpreting it as illusion Hobbes deprives Pride of moral 
significance, it still remains a defect. And since Pride (it will be 
remembered) is the^Augustinian interpretation of the original sin, this 
doctrine of Hobbes seems to approximate his view to the conception 
of the predicament as springing from, not nature, but defect in nature. 
But secondly, the predicament for Hobbes is actually caused, not by

1 Spinoza. Ethica. Pars iii. Praefatio. 2 Spinoza. Tractatus Politicus. § 4.

liv INTRODUCTION lv

an internal defect in human nature, but by something that becomes a 
defect when a man is among men. Pride in one may inhibit felicity, 
but it cannot produce chaos. On this point, then, I think our con
clusion must be that Hobbes’s conception of the natural man (apart 
from his defects) is such that a predicament requiring a deliverance is 
created whenever man is in proximity to man, and that his doctrine of 
Pride and the impermissible form of striving after power only increases 
the severity of the predicament.

(4) Individualism and Absolutism. Individualism as a gospel has 
drawn its inspiration from many sourcesTbut as a reasoned theory of 
society it has its roots in the so-called nominalism of late medieval 
scholasticism, with its doctrines that theTeality of a thing is its indivi
duality, that which makes it this thing, and that both in God and man 
will is precedent to reason. Hobbes inherited this tradition of nominal
ism, and more than any other writer passed it on to the modern world. 
His civil philosophy is based, not on any vague belief in the value or 
sanctity of the individual man, but on a philosophy for which the 
world is composed of individuae substantiae. This philosophy, in Hobbes, 
avoided on the one hand atomism (the doctrine that the individual is an 
indestructible particle of matter) and on the other hand universalism 
(the doctrine that there is but one individual, the universe), and involved 
both Hobbes and his successors in the conception of a scale of individuals 
in which the individuality of sensations and images was preserved 
while the individuahty of the man was asserted. The human being is 
first fully an individual, not in respect of self-consciousness, but in the 

'activity of willing.1 Between birth and death, the self as imagination 
'an^wrUTs an indestructible unit, whose relations with other individuals 
are purely external. Individuals may be collected together, may be 
added, may be substituted for one another or made to represent one 
another, but can never modify one another or compose a whole in 
which their individuality is lost. Even reason is individualized, and

1 Briefly, it may be said that the doctrine that sprang from the reflections of medieval 
philosophical thinkers distinguished two elements in personahty, a rational element and a 
substantial element. The standard definition of persona was that of Boethius—‘the 
individual substance of a rational nature/ In later medieval thought this defimtion 
suffered disruption. Emphasis upon the rational element in personality resulted, finally, 
in the Cartesian doctrine of the primacy of cognition and of self-consciousness as the true 
ground of personahty. While emphasis upon the substantial element made the most of 
the opposition between personahty and rationality and resulted in what may be called 
the romantic doctrine of personahty with its assertion of the primacy of will—the person 
is that which is separate, incommunicable, eccentric or even irrational. This second em
phasis was the work of the late medieval nominahsts, and it is the emphasis that is 
dominant in Hobbes.
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becomes merely the reasoning of an individual without power or 
/ authority to oblige acceptance by others: to convince a man is not to en

joy a common understanding widi him, but to displace his reason by 
* yours.1 The natural man is the stuff of civil society which, whatever 

else it is, is a society that can comprehend such individuals without 
destroying them. Neither , before nor after the establishment of civil 
society is there any such thing as the People, to whom so much previous 
theory ascribed sovereignty. Whatever community exists must be 
generated by the individual acts of will directed upon a single object, 
that is, by agreement: the essence of agreement isT not a common will 
(for there can be no sucli thing), but a common object of will. And, 
since these individual wills are in natural opposition to one another, 
the agreement out of which a society can spring must be an agreement 

K notto oppose one another, a will not to will. But something more is 
required; merely to agreelabtfto will is race suicide. The agreement 
must be for each to transfer his right of williiig_-to a single artificial 
Representative, who is thenceforth authorized to will and to act in 
placeof eachlndividual. There is in this society no concord of wills, 
no common will, no common good; its unity lies solely in the single
ness of the Representative, in the substitution, by individual acts of will, 
of his one will for the many conflicting wills.2 It is a collection of 
individuals united in one Sovereign Representative, and in generation 
and structure it is the only society that does not compromise the 
individuality of its components.

Now, the common view is that though Hobbes may be an indivi
dualist at the beginning, his theory of civil society is designed precisely 
to destroy individuahsm. So far as the generation of civil society is 
concerned, this is certainly not true. To authorize a representative 
to make a choice for me does not destroy or compromise my indivi
duality; there is no confusion of wills, so long as it is understood 
that my will is in the appointment of the representative and that the 
choice he makes is not mine, but his on my behalf. Hobbes’s indivi
dualism is far too strong to allow even the briefest appearance of 
anything like a general will.3

Nor is the effect generated, the Leviathan, a designed destruction of 
the individual; it is, in fact, the minimum condition of any settled 
society among individuals. The Sovereign is absolute in two respects

1 L. p. 26. 2 L. pp. 107, 142.
3 Thus, Hobbes does not say that the criminal wills his own punishment, but that he is

the author of his own punishment. L. p. 114.
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authority itself must be commensurate with what it has to remedy, 
and who therefore claimed a ground for authority outside die wills 
and desperate needs of mortal men. The perverse libertarians were 
those whose illusions led them to cling to a natural right in religion 
which was destructive of all that was achieved by the surrender of the 
rest of natural right.1 Autres temps, mitres folks: if Hobbes were living 
to-day he would find the universal predicament appearing in different 
particulars.

(5) The Theory of Obligation, Under the influence of distinctions 
we are now accustomed to make in discussing questions of moral 
theory, modern critics of Hobbes have often made the mistake of 
looking for_;m_order-and..coherence in his thoughts on these questions 
which is foreign to the ideas of any seventeenth-centurv writer. 

“Setting out with false expectations, we have been exasperated by the 
ambiguity with which Hobbes uses certain important words (such as, 
obligation, power, duty, forbid, command), and have gone on, in an 
attempt to understand his theory better than he understood it himself, 
to interpret it by extracting from his writings at least some consistent 
doctrine. This, I think, is the error that lies in attributing to him a 
theory of political obligation in terms of self-interest; which is an 
error, not because such a theory cannot be extracted from his writings, 
but because it gives them a simple formality which nobody supposes 
them to possess. Even if we confine ourselves to the Leviathan, we are 
often met with obscurity and ambiguity; but Hobbes is a writer who 
encourages the expectation of consistency, and the most satisfactory 
interpretation will be that which gives as coherent a view as is con
sistent with all of what Hobbes actually wrote.

Hobbcs Jjegins_with the natural Right of each man to all things. 
This is inherent in the will, which is limitless in its claims. Now, this 
Right is always at least as great as a man’s power to enjoy it; for, when 
power is sufficient a man acts,2 and nothing that a man does can exceed 
what he has a natural Right to do. It follows that power and natural 
Right are equal to one another only when the power is irresistible.3 
This is so with God, in whom Right and power are equal because his 
power is as absolute as his Right.4 But it is not so with men; for, in 
the unavoidable competition, a man’s power, so far from being 
irresistible, is merely equal to the power of any other man. Indeed,

1 L. p. 284. E.W. VI, p. 190.
2 E.W i, p. 128. Power is another name for cause, act for effect.
3 Elements of Law. p. 56. 1 L. p. 233.
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his natural Right, which is absolute, must be infinitely greater than his 
power which, in the circumstances, is nil. It appears, then, that while 
natural Right is always absolute, power is a variable quantity. Natural 
Right and the power to enjoy it are, therefore, two different things; 
neither is the cause of the other, and even where (as in God) they are 
equal, they are still not identifiable with one another. Might and Right 
are not the same thing.

Now, according to Hobbes, to be obliged is to be bojund, is to be 
forbidden, to suffer impediment. And, in theTSrstTplace, such impedi
ments may be either external or internal, and may be seen not to affect 
natural Right itself, but only the exercise of it. For example, if a 
man is, by the power of another man, prevented from performing an 
action which he has willed, he may be said to suffer a merely external 
impediment of his power, but none of his natural Right. Superior 
force or power, then, puts a man in bonds and therefore obliges him. 
But further, a man may be prevented from willing a certain action 
because he perceives that its probable consequences are damaging to 
himself. Here the impediment is internal, a combination of rational 
perception andTeafj whicFls aversion from something believed to be 
hurtful. But the"natural Right to act in any way he chooses has 
suffered no impediment; fear and reason may limit a man s power, 
but not his Right. For Hobbes, then, a man who suffers either of these 
forms of impediment to action (and will, of course, is action, because 
action is movement) is, in a sense, bound or obliged. To lack power 
to do what one wills is to be in bondage. And the conclusions or 
theorems of reasoning are said to ‘forbid’ a man, to oblige him, and 
even to create a ‘duty.’ In this sense, men are said to be obliged to 
will tire mutual covenant; it is a course of action dictated by fear and 
reasoning. But the sort of obligatoriness that is attributed here to the 
rational perception of consequences is, of course, nothing to do with 
these perceptions being natural or rational laws. They are not yet laws 
of any sort. Nevertheless, while they are still only theorems, they are 
said to ‘oblige’ on account of their rationality, though they oblige 
merely in fore interno. We may, then, for convenience, call these 
two kinds of obligation, physical and rational obligation.

But there is another and an entirely different kind of obligation; it is 
an obligation that curtails natural Right itself and not merely the power 
to exercise it. This kind of obligation, which we will call moral obliga
tion, is not the effect of superior power, or of the rational perception of 
the consequences of actions, but of Authority. Now authority is a
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Right, and therefore springs from a will. An authority is a will that 
has been given a Right by a process called authorization, which (in 
turn) is the voluntary act of those who are to be morally obliged or 
bound by die commands of the authorized will. This voluntary act 
of audiorization is a surrender (by mutual covenant) of the natural 
Right of each man, which, in a single act, creates and endows widi 
authority an artificial Representative man or body of men who, in 
respect of the endowment, is called Sovereign. The exercise of the 
will of the Sovereign is called legislation, and moral obligation is the 
offspring of laws so made. The sole cause of moral obligation is die 
will of diis Sovereign authority; the only sort of action to which 
the term moral obligation is applicable is obedience to the commands 
of an authority authorized by the voluntary act of him who is bound. 
Tire answer to the question, Why am I morally bound to obey the 
will of this Sovereign? is. Because I have authorized this Sovereign, 
‘avouched’ his actions, and am ‘bound by my own act.’1

Now, to remove possible misunderstanding, four points may be 
noted. First, the covenant itself does not create a moral obligation: it 
is not itself morally obligatory and, not being a law (the will of the 
Sovereign), it does not itself make any conduct morally obligatory. 
There is, no doubt, a_ rational obligation to make the covenant, but 
that is something quite different from moral obligation. On the other 
hand, this and any other covenant may become morally obligatory if 
and when the Sovereign authority commands its observation.2 
Secondly, moral obligation is not based upon self-interest. Self-interest 
could not be a moral obligation unless and until it was commanded 
by the Sovereign, and if it were commanded, it would be morally 
obligatory, not because it was self-interest, but because it was com
manded. Self-interest is a rational, not a moral, obligation. As such 
it plays a part in the authorization of the Sovereign; the audiorization 
is a voluntary act and therefore a self-interested act. But it is not even 
the principle of the authorization, which is, rather, the whole character 
of voluntary action of which self-interest is only a part.3 Thirdly, 
moral obligation does not spring from the superior power of the 
Sovereign authority. Right is never identical with power, and a 
Sovereign that had no Right (diafis, no authorization) could bind only 
physically, not morally. And fourthly, moral obligation is being

1 L. pp. 115, 141, 187. Hobbes sometimes uses the word ‘consent’ in this connection 
(e.g. L. pp. 107, 113, 233). And his theory has some claim to be regarded as the only one 
sufficiently individuahstic to make ‘consent’ something more than mere hyperbole.

2 L. p. 94. 2 L. p. 86. E. W. iv, p. 96.
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bound by the law (the will) of die authorized Sovereign; there is no 
other law independent of this law, and no other moral obligation 
independent of this obligation. Natural law is morally binding, 
but it consists of those theorems of reasoning that have been com
manded by the Sovereign; until the Sovereign has willed them, 
they are not laws and therefore create no moral obligation. ‘ Wken a 
commonwealth is once settled, then are they [the laws of nature] 
actually laws, and not before; as being then the commands of die 
commonwealth.’1 And again, the commands of God are morally 
binding, but these also are not known as commands until the Sovereign 
authority has setded and interpreted scripture, and the laws springing 
from that interpretation are morally obligatory, not because they are 
God’s, but because they are the Sovereign’s.

We come, finally, to po/itim/ obligation. This is a mixed obligation 
consisting of physical, ratioruTand moral obligation, combined to 
serve one end, but never assimilated to one another. Civil society is a 
complex of authority and power in which each element creates its 
own appropriate obligation. There is the moral obligation to obey 
the authorized will of the Sovereign; there is the external physical 
obligation arising from force or power;2 and there is the internal 
rational obligation of self-interest arising from fear of punishment 
and desire of peace. Each of these obligations provides a separate 
motive for observing the order of the commonwealth, and each is 
necessary for the preservation of that order. A moral obligation alone 
(right without force) can produce no objective order; and it belongs to 
the character of all voluntary action to be moved by rational obliga
tions. But, however closely these obligations are linked in civil 
society to a single purpose, they must never be confused with one 
anodier.3

(6) Civil Theology. Long before the time of Hobbes the severance 
of religion from civil life, which was one of the effects of early 
Christianity, had been repealed. And the significant change observ
able in the seventeenth century was the appearance of states in which

1 L. p. 174. The doctrine of any proper ‘natural law’ theory is precisely the reverse of 
this. e.g. Cicero. De Legibus. n. iv. 10.

2 Hence the ‘obligation* to a de facto sovereign power. L. p. 145.
3 If this account of Hobbes’s theory of obligation does not exactly agree with the 

account given above in the Argument of the Leviathan, it is because there I made little 
attempt to sort out the confusion of the doctrine while here I have interpreted the argu
ment by removing some of the confusion. But such differences as there are between the 
two accounts are mainly differences of expression; as those who have studied them know, 
there are always at least two ways of stating any of Hobbes’s doctrines.
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religion and civil life were assimilated to one another as closely as the 
universalist tradition of Christianity would permit. It was a situation 
reminiscent at least of the ancient world, where religion was a com
munal cultus of communal deities. In England, Hooker had theorized 
this assimilation in the style of a medieval theologian; it was left to 
Hobbes to return to a more ancient theological tradition (indeed, a 
pagan tradition) and to theorize it in a more radical fashion.

In the later Middle Ages it had become customary to divide 
Theology, the doctrine concerning divine things, into a part concerned 
with what is accessible by the light of natural reason (and here the 
doctrine was largely Aristotelian in inspiration), and a part concerned 
with what is known only through the revelation of scripture. 
Theology, that is, was both Rational and Revealed. This way of 
thinking had sprung, by a long process of mediation, from the some
what different view of the genera theologiae that belonged to the late 
Roman world for which the contrast was between Rational.Tlieology 
(again largely derived from Aristotle) and Civil Theology.1 This last 
was the consideration of the doctrines and beliefs of religions actually 
practised in civil communities. It was not concerned with philosophic 
speculation or proof, with first causes or the existence of God, but 
solely with the popular behefs involved in a religious cultus. It is to 
this tradition that Hobbes returned. Of course, the immediate back
ground of his thought was the political theology of the late Middle 
Ages and the Reformation; and, of course, scripture was the authorita
tive source to which he went to collect the religious beliefs of his 
society. And it is not to be supposed that he made any conscious 
return to an earlier tradition, or that his way of thinking was unique 
in his generation. What is suggested is that he has more in common 
with the secular theologians of the Italian Renaissance than with a 
writer such as Erastus, and that he treats the religion of his society as he 
finds it in the scriptures, not in the style of a Protestant theologian, but 
rather in the style of Varro.

Hobbes’s doctrine runs something like this. Religious belief is 
something not to be avoided in this world, and is something of the 
greatest practical importance. Its generation is from fear arising out of 
the unavoidable limits of human experience and reasoning. There can 
be no ‘natural knowledge of man’s estate after death’,2 and consequently 
there can be no natural religion in the accepted meaning of the term. 
Natural religion implies a universal natural Reason; but not only is 

1 Augustine. De Civitate Dei. Bk. vi. a L. p. 96.

INTRODUCTION Ixiii

reasoning confined to what may be concluded from the utterances 
of the senses, but also it is never more than the reasoning of some 
individual man. There is, then, first, the universal and necessary lack 
of knowledge of things beyond the reach of sensation; secondly, 
innumerable particular expressions of this lack of knowledge in the 
religious fears of human beings; and thirdly, the published collection 
in the Christian scriptures of the fears of certain individuals, which 
has become the basis of the religious idiom of European civilization. 
And the result is confusion and strife; confusion because the scriptures 
are at the mercy of each man’s interpretation, strife because each man is 
concerned to force his own fears on other men or on account of them 
to claim for himself a unique way of Hving.

To those of Elobbes’s contemporaries for whom the authority of 
medieval Christianity was dead, there appeared to be two possible 
ways out of this chaos of religious belief. There was first the way of 
natural religion. It was conceived possible that, by the light of natural 
(KSpqnfa religion, based upon ‘the unmovable foundations of truth d 
and supplanting the inferior religions of history, might be found in 
the human heart, and receiving universal recognition, become estab
lished among mankind. Though their inspiration was older than 
Descartes, those who took this way found their guide in Cartesian 
rationalism, which led them to the fairyland of Deism, and the other 
fantasies of the saeculum rationalisticum, amid the dim ruins of which 
we now live. The other way was that of a civil religion, not the con
struction of reason but ofiauthority, concerned not with belief but 
with practice, aiming not at undeniable truth but at peace. Such a 
religion was the counterpart of the sovereign civil society. And 
civil philosophy, in its project of giving this civil society an intellectual 
foundation, could not avoid the responsibility of constructing a civil 
theology, the task of which was to find in the complexities of Christian 
doctrine a religion that could be an authorized public religion, banish
ing from civil society the confusion and strife that came from religious 
division. This was the way of Hobbes. He was not a natural theolo
gian, the preconceptions of natural theology and natural religion were 
foreign to his whole philosophy; he was a civil theologian of the old 
style but in new circumstances. For him, religion, was actual religious 
beliefs, was .Christianity, He was not concerned to reform those 
behefs in the interest of some universal, rational truth about God 
and the world to come, but to remove from them the power to 

1 Herbert of Cherbury. De Veritate. p. 117.
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disrupt society. The religion of the seventeenth century was, no less 
than the religion of any other age, a religion in which fear was a 
major constituent. And Hobbes, no less than others of his time— 
Montaigne and Pascal, for example—felt the impact of this fear^Jie 
died in mortal fear of hell-fire. But whereas in an earlier agoXucretius 
conceived the project of releasing men from the dark fears of their 
religion by giving them the true knowledge of the gods, no such 
project could enter the mind of Hobbes. That release, for him, could 
not come from any knowledge of the natural world; if it came at all 
it must be the work of time, not reason. But meanwhile it was the 
less imposing task of civil theology to make of that religion something 
not inimical to civilized life.1

(7) Beyond Politics. Political philosophy, I have suggested, is the 
consideration of the relation between politics and eternity.. The end in 
politics is conceived to be the deliverance of a man observed to stand in 
need of deliverance. This, at least, is the ruling idea of many of the 
masterpieces of pohtical philosophy, the Leviathan among them. In the 
Preface to the Latin edition Hobbes says: ‘This great Leviathan, which 
is called the State, is a work of art; it is an artificial man made for the 
protection and salvation of the natural man, to. whaiixit.is_s.uperior in 
grandeur and power.’ We may, then, enquire of any political philo
sophy'conceived on this plan, whether the gift of politics to mankind 
is, in principle, the gift of salvation itself, or whether it is something 
less, and if the latter, what relation it bears to salvation. The answers 
to these questions will certainly tell us something we should know 
about a pohtical philosophy; indeed, they will do more, they will help 
us to determine its value. For politics, we know, js a second-rate form 
of human activity, neither an art nor a science, at once corrupting 
to the soul and fatiguing to the mind, the activity eidier of those who 
cannot live without the illusion of affairs or those so fearful of being 
ruled by others that they will pay away their lives to prevent it. And a 
pohtical philosophy which represented the gift of politics to mankind 
as the gift of salvation itself would be at once suspect if not already 
convicted of exaggeration and error.

When we turn to make this enquiry of the great political philoso
phies, we find that, each in its own convention, they maintain the

I view that politics is contributory to the fulfilment of an end which it
II cannot itselfbring about; that tbie achievement in politics is a tangible

1 The view of religion as ‘the opium of the people’ has been attributed to Hobbes, but 
I can find nothing in his writings to authorize this. Cp. L. pp. 12-13.
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good and not, therefore, to be separated from the deliverance that 
constitutes the whole good, but something less than the deliverance 
itself. For both Plato and Aristotle political activity is not man’s 
highest activity, and what is achieved in it must always fall short of 
the best life, which is a contemplative, intellectual life. And the 
contribution of politics to the achievement of this end is the organization 
of human affairs so that no one who is able may be prevented from 
enjoying it.1 For Augustine the justitia and pax that are the gifts of 
civil society are no more than the necessary remedy for the immediate 
consequences of the original sin; they have a specific relation to the 
justice of God and the pax coelestis, but they cannot themselves bring 
about that ‘perfectly ordered union of hearts in the enjoyment of God 
and one another in God.’2 For Aquinas politics may give to man a 
natural happiness, but this, while it is related to the supernatural 
happiness, is not itself more than a secondary deliverance in the eternal 
life of the soul. And Spinoza, who perhaps more completely than 
any other writer adheres to the conception of human life as a predica
ment from which salvation is sought, finds in civil society no more 
than a second-best deliverance, giving a freedom that cannot easily 
be dispensed with, but one not to be compared with that which belongs 
to him who is delivered from the power of necessity by his knowledge 
of the necessary workings of the universe.3

Now, in this matter Hobbes is perhaps more suspect than any other 
great writer. This alleged apostle of absolutism would, more than 
others, appear to be in danger of making civil society a hell by con
ceiving it as a heaven. And yet there is little justification for the 
suspicion. For Hobbes, the salvation of man, the true resolution of his 
predicament, is neither religious nor intellectual, but emotional. Man 
above all things else is a creature of passion, and his salvation lies, not 
in the denial of his character, but in its fulfilment. And this is to be 
found, not in pleasure—those who see in Hobbes a hedonist are sadly 
wide of the mark—but in Felicity, a transitory perfection, having no 
finality and offering no repose. Man, as Hobbes sees him, is not 
engaged in an undignified scramble for suburban pleasures; there is 
the greatness of great passion in his constitution. .The restless desire 
that moves him is not pain,4 nor may it be calmed by any momentary 
or final achievement;5 and what life in another world has to offer, if

1 Plato. Republic. 614 sq. Aristotle. Nic. Eth. x. vii-ix.
2 Augustine. De Civitate Dei. xix. 13. 3 Spinoza. Ethica. Pars v.
1 Locke. Human Understanding, n. xxi. 32.
6 Aquinas. Summa Theologica. u. i. 1. Q. 27. 1.
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it is something other than Felicity, is a salvation that has no application 
to the man we know. For such a man salvation is difficult; certainly 
civil society has no power to bring it about. And yet what civil 
society offers is something of value relative to this salvation. It offers 
the removal of some of the circumstances that, if they are not removed, 
must frustrate Felicity. It is a negative gift, merely making not impos
sible that which is desirable. Here in civil society is neither fulfilment 
lior wisdom to discern fulfilment, but peace, a Pax Romana, a tran- 
quilitas (if we care to remind ourselves of the Defensor Pads written 
three centuries before), the only thing in human life, on Hobbes’s 
theory, that can be permanently established. And to a race condemned 
to seek its' perfection in the flying moment and always in the one to 
come, whose highest virtue must be to cultivate a clear-sighted vision 
of the consequences of its actions, and whose greatest need (not 
supplied by nature) is freedom from the distraction of illusion, the 
Leviathan, that justitiae mensura atque ambitionis elenchus, will appear 
an invention neither to be despised nor over-rated. ‘When the springs 
dry up, the fish are all together on dry land. They will moisten each 
other with their dampness and keep each other wet with their slime. 
But this is not to be compared with their forgetting each other in a 
river or a lake.’



TO MY MOST HONOR’D FRIEND

MR. FRANCIS GODOLPHIN 
of Godolphin

Honor’d Sir,
Your most worthy brother, Mr. Sidney Godolphin, when he lived, was 
pleased to think my studies something, and otherwise to oblige me, 
as you know, with real testimonies of his good opinion, great in 
themselves, and the greater for the worthiness of his person. For 
there is not any virtue that disposedi a man, either to the service of 
God, or to the service of his country, to civil society, or private 
friendship, that did not manifestly appear in his conversation, not as 
acquired by necessity, or affected upon occasion, but inherent, and 
shining in a generous constitution of his nature. Therefore, in honour 
and gratitude to him, and with devotion to yourself, I humbly dedicate 
unto you this my discourse of Commonwealth. I know not how 
the 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 pass between the points of both unwounded. But yet, 
methinks, the endeavour to advance die civil power, should not be by 
the civil power condemned; nor private men, by reprehending it, 
declare they diink that power too great. Besides, J. speak not of the 

17'>i-"men, but, in die abstract, of the seat of power, (like to diose simple 
< f' and impartial creatures in the Roman Capitol, that with their noise 

defended those within it, not because diey 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, alleged 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 impugn the civil 
power. If notwithstanding this, you find my labour generally decried, 
you may be pleased to excuse yourself, and say, I am a man diat love 
my own opinions, and think all true I say, that I honoured your 
brodier, and honour you, and have presumed on that, to assume 
the tide, without your knowledge, of being, as I am,

Sir,
Your most humble,

and most obedient Servant,
Paris, April |f, 1651. Thomas Hobbes.
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THE INTRODUCTION

Nature, the art whereby God hath made and governs the world, 
is by the art of man, as in many other things, so in this also imitated, 
that it can make an artificialjmjjjyil. For seeing life is but a motion of 
limbs, the beginning whereof is in some principal part within; why 
may we not say, that all automata (engines that move themselves by 
springs and wheels as doth a watch) have an artificial life? For what is 
the heart, but a spring] and the nerves, but so many strings; and the 
joints, but so many wheels, giving motion to the whole body, such 
as was intended by the artificer? Art goes yet further, imitating that 
rational and most excellent work of nature, man. For by art is created 
that great Leviathan called a Commonwealth, or State, in Latin ^ ^ 
Civitas, which is but an artificial man; though of greater stature ^
and strength than the natural, for whose protection and defence it was 
intended; and in which the sovereignty is an artificial soul, as giving 
life and motion to the whole body; die magistrates, and other officers 
of judicature and execution, artificial joints; reward and punishment, by 
which fastened to the seat of the sovereignty every joint and member 
is moved to perform his duty, are the nerves, that do the same in the 
body natural; the wealth and riches of all the particular members, are the 
strength; salus populi, the people’s safety, its business; counsellors, by 
whom all things needful for it to know are suggested unto it, are the 
memory; equity, and laws, an artificial reason and will; concord, health; 
sedition, sickness; and civil war, death. Lastly, the pacts and covenants, 
by which the parts of this body politic were at first made, set together, 
and united, resemble that fiat, or the let us make man, pronounced by 
God in the creation.

To describe the nature of this artificial 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 sovereign; and what it is that 
preserveth and dissolveth it.

Thirdly, what is a Christian commonwealth.
Lastly, what is the kingdom of darkness.
Concerning the first, there is a saying much usurped of late, that 

wisdom is acquired, not by reading of books, but of men. Consequently 
whereunto, those persons, that for the most part can give no other
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proof of being wise, take great delight to show 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; that is, nosce teipsum. lead thyself: which was not meant, as it is 
now used, to countenance, other the barbarous state of men in power, 
towards their inferiors; or to encourage men of low degree, to a saucy 
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 

-uf anothcr, whosoever looketh into himself, and considereth what he 
doth,'when he does think, opine, reason, hope, fear, &c. and upon what 
grounds; he shall thereby read and know, what are the thoughts 
and passions of all other men upon the like occasions. I say the simili
tude of passions, which are the same in all men, desire, fear, hope, &c.; 
not the similitude of the objects of the passions, which are the things 
desired, feared, hoped, &c.: for these the constitution individual, and 
particular education, do so vary, and they are so easy to be kept from 
our knowledge, that the characters of man’s heart, blotted and con
founded as they are with dissembling, lying, counterfeiting, and 
erroneous doctrines, are legible only to him that searcheth hearts. 
And though by men’s actions we do discover their design 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 
decipher witbont 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 only with his acquaintance, which are but few.1 He that 
is to govern a whole nation, must read in himself, not this”or that 
particular man; but mankind: 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 only to consider, if he also find not the same in himself. For 
this kind of doctrine admitteth no other demonstration, j

6 INTRODUCTION
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Chap. 2 OF MAN 9

somewhat else stay it, though the reason be the same, namely, that 
nothing can change itself, is not so easily assented to. For men measure 
not only other men, but all other things, by themselves; and because 
they find themselves subject after motion to pain, and lassitude, 
think every thing else grows 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 schools 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 tilings 
inanimate, absurdly.

When a body is once in motion, it moveth, unless something else 
hinder it, eternally; and whatsoever hindreth it, cannot in an instant, 
but in time, and by degrees, quite extinguish it; and as we see in the 
water, diough the wind cease, the waves give not over rolling for a 
long time after: so also it happeneth in that motion, which is made in 
the internal parts of a man, then, when he sees, dreams, &c. For 
after the object is removed, or the eye shut, we still retain an image of 
the thing seen, though more obscure than when we see it. And this 
is it, the Latins 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 appearance, 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 hving 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 stars; which stars do no less exercise 
their virtue, by which they are visible, in the day than in the night. 
But because amongst many strokes, which our eyes, ears, and other 
organs receive from external bodies, the predominant only is sensible; 
therefore, the light of the sun being predominant, we are not affected 
with the action of the stars. 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 voice of a man is in the noise 
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 continual change of man’s body destroys in time the parts
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they have with die brain, and other organs, when diey be distempered, 
do keep the same in motion; whereby the imaginations there formerly 
made, appear as if a man were waking; saving that the organs of sense 
being now benumbed, so as there is no new object, which can master 
and obscure them with a more vigorous impression, a dream must 
needs be more clear, in diis silence of sense, dian our waking thoughts. 
And hence it cometh to. pass, that it is a hard matter, and by many 
thought impossible, to distinguish exactly between sense and dreaming. 
For my part, when T consider that in dreams I do not often nor con
stantly think of the same persons, places, objects, and actions, that I 
do waking; nor remember so long a train of coherent thoughts, 
dreaming, as at odier times; and because waking I often observe the 
absurdity of dreams, but never dream of the absurdities of my waking 
thoughts; l am well satisfied, that being awake, I know I dream not, 
though when I dream I think myself awake.

And seeing dreams 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 fear, and 
raiseth the drought and image of some fearful object, the motion 
from the brain to the inner parts and from the inner parts to the brain 
being reciprocal; and that as anger causeth heat in some parts of the 
body when we are awake, so when we sleep the overheating of the 
same parts causeth anger, and raiseth up in die brain die imagination 
of an enemy. In the same manner, as natural kindness, when we are 
awake, causeth desire, and desire makes heat in certain other parts 
of die body; so also too much heat in those parts, while we sleep, 
raiseth in the brain an imagination of some kindness shown. In sum, 
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.

.. The most difficult discerning of a man’s dream, from
vision$Wm °r his waking thoughts, is dien, when by some accident 

we observe not that we have slept: which is easy to 
happen to a man full of fearful thoughts, and whose conscience 
is much troubled; and diat sleepeth, without the circumstances of 
going to bed or putting off his clothes, as one diat noddeth in a chair. 
For he that taketh pains, anH industriously lays 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 Caesar, and was also his favourite, and
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prudence, or providence; and sometimes wisdom; 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 tire seldomer fail him. The present only has a being 
in nature; things past have a being in the memory only, but things 
io come have no being at all; the future being but a fiction of dre 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 only to him by whose will they are to come. 
From him only, and supematurally, 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 
signs to guess by.
Signs. A sign is the evident antecedent of the consequent; and 

contrarily, the consequent of the antecedent, when dre like 
consequences have been observed, before: and the oftener they have 
been observed, the less uncertain is the sign. And therefore he that 
has most experience in any kind of business, has most signs, whereby 
to guess at the future time; and consequendy 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 natural and extemporary 
wit: though perhaps many young men think the contrary.

Ncvcrthelesiijt is not prudence that distinguisheth man from beast. 
There be beasts, that at a year old observe more, and pursue that which 
is for dieir good, more prudently, than a child can do at ten.
_ . As prudence is a presumption of the future, contracted
the time past. 1x0111 tlle experience or time past: so there is a presump

tion of things past taken from odier things, not future, 
but past also. For he diat hath seen by what courses and degrees 
a flourishing state hadi first come into civil war, and dien to ruin; 
upon the sight of the ruins of any other state, will guess, the like 
war, and the like courses have been there also. But this conjecture, 
has the same uncertainty almost with the conjecture of die future; both 
being grounded only upon experience.

There is no other act of man’s mind, that I can remember, naturally 
planted in him, so as to need no other thing, to the exercise of it,
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but to be born a man, and live with die use of his five senses. Those 
other faculties, of which I shall speak by and by, and which seem 
proper to man only, are acquired and increased 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 train of thoughts, the mind of man has no other 
motion; though by the help of speech, and method, the same faculties 
may be improved to such a height, as to distinguish men from all other 
living creatures.
Infinite Whatsoever we imagine is finite. Therefore there is no 

idea, or conception of any thing we call infintie.~ 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 signify only, that we are 
not able to conceive the ends, and bounds of the things named; 
having no conception of the thing, but of our own inability. And 
therefore die name of God is used, not to make us conceive him, for 
he is incomprehensible; and his greatness, and power are unconceiv
able ; Buf 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 endued with some deter
minate 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, nor can be incident to sense; 
but are absurd speeches, taken upon credit, without any signification 
at all, from deceived philosophers, and deceived, or deceiving School
men.

Chap. 4

CHAPTER IV

OF SPEECH

Original of speech. The invention of printing, though ingenious, com
pared 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 son of Agenor, 

B



18 Part 1

king of Phoenicia. 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 withal difficult, as proceeding from 
a watchful observation of the divers motions of the tongue, palate, 
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; whcreby men register their thoughts; 
recall them when diey are past; and also declare them one to another 
for mutual utility and conversation; fsd^utjffihich, there had been 
amongst men, neither commonwealth, nor society, nor contract, nor 
peace, no more than amongst lions, 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 die Scripture goeth no 
further in this matter. But this was sufficient to direct him to add more 
names, as the experience and use of the creatures should give him 
occasion; and to join 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, 
diat Adam was taught the names of all figures, numbers, measures, 
colours, sounds, fancies, relations; much less die names of words and 
speech, as general, special, affirmative, negative, interrogative, optative, 
infinitive, all which are useful; and least of all, o(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 diemselves 
into several parts of die 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 everywhere more copious.

The general use of speech, is to transfer, our 
The use of speech. mental discourse, into verbal; or the train of our 
thoughts, into a train of words; and that for two commodities, 
whereof one is the registering of die 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.
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So that the first use of names is to serve for marks, or notes of remem
brance. Another is, when many use the same words", to signify, by 
their connexion and order, one to another, what they conceive, or 
think of each matter; and also what they desire, fear, or have any 
other passion for. And for this use they are called signs. Special uses 
of speech are these; first, to register, what by cogitation, we 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 sum, is acquiring 
of arts. Secondly, to show to others that knowledge which we have 
attained, which is, to counsel and teach one another. Thirdly, to make 
known to others our wills and purposes, that we may have the mutual 
help of one anodier. Fourthly, to please and delight ourselves and 
odiers, by playing with our words, for pleasure or ornament, 
innocendy.

Abuses of speech.
To these uses, there are also four correspondent
abuses. First, when men register their thoughts 

wrong, by the inconstancy of the signification of their words; by 
which they register for their conception, 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, by words, when they declare 
that to be dieir will, which is not. Fourthly, when they use them 
to grieve one anodier; for seeing nature hadi 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 die tongue, 
unless it be one whom we 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 con
sequence of causes and effects, consisteth in die imposing of names, 
and the connexion of them.
Names ^ names> some are proper, and singular to one only
and common.^ as Peter, John, this man, this tree; and some are

common to many things, man, horse, tree; every of which, 
though but one name, is nevertheless the name of divers particular 
Universal. diings; in respect of all which together, it is called an un

iversal; there being nothing in the world universal but 
names; for the things named are every one of them individual and 
singular.

One universal name is imposed on many things, for their similitude 
m some quality, or odier accident; and whereas a proper name

l)
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bringeth to mind one thing only, universals recall any one of those 
many.

And of names universal, some are of more, and some of less extent; 
the larger comprehending the less large; and some again of equal 
extent, comprehending each other reciprocally. As for example: the 
name body is of larger signification than the word man, and compre- 
hendeth it; and the names man and rational, are of equal extent, com
prehending mutually one another. But here we must take notice, 
that by a name is not always understood, as in grammar, one only 
word; but sometimes, by circumlocution, many words together. 
For all these words, he that in his actions observeth the laws 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 appella
tions. For example: a man that hath no use of speech at all, such as is 
born and remams perfectly deaf 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 equal to those two right angles that stand by it. 
But if another triangle be shown him, different in shape from the 
former, he cannot know, without a new labour, whether the three 
angles of that also be equal 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 only 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 general terms, every 
triangle hath its three angles equal to two right angles. And thus the 
consequence found in one particular, comes to be registered and 
remembered, as a universal rule, and discharges our mental 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 registering our thoughts is in nothing so 
evident as in numbering. A natural fool that could never learn by 
heart the order of numeral words, as one, two, and three, may observe 
every stroke of the clock, and nod to it, or say one, one, one, but can 
never know what hour it strikes. And it seems, there was a time when
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those names of number were not in use; and men were fain 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 numeral 
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 himself, and not know when he has done. Much less will 
he be able to add, and subtract, and perform all other operations of 
arithmetic. So that without words there is no possibility of reckoning 
of numbers; much less of magnitudes, of swiftness, of force, and other 
things, the reckonings whereof are necessary to the being, or well
being of mankind.

When two names are joined together into a consequence, or affirma
tion, as thus, a man is a living creature- or thus, if he be a man, he is a 
living creature; if the latter name, living creature, signify all that the 
former name man signifieth, then the affirmation, or consequence, 
is true; otherwise/a/ie. For true and false are attributes of speech,mot 
of things. And where speech is not, there is neither truth nor falsehood; 
error there may be, as when we expect that which shall not be, or 
suspect what has not been; but in neither case can a man be charged 
with untruth.

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 find himself 
entangled in words, as a bird in lime twigs, the more he struggles 
the more belimed. And therefore in geometry, which is the only 
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 tire 
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 himself. For the errors of definitions multiply themselves 
according as the reckoning proceeds, and lead men into absurdities, 
which at last they see, but cannot avoid, without reckoning anew 
from the beginning, in which lies the foundation of their errors. 
From whence it happens, that they which trust to books do as they 
that cast up many little sums into a greater, without considering 
whether those little sums were rightly cast up or not; and at last
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finding the error visible, and not mistrusting their first grounds, 
know not which way to clear themselves, but spend time in fluttering 
over their books; as birds that entering by the chimney, and finding 
themselves enclosed in a chamber, flutter at the false light of a glass 
window, for want of wit to consider which way they came in. So 
that in the right definition of names lies the first use of speech; which 
is the acquisition of science: and in wrong, or no definitions, lies the 
first abuse; from which proceed all false and senseless 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. Natural sense and imagination are not subject to 
absurdity. Nature itself cannot err; and as men abound in copiousness 
of language, so they become more wise, or more mad than ordinary. 
Nor is it possible without letters for any man to become either excel
lently wise, or, unless his memory be hurt by disease or ill constitution 
of organs, excellently foolish. For words are wise men’s counters, 
they do but reckon by them; but they are the money of fools, 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, is whatsoever can enter into or 
Subiect to names. , J ,, iiibe considered m an account, and be added one to
another to make a sum, or subtracted one from another and leave a 
remainder. The Latins called accounts of money rationes, and account
ing ratiocinatio; and that which we in bills or books of account call 
items, they call nomina, that is names; and thence it seems to proceed, 
that drey extended the word ratio to the faculty of reckoning in all 
other things. The Greeks have but one word, Aoyoy, 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 
syllogism, which signifieth summing up of the consequences of one 
saying to another. And because the same thing may enter into account 
for divers accidents, their names are, to show that diversity, diversely 
wrested and diversified. This diversity of names may be reduced to 
four general heads.

First, a thing may enter into account for matter or body; as living. 
Names sensible, rational, hot, cold, moved, quiet; with all which 

names the word matter, or body, is understood; all such 
being names of matter.

22 ---------------
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which it is composed, put together and made one, signify 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 mere 
sound. So likewise, if it be false to say that virtue can be poured, 
or blown up and down, the words in-poured virtue, inblown virtue, are 
as absurd and insignificant as a round quadrangle. And therefore you 
shall hardly meet with a senseless and insignificant word, that is not 
made up of some Latin or Greek names. A Frenchman seldom 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. W'lcn 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 signify, then he 
is said to understand it; understanding being nothing else but con
ception caused by speech. And therefore if speech be peculiar to man, 
as for aught I know it is, then is understanding peculiar to him also. 
And therefore of absurd and false affirmations, in case they be universal, 
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 signify the appetites, aversions, and passions 
of man’s 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 signify our conceptions, and all our 
affections are but conceptions, when we conceive the same things 
differently, we can hardly avoid 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 every thing 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 virtues and vices; for one man 
calleth wisdom, what another called fear; and one cruelty, what another 
iustice; one prodigality, what another magnanimity; and one gravity.
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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.

Chap. 5

CHAPTER V

OF REASON AND SCIENCE

Reason, what it is. When a man reasoneth, he does nothing else but 
conceive a sum total, from addition of parcels; or conceive a remainder, 
from subtraction of one sum from another; which, if it be done by 
words, is conceiving of the consequence of the names of all the parts, 
to the name of the whole; or from the names of the whole and one 
part, to the name of the other part. And though in some things, as in 
numbers, besides adding and subtracting, men name other operations, 
as multiplying and dividing, yet they are the same; for multiplication, is 
but adding together of things equal; and division, but subtracting of 
one thing, as often as we can. These operations are not incident to 
numbers only, but to all manner of things that can be added together, 
and taken one out of another. For as arithmeticians teach to add and 
subtract in numbers; so the geometricians teach the same in lines, 
figures, solid and superficial, angles, proportions, times, degrees of swift
ness, force, power, and the like; the logicians teach the same in conse
quences of words; adding together two names to make an affirmation, 
and two affirmations to make a syllogism; and many syllogisms to make 
a demonstration; and from the sum, or conclusion of a syllogism, they sub
tract one proposition to find the other. Writers of politics add together 
pactions to find men’s duties; and lawyers, laws and facts, to find what is 
right and wrong in the actions of private men. In sum, in what matter 
soever there is place for addition and subtraction, there also is place 
for reason; and where these have no place, there reason has nothing 
at all to do.
Reason defined. °ut oifr which we may define, that is to say 

determine, what that is, which is meant by this 
word reason, when we reckon it amongst the faculties of the mind. 
For reason, in this sense, is nothing but reckoning, that is adding and 
subtracting, of the consequences of general names agreed upon for
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the marking and signifying of our thoughts; I say marking them when we 
reckon by ourselves, and signifying, when we demonstrate or approve 
our reckonings to other men.
Right reason, where. Ancl’ as in arithmetic, unpractised men must, and 

professors themselves may often, err, and cast up 
false; so also in any other subject of reasoning, the ablest, most 
attentive, and most practised men may deceive themselves, and infer 
false conclusions; not but that reason itself is always right reason, as 
well as arithmetic is a certain and infallible art: but no one man’s reason, 
nor the reason of any one number of men, makes the certainty; 
no more than an account is therefore well cast up, because a great 
many men have unanimously approved it. And therefore, as when 
there is a controversy in an account, the parties must by their own 
accord, set up, for right reason, the reason of some arbitrator, or judge, 
to whose sentence they will both stand, or their controversy must 
either come to blows, or be undecided, for want of a right reason 
constituted by nature; so is it also in all debates of what kind soever. 
And when men that think themselves wiser than all others, clamour 
and demand right reason forjudge, yet seek no more, but that things 
should be determined, by no other men’s reason but their own, it is 
as intolerable in the society of men, as it is in play after trump is 
turned, to use for trump on every occasion, that suite whereof they 
have most in their hand. For they do nothing else, diat will have every 
of their passions, as it comes to bear sway in them, to be taken for 
right reason, and diat in dieir own controversies: bewraying their 
want of right reason, by die claim they lay to it.
The use of reason. 2kjisc ;lIU{ cnd, of reason, is not the finding of 

the sum and truth of one, or a few consequences, 
remote from the first definitions, and settled significations of names, 
but to begin at these, and proceed from one consequence to another. 
For there can be no certainty of the last conclusion, without a certainty 
of all those affirmations and negations, on which it was grounded 
and inferred. As when a master of a family, in taking an account, 
casteth up the sums of all the bills of expense into one sum, and not 
regarding how each bill is summed up, by those that give them in 
account; nor what it is he pays for; he advantages himself no more, 
than if he allowed the account in gross, trusting to every of the 
accountants’ skill and honesty: so also in reasoning of all other things, 
he that takes up conclusions on die trust of authors, and doth not fetch 
them from the first items in every reckoning, which are the significa-
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dons of names setded by definitions, loses his labour; and does not 
know any diing, but only believeth.

When a man reckons without the use of words.Of error ana absurdity. , . t 1which may be done in particular things, as when 
upon the sight of any one thing, we conjecture what was likely to 
have preceded, or is likely to follow upon it; if that which he thought 
likely to follow, follows not, or that which he thought likely to have 
preceded it, hadi not preceded it, this is called error; to which even the 
most prudent men are subject. But when we reason in words of 
general signification, and fall upon a general inference which is false, 
though it be commonly called^error, it is indeed an absurdity, or sense- 
less speech. For error is but a deception, in presuming that somewhat 
is past, or to come; of which, though it were not past, or not to come, 
yet there was no impossibility discoverable. But when we make a 
general assertion, unless it be a true one, the possibility of it is incon
ceivable. And words whereby we conceive nothing but the sound, 
are those we call absurd, insignificant, and nonsense. And therefore if a 
man should talk to me of a round quadrangle; or, accidents of bread in 
cheese; or, immaterial substances; or of a free subject; a free will; or any 
free, but frecTronTTiemg hindered by opposition, HnBtfM'not say he 
were in an error, but that his words were without meaning, that is 
to say, absurd.

I have said before, in the second chapter, that a man did excel all 
other animals in this faculty, that when he conceived any thing 
whatsoever, he was apt to inquire the consequences of it, and what 
effects he could do with it. And now-1 add this other degree of the 
same excellence, that he can by words, reduce the consequences he 
finds to general rules, called theorems, or aphorisms; that is, he can 
reason, or reckon, not only in number, but in all other things, whereof 
one may be added unto, or subtracted from another.

But this privilege is allayed by another; and that is, by tire privilege 
of absurdity; to which no living creature is subject, but man only. 
Ancl of men, those are of all most subject to it, that profess philosophy;. 
For it is most true that Cicero saith of them somewhere; that there 
can be nothing so absurd, but may be found in the books of philo
sophers. And the reason is manifest. For there is not one of them 
that begins his ratiocination from the definitions, or explications of 
the names they are to use; which is a method that hath been used only 
in geometry; whose conclusions have thereby been made indisputable.

Chap. 5
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„ r , 1. The first cause of absurd conclusions I ascribe
to the want or method; in that they begin not their 

ratiocination from definitions; that is, from settled significations of 
their words: as if drey could cast account, without knowing die value 
of the numeral words, one, two, and three.

And whereas all bodies enter into account upon divers considera
tions, which I have mentioned in the precedent chapter; these con
siderations being diversely named, divers absurdities proceed from 
the confusion, and unfit connexion of their names into assertions. 
And therefore,

2. The second cause of absurd assertions, I ascribe to the giving 
of names of bodies to accidents; or of accidents to bodies; as diey do, 
that say, faith is infused, or inspired; when nothing can be poured, or 
breathed into anything, but body; and that, extension is body; that 
phantasms are spirits, See.

3. The third I ascribe to the giving of the names of the accidents of 
bodies without us, to the accidents of our own bodies; as they do that say 
the colour is in the body; the sound is in the air, &c.

4. The fourth, to the giving of the names of bodies to names, or 
speeches; as they do that say, that there be things universal; that a living 
creature is genus, or a general thing, &c.

5. The fifth, to the giving of the names of accidents to names and 
speeches; as diey do diat say, the nature of a thing is its definition; a mans 
command is his will; and the like.

6. The sixth, to the use of metaphors, tropes, and other rhetorical 
figures, instead of words proper. For though it be lawful to say, for 
example, in common speech, the way goeth, or leadeth hither, or thither; 
the proverb says this or that, whereas ways cannot go, nor proverbs 
speak; yet in reckoning, and seeking of truth, such speeches are not 
to be admitted.

7. The seventh, to names that signify nothing; but are taken up, 
and learned by rote from the schools, as hypostatical, transubstantiate, 
consubstantiate, eternal-now, and the like canting of Schoolmen.

To him that can avoid these things it is not easy to fall into any 
absurdity, unless it be by the length of an account; wherein he may 
perhaps forget what went before. For all men by nature reason alike, 
and well, when they have good principles. For who is so stupid, as 

“both to mistake in geometry, and also to persist in it, when another 
detects his error to him?
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Science d1'5 h appears that reason is not, as sense and memory,
aence. ^om us. nor gotten by experience only, as prudence

is; but attained by industry; first in apt imposing of names; and 
secondly by getting a good and orderly method in proceeding 
from the elements, which are names, to assertions made by con
nexion of one of them to another; and so to syllogisms, which 
are the connexions of one assertion to another, till we come to a 
knowledge of all the consequences of names appertaining to the 
subject in hand; and that is it, men call science. And whereas sense 
and memory are but knowledge of fact, which is a thing past and 
irrevocable; Science is the knowledge of consequences, and dependence 
of one fact upon anotliefThy'wliicli, out of that we can presently do, 

something else when we will, or the like another 
we see how any thing comes about, upon what 

causes, and by what manner; when the like causes come into our power, 
we see how to make it produce the like effects.

Children therefore are not endued with reason at all, till they have 
attained the use of speech; but are called reasonable creatures, for the 
possibility apparent of having the use of reason in time to come. 
And the most part of men, though they have the use of reasoning a 
little way, as in numbering to some degree; yet it serves them to little 
use in common life; in which they govern themselves, some better, 
some worse, according to their differences of experience, quickness 
of memory, and inclinations to several ends; but specially according 
to good or evil fortune, and the errors of one another. For as for 
science, or certain rules of their actions, they are so far from it, that 
they know not what it is. Geometry they have thought conjuring: 
but for other sciences, they who have not been taught the beginnings 
and some progress in them, that they may see how they be acquired 
and generated, are in this point like children, that having no thought of 
generation, are made believe by the women that their brothers and 
sisters are not bom, but found in the garden.

But yet they that have no science, are in better, and nobler condition, 
with their naturaLprudencfi.:.-than men, that by mis-reasoning, or by 
trusting them that reason wrong, fall upon false and absurd general 
rules. For ignorance of causes, and of rules, does not set men so far 
out of their way, as relying on false rules, and taking for causes of 
what they aspire to, those that are not so, but rather causes of the 
contrary.

To conclude, the light of human minds is perspicuous words, but

:ause when
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by exact definitions first snuffed, and purged from ambiguity; reason is 
the pace; increase of science, the way, and the benefit of mankind, the 
end. And, on the contrary, metaphors, and senseless and ambiguous 
words, are like ignes fatui; and reasoning upon them is wandering 
amongst innumerable absurdities; and their end, contention and 
sedition, or contempt.
n , , . As much experience, is prudence; so, is much
with their difference. ’ sciencc sapience. For though we usually have one 

name of wisdom for them both, yet the Latins did 
always distinguish betweenprudentia and sapientia; ascribing the former 
to experience, die latter to science. But to make their difference appear 
more clearly, let us suppose one man endued with an excellent natural 
use and dexterity in handling his arms; and another to have added 
to that dexterity, an acquired science, of where he can offend, or be 
offended by his adversary, in every possible posture or guard: the 
ability of the former, would be to the ability of the latter, as prudence 
to sapience; Bath useful; but the latter infallible. But they that trusting 
only to the audiority of books, follow the blind blindly, are like him 
that, trusting to die false rules of a master of fence, ventures presump
tuously upon an adversary, diat either kills or disgraces him.
Signs of science. s^Sns °f science are some, certain and infallible;

some, uncertain. Certain, when he that pretendeth 
the science of any diing, can teach the same; that is to say, demonstrate 
the truth thereof perspicuously to anodier; uncertain, when only 
some particular events answer to his pretence, and upon many occa
sions prove so as he says they must. Signs of prudence are all uncertain; 
because to observe by experience, and remember all circumstances 
that may alter die success, is impossible. But in any business, whereof 
a man has not infallible science to proceed by; to forsake his own 
natural judgment, and be guided by general sentences read in authors, 
and subject to many exceptions, is a sign of folly, and generally 
scorned by the name of pedantry. And even of those men themselves, 
that in councils of the commonwealth love to show their reading of 
politics and history, very few do it in their domestic affairs, where 
their particular interest is concerned; having prudence enough for 
their private affairs: but in public they study more the reputation of 
their own wit, than the success of another’s business.
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CHAPTER VI

OF THE ,INTERIOR BEGINNINGS OF VOLUNTARY MOTIONS; 
COMMONLY CALLED THE ^PASSIONS ; AND THE SPEECHES 

BY WHICH THEY ARE EXPRESSED

Motion, vital There be in animals, two sorts of motions pecuhar to 
them: one called vital; begun in generation, and 

continued without interruption through their whole life; such 
as are the course of the blood, the pulse, the breathing, the concoction, 
nutrition, excretion, &c., to which motions there needs no help of 
imagination: the odier is animal motion, otherwise called voluntary 
motion; as to go, to speak, to move any of our limbs, in such manner 
as is first fancied in our minds. That sense is motion in the organs 
and interior parts of man’s body, caused by the action of the things 
we see, hear, &c.; and that fancy is but the relics of the same motion, 
remaining after sense, has been already said in the first and second 
chapters. And because going, speaking, and the like voluntary motions, 
depend always upon a precedent thought of whither, which way, and 
what; it is evident, that the imagination is the first internal beginning 
of all voluntary motionTTAnd although unstudied men do not con
ceive any motion’aralTto be there, where the thing moved is invisible; 
or the space it is moved in is, for the shortness of it, insensible; yet 
that doth not hinder, but that such motions are. For let a space be 
never so little, that which is moved over a greater space, whereof 
that little one is part, must first be moved over that. These small 
beginnings of motion, within the body of man, before they appear in 
Endeavour walking, speaking, striking, and odier visible actions,

are commonly called endeavour.
. . This endeavour, when it is toward something which

Appetite. Desire. . . n i i i
causes it, is called appetite, or desire; the latter,

being the general name; and the other oftentimes restrained to 
Hm er Thirst signify die desire of food, namely hunger and thirst.

And when the endeavour is fromward something, 
Aversion it is generally called aversion. These words, appetite

and aversion, we have from die Latins; and they both 
of diem signify the motions, one of approaching, the other of 
retiring. So also do the Greek words for the same, which are 
opprj and dc/soppcrj. For nature itself does often press upon men those



32 OF MAN Part 1

truths, which afterwards, when they look for somewhat beyond 
nature, they stumble at. For the Schools find in mere appetite to go, 
or move, no actual motion at all: but because some motion they 
must acknowledge, they call it metaphorical motion; which is but 
an absurd speech: for though words may be called metaphorical; 
bodies and motions can not.
Lwe Hate That which men desire, they are also said to love:

and to hate those things for which they have aversion. 
So that desire and love are the same thing; save diat by desire, we 
always signify the absence of die object; by love, most commonly 
the presence of the same. So also by aversion, we signify the absence; 
and by hate, the presence of the object.

Of appetites and aversions, some are born with men; as appetite of 
food, appetite of excretion, and exoneration, which may also and more 
properly be called aversions, from somewhat they feel in their bodies; 
and some other appetites, not many. The rest, which are appetites of 
particular things, proceed from experience, and trial of their effects 
upon themselves or other men. For of things we know not at all, or 
believe not to be, we can have no further desire, than to taste and try. 
But aversion we have for diings, not only which we know have hurt 
us, but also that we do not know whether they will hurt us, or not. 
Contempt Those things which we neither desire, nor hate, we are 

said to contemn ■, contempt being nothing else but an 
immobility, or contumacy of the heart, in resisting the action of 
certain diings; and proceeding from that the heart is already moved 
otherwise, by other more potent objects; or from want of experience 
of them.

And because the constitution of a man’s body is in continual muta
tion, it is impossible that all the same things should always cause in him 
the same appetites, and aversions: much less can all men consent, in 
the desire of almost any one and the same object.

But whatsoever is die object of any man’s appetite or desire, that 
Good Evil *s ^ which he for his part calleth good: and the object 

of his hate and aversion, evil; and of his contempt, 
vile and inconsitteraEte. For these words of good, evil, and contempt
ible, are ever used with relation to the person that useth them: there 
being nothing simply and absolutely so; nor any common rule of 
good and evil, to be taken from die nature of the objects themselves; 
but from the person of the man, where there is no commonwealth; 
or, in a commonwealth, from the person diat represented! it; or
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from an arbitrator or judge, whom men disagreeing shall by consent 
set up, and make his sentence die rule thereof.

The Latin tongue has two words, whose significations approach 
to those of good and evil; but are not precisely the same; and those 
Pulchmm. Turpe. are Pu^rum and turpe. Whereof the former signifies 

that, which by some apparent signs promiseth good; 
and the latter, that which promised! evil. But in our tongue we have 
not so general names to express them by. But for pulchmm we say 
in some things, fair; in odiers, beautiful, or handsome, or gallant, or 
honourable, or comely, or amiable; and for turpe, foul, deformed, ugly, 
base, nauseous, and the like, as die subject shall require; all which 
words, in their proper places, signify nothing else but the mien, or 
countenance, that promised! good and evil. So that of good there be 
three kinds; good in the promise, that is pulchmm; good in effect, as the 

end desired, which is called jucundum, delightful; and 
able* Unpleasant g00^ as die means, which is called utile, prof table; 
Unprofitable. and as many of evil: for evil in promise, is that they

call turpe; evil in effect, and end, is molestum, un
pleasant, troublesome; and evil in die means, inutile, unprofitable, hurtful.

As,,jasgnse, that which is really within us, is, as I have said before, 
only motion, caused by the action of external objects Jiut in appearence; 
to the sight/light and colour; to the ear, sound; to the nostril, odour, 
&c.: so, when the action of the same object is continued from the 
eyes, ears, and other organs to the heart, the real effect there is nothing 

but motion, or endeavour; which consisteth in appetite, or aversion, 
to or from the object moving. But the appearence, or 
sense of diat motion, is that we eidier call delight, or 
trouble of mind.
This motion, which is calledappetite, and for die appearence 
of it delight, and pleasure, seemeth to be a corroboration 

of vital motion, and a help thereunto; and therefore such things as 
caused delight, were not improperly called jucunda, d juvando, from 
Offence. helping or fortifying; and the contrary, molesta, offensive, 

from hindering, and troubling the motion vital.
Pleasure dierefore, or delight, is die appearence, or sense of good; 

and molestation, or displeasure, die appearence, or sense of evil. And 
consequently all appetite, desire, and love, is accompanied with some 
delight more or less; and all hatred and aversion, with more or less 
displeasure and offence, 

c
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Delight.
Displeasure.

Pleasure.
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Of pleasures or delights, some arise from the sense of an object 
. present; and those may be cahed pleasures of sense-,

Pleasures of sense. ^ wor(j sensual, as it is used by those only that
condemn them, having no place till there be laws. Of this kind are 
all onerations and exonerations of tire body; as also ah that is pleasant, 
in the sight, hearing, smell, taste, or touch. Others arise from the expecta
tion, that proceeds from foresight of the end, or consequence of 
things; whether those things in the sense please or displease. And 
Pleasures of the mind, these are pleasures of the mind of him that draweth 
joy. those consequences, and are generally called joy. In the like
Pain. manner, displeasures are some in the sense, and cahed pain;
Grief. others in the expectation of consequences, and are cahed grief.

These simple passions cahed appetite, desire, love, aversion, hate, 
joy, and grief, have their names for divers considerations diversified. 
As first, when they one succeed another, they are diversely cahed from 
the opinion men have of the likelihood of attaining what they desire. 
Secondly, from the object loved or hated. Thirdly, from the con
sideration of many of them together. Fourthly, from the alteration 
or succession itself.
Hope.
Despair.
Fear.

For appetite, with an opinion of attaining, is cahed hope. 
The same, without such opinion, despair.
Aversion, widi opinion of hurt from the object, fear. 
The same, with hope of avoiding that hurt by resistance, 
COURAGE.
Sudden courage, anger.
Constant hope, confidence of ourselves.
Constant despair, diffidence of ourselves.
Anger for great hurt done to another, when we conceive 
die same to be done by injury, indignation.
Desire of good to another, benevolence, good will, 
charity. If to man generally, good nature.
Desire of riches, covetousness; a name used always 
in signification of blame; because men contending for 

them, are displeased with one another attaining them; though the 
desire in itself, be to be blamed, or ahowed, according to die means 
by which these riches are sought.

Desire of office, or precedence, ambition: a name used 
Ambition. a]so Jh t]le worse sense) for the reason before mentioned.

Desire of things that conduce but a litde to our ends, and fear of 
Pusillanimity, things that are but of little hindrance, pusillanimity.

Courage.

Anger.
Confidence.
Diffidence.

Indignation.

Benevolence. 
Good nature.

Covetousness.
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In deliberation, die last appetite, or aversion, immediately adhering 
The will. to t^c action, or to the omission thereof, is that we call 

the will; the act, not die faculty, of willing. And_beasts 
that have deliberation, must necessarily also have will. The definition 
of the will, given commonly by the Schools, that it is a rational 
appetite, is not good. For if it were, then could there be no voluntary 
act against reason. For a voluntary act is that, which proceedeth 
from the will, and no other. But if mstead of a rational appetite, 
we shall say an appetite resulting from a precedent deliberation, 
then the definition is the same that I have given here. Will tlierc- 
fore is the last appetite in deliberating. And though we say in common 
discourse, a man had a will once to do a thing, that nevertheless he 
forbore to do; yet that is properly but an inclination, which makes 
no action voluntary; because die action depends not of it, but of the 
last inclination, or appetite. For if the intervenient appetites, make any 
action voluntary; then by the same reason all intervenient aversions, 
should make the same action involuntary; and so one and the same 
action, should be both voluntary and involuntary.

By this it is manifest, that not only actions that have their begin
ning from covetousness, ambition, lust, or other appetites to the thing 
propounded; but also those that have their beginning from aversion, 
or fear of those consequences that follow the omission, are voluntary 
actions.
„ r , . The forms of speech by which the passions are 
Forms of speech, in i it' i i i-rrpassion, expressed, are partly the same, and partly difierent

from those, by which we express our thoughts. 
And first, generally all passions may be expressed indicatively, as I love, 
I fear, I joy, I deliberate, I will, I command: but some of them have par
ticular expressions by themselves, which nevertheless are not affirma
tions, imless it be when they serve to make other inferences, besides 
that of the passion diey proceed from. Deliberation is expressed 
subjunctively; which is a speech proper to signify suppositions, with 
their consequences; as, if this be done, then this will follow; and differs 
not from the language of reasoning, save that reasoning is in general 
words; but deliberation for the most part is of particulars. The 
language of desire, and aversion, is imperative; as do this, forbear that; 
which when the party is obliged to do, or forbear, is command; other
wise prayer; or else counsel. The language of vain-glory, of indignation, 
pity and revengefulness, optative: but of the desire to know, there is a 
peculiar expression, called interrogative; as, what is it, when shall it.
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only Christians, but all manner of men do so believe in God, as to 
hold all for truth they hear him say, whether they understand it, or 
not; which is all the faith and trust can possibly be had in any person 
whatsoever: but they do not all beheve the doctrine of the creed.

From whence we may infer, that when we beheve any saying 
whatsoever it be, to be true, from arguments taken, not from the 
thing itself, or from the principles of natural reason, but from 
the authority, and good opinion we have, of him that hath said 
it; then is the speaker, or person we beheve in, or trust in, and 
whose word we take, the object of our faith; and the honour done 
in believing, is done to him only. And consequently, when we 
believe that the Scriptures are the word of God, having no imme
diate revelation from God himself, our belief, faith, and trust is in 
the church; whose word we take, and acquiesce therein. And they 
that believe that which a prophet relates unto them in the name of 
God, take the word of die prophet, do honour to him, and in him 
trust, and beheve, touching the trudi of what he relateth, whedier he 
be a true, or a false prophet. And so it is also with all other history. 
For if I should not believe all that is written by historians, of the 
glorious acts of Alexander, or Ccesar; I do not think the ghost of 
Alexander, or Ccesar, had any just cause to be offended; or any body 
else, but the historian. If Livy say the Gods made once a cow speak, 
and we believe it not; we distrust not God therein, but Livy. So that 
it is evident, that whatsoever we beHeve, upon no other reason, than 
what is drawn from authority of men only, and their writings; whether 
they be sent from God or not, is faith in men only.

CHAPTER VIII

OF THE VIRTUES COMMONLY CALLED INTELLECTUAL; 
AND THEIR CONTRARY DEFECTS

Intellectual
defined.

virtue Virtue generally, in all sorts of subjects, is some- 
vLm'a.f'th'a.'rlyYjt’lHed for eminence; and consistetn in _ 

comparison. For if all things were equal in all men, nothing would 
be prized. And by virtues intellectual, are always understood such 
abilities of die mind, as men praise, value, and desire should be in 
themselves; and go commonly under the name of a. good wit; though
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it with new and apt metaphors; but also, by the rarity of their invention. 
But without steadiness, and direction to some end, a great fancy is 
one kind of madness; such as they have, that entering into any dis
course, are snatched from their purpose, by every thing that comes in 
their thought, into so many, and so long digressions, and parentheses, 
that they utterly lose themselves: which kind of folly, I know no 
particular name for: but the cause of it is, sometimes want of experience; 
whereby that seemeth to a man new and rare, which doth not so to 
others: sometimes pusillanimity; by which that seems great to him, 
which other men think a trifle: and whatsoever is new, or great, and 
therefore drought fit to be told, withdraws a man by degrees from the 
intended way of his discourse.

In a good poem, whether it be epic, or dramatic; as also in sonnets, 
epigrams, and other pieces, both judgment and fancy are required: 
but die fancy must be more eminent; because they please for the 
extravagancy; but ought not to displease by indiscretion.

In a good history, the judgment must be eminent; because the good
ness consisted!, in the method, in the truth, and in the choice of the 
actions that are most profitable to be known. Fancy has no place, but 
only in adorning the style.

In orations of praise, and in invectives, the fancy is predominant; 
because the design is not truth, but to honour or dishonour; which is 
done by noble, or by vile comparisons. The judgment does but suggest 
what circumstances make an action laudable, or culpable.

In hortatives, and pleadings, as truth, or disguise serveth best to the 
design in hand; so is the judgment, or the fancy most required.

In demonstration, in counsel, and all rigorous search of truth, 
judgment does all, except sometimes the understanding have need 
to be opened by some apt similitude; and then there is so much use 
of fancy. But for metaphors, they are in this case utterly excluded. 
For seeing they openly profess deceit; to admit them into counsel, 
or reasoning, were manifest folly.

And in any discourse whatsoever, if the defect of discretion be 
apparent, how extravagant soever the fancy be, the whole discourse 
will be taken for a sign of want of wit; and so will it never when the 
discretion is manifest, though the fancy be never so ordinary.

The .secret thoughts of a man run over all things, holy, profane, 
clean, obscene, grave, and light, without shame, or blame; which 
verbal discourse cannot do, farther than the judgment shall approve of 
tire time, place, and persons. An anatomist, or a physician may speak,
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or write his judgment of unclean things; because it is not to please, 
but profit: but for another man to write his extravagant, and pleasant 
fancies of the same, is as if a man, from being tumbled into the dirt, 
should come and present himself before good company. And it is 
the want of discretion that makes the difference. Again, in professed 
remissness of mind, and familiar company, a man may play with the 
sounds and equivocal significations of words; and that many times 
with encounters of extraordinary fancy: but in a sermon, or in public, 
or before persons unknown, or whom we ought to reverence; there 
is no jingling of words that will not be accounted folly: and the differ
ence is only in the want of discretion. So that where wit is wanting, 
it is not fancy that is wanting, but discretion. Judgment therefore 
without fancy is wit, but fancy without judgment, not.

When tlre thouglrtsqf a maii, drat lms_a_desigir in hand, running over t 
a multitude of tlrings, observes how they conduce to that design; or 
what design they may conduce unto; if his observations be such 
„ , as are not easy, or usual, this wit of his is called prudence^/Prudence ^7 ■« • i ~ ~-y-. «

and depends on much experience, and memory or tire 
like things, and their consequences heretofore. In which there is 
not so much difference of men; as there is in their fancies and 
judgmentT because”the experience of men equal in age, is not 
much unequal, as to the quantity; but lies in different occasions; 
every one having his private designs. To govern well a family, and a 
kingdom, are not different degrees of prudence; but different sorts of 
business; no more than to draw a picture in little, or as great, or 
greater than the life, are different degrees of art. A plain husbandman 
is more prudent in affairs of his own house, than a privy-councillor 
in the affairs of another man.

To prudence, if you add the use of unjust, or dishonest means, 
such as usually are prompted to men by fear, or want; you have 
c that crooked wisdom, which is called craft; which is a 

sign of pusillanimity. For magnanimity is contempt of 
unjust, or dishonest helps. And that which the Latins call versutia, 
translated into English, shifting, and is a putting off of a present 
danger or incommodity, by engaging into a greater, as when a 
man robs one to pay another, is but a shorter-sighted craft, called 
versutia, from versura, which signifies taking money at usury for the 
present payment of interest.

Chap. 8
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CHAPTER IX

OF THE SEVERAL SUBJECTS OF KNOWLEDGE

Knowledge. There are of knowledge two kinds; whereof one is 
knowledge of fact: the other knowledge of the consequence of one affirma
tion to another. The former is nothing else, but sense and memory, 
and is absolute knowledge-, as when we see a fact doing, or remember it 
done: and this is the knowledge required in a witness. The latter is 
called science; and is conditional; as when we know, that, if the figure 
shown be a circle, then any straight line through the centre shall divide it 
into two equal parts. And this is die knowledge required in a philosopher; 
that is to say, of him diat pretends to reasoning.

The register of knowledge of fact is called history. Whereof there be 
two sorts: one called natural history; which is the history of such facts, 
or effects of nature, as have no dependence on man’s will; such as are 
the histories of metals, plants, animals, regions, and die like. The other, 
is civil history; which is the history of die voluntary actions of men in 
commonwealths.

The registers of science, are such books as contain die demonstra- 
tions of consequences of one affirmation, to another; and are commonly 
called books ofphilosophy; whereof the sorts are many, according to the 
diversity of the matter; and may be divided in such manner as I have 
divided them in the following table.



/Consequences from the accidents 
common to all bodies natural; 
which are quantity, and motion .

/Consequences 
from the 
accidents of 
bodies na
tural; which 
is called 
NATURAL 
PHILOSOPHY

/Consequences from the quali
ties of bodies transient, such 
as sometimes appear, some
times vanish, Meteorology.

SCIENCE, that 
is, knowledge of 
consequences;^ 
which is called
also /PHILOSOPHY,

Consequences 
from the 
accidents of 
politic bo
dies; which 
is called po
litics, and 
civil phi
losophy.

Physics or conse
quences from \

\ qualities.

Consequences 
from the 
qualities of 
bodies per- 

\ manent.

Consequences 
from the 
qualities of 
the stars .

Consequences 
of the quali
ties from 
liquid bodies, 
that fill the 
space be
tween the 
stars; such as 
are the air, or 
substances 
ethereal.

Consequences 
from the 
qualities of 
bodies terres- 

\ trial.

1. Of consequences from the institution of Common
wealths, to the rights, and duties of the body

/ politic or sovereign.
2. Of consequences from the same, to the duty and 

right of the subjects.

\
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CHAPTER X

OF POWER, WORTH, DIGNITY, HONOUR, AND 

WORTHINESS

Power. 7^ power of a man, to take it universally, is his present 
means, to oEtain some future apparent good; and is either original 
or instrumental. - s-t-T

Natural power, is the eminence of the faculties of body, or mind: 
as extraordinary strength, form, prudence, arts, eloquence, liberality, 
nobility. Instrumental 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. For the nature of power, is in this point, like to fame, 
increasing as it proceeds; or .like the motion of heavy bodies, which 
the further they go, make still the more haste.

Thc greatest of human powers, is that which is compounded of the 
powers of most men, united by consent, in one person, natural, or 
civil, that has the use of all their powers depending on his will; 
such as is the power of a commonwealth: or depending on the wills 
of each particular; such as is the power of a faction or of divers factions 
leagued. Therefore to have servants, is power; to have friends, is 
power: for they are strengths united.

Also richcs-joined with liberality, is power; because it procureth 
friends, and servants: without liberality, not so; because in this case 
they defend not; but expose men to envy, as a prey.

Reputation of power, is power; because it draweth with it the 
adherence of those that need protection.

So is reputation of love of a man’s country, called popularity, for 
the same reason.

Also, what quality soever maketh a man beloved, or feared of many; 
or the reputation of such quality, is power; because it is a means to 
have the ^assistance, and service of many.

Good success is power; because it maketh reputation of wisdom, 
or good fortune; which makes men either fear him, or rely on him

Affability of men already in power, is increase of power; because it 
gaineth love.

Reputation of prudence in the conduct of peace or war, is power;
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because to prudent men, we commit the government of ourselves, 
more willingly than to others.

Nobility is power, not in all places, but only in those common
wealths, where it has privileges: for in such privileges, consisteth their 
power.

Eloquence is power, because it is seeming prudence.
Form is power; because being a promise of good, it recommendeth 

men to the favour of women and strangers.
The sciences, are small power; because not eminent; and therefore, 

not acknowledged in any man; nor are at all, but in a few, and in 
them, but of a few things. For science is of that nature, as none can 
understand it to be, but such as in a good measure have attained it.

Arts of public use, as fortification, making of engines, and other 
instruments of war; because they confer to defence, and victory, are 
power: and though the true mother of them, be science, namely the 
mathematics; yet, because they are brought into the light, by the hand 
of the artificer, they be esteemed, the midwife passing with the 
vulgar for the mother, as his issue.
Worth ..Tta 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: and therefore is not absolute; but a thing 
dependant on the need and judgment of another. An able con
ductor of soldiers, is of great price in time of war present, or imminent; 
but in peace not so. A learned and uncorrupt judge, is much worth in 
time of peace; but not so much in war. And as in other things, so in 
men, not the seller, but the buyer determines the price. For let a man, 
as most men do, rate themselves at the highest value they can; yet their 
true value is no more than it is esteemed by others.

The manifestation of the value we set on one another, is that which 
is commonly called honouring, and dishonouring. To value a man at a 
high rate, is to honour him; at a low rate, is to dishonour him. But 
high, and low, in diis case, is to be understood by comparison to the 
rate diat each man setteth on himself.

The public worth of a man, which is the value set on him by the 
Di nit commonwealth, is that which men commonly call dignity.

And this value of him by the commonwealth, is under
stood, by offices of command, judicature, public employment; or 
by names and tides, introduced for distinction of such value.

To pray to another, for aid of any kind, is to honour; because a sign

Chap. 10
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when many such families, joined together, made a greater monarchy, 
this duty of the Herealt, to distinguish scutcheons, was made a private 
office apart. And the issue of these lords, is the great and ancient gentry; 
which for the most part bear living creatures, noted for courage, and 
rapine; or castles, battlements, belts, weapons, bars, palisadoes, and 
other notes of war; nothing being then in honour, but virtue military. 
Afterwards, not only kings, but popular commonwealths, gave divers 
manners of scutcheons, to such as went forth to the war, or returned 
from it, for encouragement, or recompense to their service. All 
which, by an observing reader, may be found in such ancient histories, 
Greek and Latin, as make mention of the German nation and manners, 
in their times.
Titles of honour. Titles of honour, such as are duke, count, marquis, 

and baron, are honourable; as signifying..the value 
set upon them by the sovereign power of the commonwealth: which 
titles, were in old time titles of office, and command, derived some from 
the Romans, some from the Germans and French: dukes, in Latin duces, 
being generals in war: counts, comites, such as bear the general company 
out of friendship, and were left to govern and defend places conquered, 
and pacified: marquises, marchiones, were counts that governed the 
marches, or bounds of the empire. Which titles of duke, count, and 
marquis, came into the empire, about the time of Constantine die Great, 
from the customs of the German militia. But baron, seems to have been 
a title of the Gauls, and signifies a great man; such as were’the king’s, 
or prince’s men, whom diey employed in war about their persons; 
and seems to be derived from vir, to her, and bar, that signified the same 
in the language of die Gauls, that vir in Latin; and thence to hero, and 
baro: so that such men were called berones, and after barones; and, in 
Spanish, varones. But he that would know more particularly the 
original of titles of honour, may find it, as I have done this, in Mr 
Selden’s most excellent treatise of diat subject. In process of time diese 
offices of honour, by occasion of trouble, and for reasons of good and 
peaceable government, were turned into mere titles; serving for the 
most part, to distinguish the precedence, place, and order of subjects 
in the commonwealth: and men were made dukes, counts, marquises, 
and barons of places, wherein they had neither possession, nor com
mand : and other tides also, were devised to the same end.
Worthiness. Worthiness, is a thing different from the wordi, or 

value of a man; and also from his merit, or desert, and 
consisteth in a particular power, or ability for that, whereof he is

fit j£< g

Fitness sa^ to wort^y: which particular ability, is usually named 
fitness, or aptitude.

For he is worthiest to be a commander, to be a judge, or to have 
any other charge, that is best fitted, with the qualities required to the 
well discharging of it; and wordiiest of riches, that has the qualities 
most requisite for the well using of them: any of which qualities being 
absent, one may nevertheless be a worthy man, and valuable for 
something else. Again, a man may be worthy of riches, office, and 
employment, that nevertheless, can plead no right to have it before 
another; and therefore cannot be said to merit or deserve it. For merit 
presupposeth a right, and that the thing deserved is due by promise: 
of which I shall say more hereafter, when I shall speak of contracts.
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CHAPTER XI

OF THE DIFFERENCE OF MANNERS

What is here meant By manners, I mean not here, decency of behaviour; 
by manners. as jiow one salute another, or how a man
should wash his mouth, or pick his teeth before company, and such 
other points of the small morals', but diose qualities of mankind, that 
concern theid living togethefj in peace, and unity.] [To whjch^endj we 
are to considcfTtiiat the felicity of this life, consistethnotin the repose 
of a mind satisfied. For there is no. such finis ultimus, jutmost aim, nor 
summum bonum, greatest! good, as is spoken of in the books of the old 
moral philosophers. 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 continual progress of the desire, from one object to another; 
the attaining oLthe former, being still but the way to the latter. 
The cause whereof is, that the object of man s dgsirg, is not to enjoy 
once only, and for one instantLiFfime; but to assure for ever, the way of 
his future desire. And therefore the voluntary actions, and inclinations 
of atTrifenf tend, not only to the procuring, but also to the assuring of 
a contented life; and differ only in the way: which ariseth partly from 
the diversity of passions, in divers men; and partly from the difference 
of the knowledge, or opinion each one has of the causes, which produce 
the effect desired.
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So that in the first place, I put for a general in- 
fowerfn alTmen^ clination of all mankind, a perpetual and restlessperpe

desire of power after power, that ceaseth only 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 tlie power and means to live.well, which he hath present, with
out the acquisition of more. And from hence it is, that kings, whose 
power is greatest, turn their endeavours to the assuring it at home by 
laws, or abroad by wars: and when that is done, there succeedeth 
a new desire; in some, of fame from new conquest; in others, ofease 
and"sensual pleasure; in others, of admiration, or being flattered for 
excellence in some art, or other ability of the mind.

Competition of riches, honour, command, or 
from competition!1 ot^er Power> mclineth to contention, enmity, and 

war: because the way of one competitor, to the 
attaining of his desire, is to kill, subdue, supplant, or repel the other. 
Particularly, competition of praise, inclineth to a reverence of antiquity. 
For men contend with the living, not with the dead; to these ascribing 
more than due, that they may obscure the glory of tire other.

Desire of ease, and sensual delight, disposeth men 
tcToBeyli common power: because by such desires, 
a man doth abandon the protection that might be 
hoped for from his own industry, and labour. Fear 
of death, an^wmjgds, disposeth to the same; and 

for the same reason. Oh the contrary, needy men, and hardy, not 
contented with their present condition; as also, all men that are ambi
tious of military command, are inclined to continue the causes of war; 
and to stir up trouble and sedition: for there is no honour military 
but by war; nor any such hope to mend an ill game, as by causing a 
new shuffle.
And from love of arts Desire of knowledge, and arts of peace, inclineth 

men to obey a common power: for such desire, 
containeth a desire of leisure; and consequently protection from some 
other power than their own.

Desire of praise, disposeth to laudable actions, such 
\°ve ofprahe6 fr°m as please them whose judgment they value; for of 

those men whom we contemn, we contemn also 
the praises. Desire of fame after death does the same. And though 
after death, there be no sense of the praise given us on earth, as being

Civil obedience from 
love of ease.

From fear of death, or 
wounds.
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joys, that are either swallowed up in the unspeakable joys of Heaven, 
or extinguished in the extreme torments of hell: yet is not such fame 
vain; because men have a present delight therein, from the fore
sight of it, and of the benefit that may redound thereby to their 
posterity; which though they now see not, yet they imagine; and 
any tiling that is pleasure to the sense, the same also is pleasure in the 
imagination.

To have received from one, to whom we think 
Hate, from difficulty ourselves equal, greater benefits than there is hope 
benefits. to requite, disposeth to counterfeit love; but really

secret hatred; and puts a man into the estate of a 
desperate debtor, that in declining the sight of his creditor, tacitly 
wishes him there, where he might never see him more. For benefits 
oblige, and obligation is thraldom; and unrequitable obligation 
perpetual thraldom; which is to one’s equal, hateful. But to have 
received benefits from one, whom we acknowledge for superior, 
inclines to love; because the obligation is no new depression: and 
cheerful acceptation, which men call gratitude, is such an honour done 
to die obliger, as is taken generally for retribution. Also to receive 
benefits, though from an equal, or inferior, as long as there is hope of 
requital, disposeth to love: for in die intention of the receiver, the 
obligation is of aid and service mutual; from whence proceededi an 
emulation of who shall exceed in benefiting; the most noble and 
profitable contention possible; wherein die victor is pleased widi his 
victory, and the other revenged by confessing it.

To have done more hurt to a man, than he can,
And from conscience or js wq]iriCT to expiate, inclineth the doer to hate 
oj deserving to be i rr ° r* i r r
hated. the sufferer. For he must expect revenge, or forgive

ness; both which are hateful.
Fear of oppression, disposedi a man to anticipate, 

fromfear3510^1’ or t0 scc^ ^7 society: for there is no other 
way by which a man can secure his life and liberty. 
Men that distrust their own subdety, are, in tumult 

thdfown TSt an<i sedition, better disposed for victory, than they 
that suppose themselves wise, or crafty. For these 

love to consult, the other, fearing to be circumvented, to strike first. 
And in sedition, men being always in the precincts of batde, to hold 
together, and use all advantages of force, is a better stratagem, than 
any diat can proceed from subtlety of wit.

Chap. 11
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Vain-glorious men, such as without being con-
Vam undertaking scjous to themselves of great sufficiency, delight in 

from vam-glory. . , f? / ,. Y isupposing themselves gallant men, are mclmed only 
to ostentation; but not to attempt: because when danger or difficulty 
appears, they look for nothing but to have their insufficiency dis
covered.

Vain-glorious men, such as estimate their sufficiency by the flattery 
of other men, or the fortune of some precedent action, without 
assured ground of hope from the true knowledge of themselves, are 
inclined to rash engaging; and in the approach of danger, or difficulty, 
to retire if they can: because not seeing the way of safety, they will 
rather hazard their honour, which may be salved with an excuse; 
than their lives, for which no salve is sufficient.

Men that have a strong opinion of their own 
AmUtwn, from wisdom in matter of government, are disposed to 

ambition. Because without public employment in 
council or magistracy, the honour of their wisdom is lost. And 
therefore eloquent speakers are inclined to ambition; for eloquence 
seemeth wisdom, both to themselves and others.

Pusillanimity disposeth men to irresolution, and 
Irresolution, from too conseqUently to lose the occasions, and fittest 
mMers.UmSOfSma opportunities of action. For after men have been 

hi deliberation till the time of action approach, if 
it be not then manifest what is best to be done, it is a sign, the 
difference of motives, the one way and the other, are not great: 
therefore not to resolve then, is to lose the occasion by weighing 
of trifles; which is pusillanimity.

Frugality, though in poor men a virtue, maketh a man unapt to 
achieve such actions, as require the strength of many men at once: 
for it weakeneth their endeavour, which is to be nourished and kept 
in vigour by reward.
„ r, • Eloquence, with flattery, disposeth men to confide
from ignorance of the 111 tllCIIl 113.VC ItJ DCC3USC tn.C tormcr IS SCCIXllll^
marks of wisdom and wisdom, the latter seeming kindness. Add to them 
kindness. military reputation, and it disposeth men to adhere,
and subject themselves to those men that have them. The two former 
having given them caution against danger from him; the latter gives 
them caution against danger from others.

Chap. 11
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... . „ Want of science. ! that is. ignorance of rampc
And from ignorance of T---------~i— ----------f -------------- -—~—— ,
natural causes. disposetli, or rauier constrained! a man to rely on

die advice, and authority of others. For all men whom 
the truth concerns, if they rely not on their own, must rely on the 
opinion of some other, whom they think wiser than themselves, and 
see not why he should deceive them.
And from want of I8norancc of tl:ie signification of words, which is 
understanding. want of understanding, disposeth men to take on

trust, not only the truth they know not; but also 
the errors; and which is more, the nonsense of them they trust: for 
neither error nor nonsense, can without a perfect understanding of 
words, be detected.

From the same it proceedeth, that men give different names, to one 
and the same thing, from the difference of their own passions: as they 
that approve a private opinion, call it opinion; but they that mishke it, 
heresy: and yet heresy signifies no more_J:han.private .opinion; but — 
has only a greater tincture oFcholer.

From the same also it proceedeth, that men cannot distinguish, 
without study and great understanding, between one action of many 
men, and many actions of one multitude; as for examplefhetween one — 
action ofall theleftators ofTCome in killing Cataline, and the many 
actions of a number of senators in killing Caesar; and therefore are 
disposed to take for the action of the people, that which is a multitude 
of actions done by a multitude of men, led perhaps by the persuasion 
of one.
Adherence to custom, ^gnorance of the causes, and original constitution 
from ignorance of the of right, equity, law, and justice, disposeth a man 
mono ^ right and t0 make custom and example the rule of his actions;

in such manner, as to think that unjust which it hath 
been the custom to punish; and that just, of the impunity and appro
bation whereof they can produce an example, or, as the lawyers which 
only use this false measure of justice barbarously call it, a precedent; 
like little children, that have no other rule of good and evil manners 
but the correction they receive from their parents and masters; save 
that children are constant to their rule, whereas, men are not so; 
because grown old, and stubborn, they appeal from custom to reason, 
and from reason to custom, as it serves their turn; receding from 
custom when their interest requires it, and setting themselves against 
reason, as oft as reason is against them: which is the cause, that the 
doctrine of right and wrong, is perpetually disputed, both by the pen
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and the sword: whereas the doctrine of lines^antLfigures, is not so; 
because men care not, in that subject, what be truth, as a thing that 
crosses no man’s ambition, profit or lust. For I doubt not, but if it 
had been a tiling contrary to any man’s right of dominion, or to the 
interest of men that have dominion, that the three angles of a triangle, 
should be equal to two angles of a square; that doctrine should have been, 
if not disputed, yet by the burning of all books of geometry, suppressed, 
as far as he whom it concerned was able.

Ignorance of remote causes, disposeth men to
Adherence to private at;tribute~liir events, to the causes immediate, and 
men, from ignorance . , r , ... ,
of the causes of peace, instrumental: ror these are all the causes they per

ceive. And hence it comes to pass, that in all places, 
men that are grieved with payments to the public, discharge their 
anger upon the publicans, that is to say, farmers, collectors, and other 
officers of the public revenue; and adhere to such as find fault with 
the public government; and thereby, when they have engaged 
themselves beyond hope of justification, fall also upon the supreme 
authority, for fear of punishment, or shame of receiving pardon.

Ignorance of natural causes, disposeth a man to 
^Ignorance of nature. ^blityT sd” as to FeTFve many times impossibilities:

for such know nothing to the contrary, but that they 
may be true; being unable to detect the impossibility. And credulity, 
because men like to be hearkened unto in company, disposeth them 
to lying: so that ignorance itsejf without malice, is able to make a man 
Both to believe lies, and tell them; and sometimes also to invent them.

Anxiety for the future time, disposetli men _lo 
Curiosity to know, inquire into the causes of things: because the know- 
"rim”. ^ ° Ut,"e ledge of them, maketh men the better able to order 

the present to their best advantage.
Curiosity, or love of the knowledge of causes. 

Natural religion from jj. s a man fr0m the consideration of the effect, to
tilE S(Wl€

seek the cause; and again, the cause of that cause; 
till of necessity he must come to this thought at last, that there is 
some cause, whereof there is no former cause, but is eternal; which is it 
men call God. So that it is impossible to make any profound inquiry 
into natural causes, without being inclined thereby to believe there is 
one God eternal; though they cannot have any idea of him in their 
mind, answerable to his nature. For as a man that is bom blind, hearing 
men talk of warming themselves by the fire, and being brought to 
warm himself by the same, may easily conceive, and assure himself,
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there is somewhat there, which men calibre, and is the cause of the 
heat he feels; but cannot imagine what it is like; nor have an idea of 
it in his mind, such as they have that see it; so also by the visible 
things in this world, and their admirable order, a man may conceive 
there is a cause of them, which men call God; and yet not have an idea, 
or image of him in his mind.

And they that make little, or no inquiry into the natural causes of 
things, yet from the fear that proceeds frqm the ignorance itself, of 
what it is that Hath the power 'tcTdo them much good or harm, are 
inclined to suppose, and feign unto themselves, several kinds of powers 
invisible; and to stand in awe of their own imaginations; and in time 
of distress to invoke them; as also in the time of an expected good 
success, to give them thanks; making the creatures of their own fancy, 
their gods. By which means it hath come to pass, that from the 
innumerable variety of fancy, men have created in the world in
numerable sorts of gods. And this fear of tilings.. .invisible, is the 
natural seed of that, which every one in himself calleth religion; 
and in them that worship, or fear that power otherwise than they do, 
superstition.

And this seed of religion, having been observed by many; some of 
those that have observed it, have been inclined thereby to nourish, 
dress, and form it into laws; and to add to it of their own invention, 
any opinion of the causes of future events, by which they thought they 
should be best able to govern others, and make unto themselves 
the greatest use of their powers.

Chap. 12

CHAPTER XII

OF RELIGION

Religion in man only. Seeing there are no signs, nor fruit of religion, but 
in man only; there is no cause to doubt, but that the seed of religion, 
is also only in man: and consisteth in some peculiar quality, or at feast 
in some eminent degree thereof, not to be found in any other living 

creatures.
And first, it is peculiar to the nature of man, to 

Ffk’Jwhgb'causes"6 t>e inquisitive into the causes of the events diey see, 
some more, some less; but all men so much, as to 

be curious in the search of the causes of their own good and evil 
fortune.
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Secondly, upon the sight of any thing that hath
From the comidera- a t0 think also it had a cause, which
twn of the beginning i 0 • i t i • i t • t* i
of things. determined the same to begin, then when it did,

rather than sooner or later.
Thirdly, whereas there is no other felicity of 

but tbe enjoying of their quotidian food 
ease, and lusts; as having little or no foresight of 

the time to come, for want of observation, and memory of the order, 
consequence, and dependence of the things they see; man observeth 
how one event hath been produced by another; and remembereth 
in them antecedence and consequence; and when he cannot assure 
himself of the true causes of things, (for the causes of good and evil 
fortune for the most part are invisible,) he supposes causes of them, 
either such as his own fancy suggested!; or trusteth the authority of 
other men, such as he drinks to be his friends, and wiser than himself.

The two first, make anxiety. For being assured
The natural cause of tjiat; ^gj-g be causes ofall things that have arrived 
religion, the anxiety , , „ . , P . . . ...
of the time to come, hitherto, or shall arrive hereafter; it is impossible

for a man, who continually endeavoureth to secure 
himself against the evil he fears, and procure the good he desiredi, 
not to be hi a perpetual solicitude of the time to come ; so that every 
man, especiallytliose that are over provident) are in a state like to that 
of Prometheus. For as Prometheus, which interpreted, is, the prudent 
man, was bound to the hill Caucasus, a place of large prospect, where, 
an eagle feeding on his liver, devoured in the day, as much as was 
repaired in the night: so that man, which looks too far before him, 
in the care of future time, hath his heart all dlErday long, gnawed 
on by fear of deadi, poverty, or other calamity; and has no repose, 
nor pause of his anxiety, but in sleep.

This perpetual fear, always accompanying man- 
makes them p'n q jn t]le ignorance of causes, as it were in die dark, 

visible things. must needs nave lor object something. And there
fore when there is nothing to be seen, there is 

nothing to accuse, either of their good, or evil fortune, but some 
power, or agent invisible: in which sense perhaps it was, that some of the 
old poets said, that die gods were at first created by human fear: 
which spoken of the gods, that is to say, of the many gods of the 
Gentiles, is very true. But the acknowledging of one God, eternal, 
infinite, and omnipotent, may more easily be derived, from the desire 
men have to know the causes of natural bodies, and their several
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virtues, and operations; than from the fear of what was to befall them 
in time to come. For he that from any effect he seeth come to pass, 
should reason to the next and immediate cause thereof, and from thence 
to the cause of that cause, and plunge himself profoundly in the 
pursuit of causes; shall at last come to this, that there must be, as even 
the heathen philosophers confessed, one first mover; that is, a first, 
and aneternal cause of all things; which is that which men mean by the 
name of God: and all this without thought of their fortune; the 
solicitude whereof, both inclines to fear, and hinders them from the 
search of the causes of other things; and thereby gives occasion of 
feigning of as many gods, as there be men that feign them.

And for the matter, or substance of the invisible 
htcorporeal* <?!em agents, so fancied; they could not by natural cogi

tation, fall upon any other conceit, but that it was 
the same with that of the soul of man; and that the soul of man, was 
of the same substance, with that which appeareth in a dream, to one 
that sleepeth; or in a looking-glass, to one that is awake; which, men 
not knowing that such apparitions are nothing else but creatures of 
the fancy, think to be real, and external substances; and therefore 
call them ghosts; as the Latins called them imagines, and umbrce; and 
thought them spirits, that is, thin aerial bodies; and those invisible 
agents, which they feared, to be like them; save that they appear, and 
vanish when they please. But the opinion that such spirits were in
corporeal, or immaterial, could never enter into the mind of any man 
by nature; because, though men may put together words of contra
dictory signification, as spirit, and incorporeal; yet they can never have 
the imagination of any thing answering to them: and therefore, men 
that by their own meditation, arrive to the acknowledgment of one 
infinite, omnipotent, and eternal God, chose rather to confess he is 
incomprehensible, and above their understanding, than to define his 
nature by spirit incorporeal, and then confess their definition to be un
intelligible: or if they give him such a title, it is not dogmatically, with 
intention to make the divine nature understood; but piously, to honour 
him with attributes, of significations, as remote as they can from the 
grossness of bodies visible.

Then, for the way by which they think these in- 
But know not the way yjsjpjg agents wrought their effects; that is to say, 
thing. what immediate causes they used, m brmgmg

things to pass, men that know not what it is that 
we call causing, that is, almost all men, have no other rule to guess by,

Chap. 12
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But honour them as 
they honour men.

but by observing, and remembering what they have seen to precede 
the like effect at some other time, or times before, without seeing be
tween the antecedent and subsequent event, any dependence or connex
ion at all: and therefore from the like things past, they expect the like 
things to come; and hope for good or evil luck, superstitiously, from 
things that have no part at all in die causing of it: as the Athenians did 
for their war at Lepanto, demand another Phormio; the Pompeian 
faction for their war in Africa, another Scipio; and others have done in 
divers other occasions since. In like manner they attribute their fortune 
to a stander by, to a lucky or unlucky place, to words spoken, especially 
if the name of God be amongst them; as charming and conjuring, the 
liturgy of witches; insomuch as to believe, they have power to 
turn a stone into bread, bread into a man, or any thing into any 
thing.

Thirdly, for the worship which naturally men 
exhibit to powers invisible, it can be no other, but 
such expressions of their reverence, as they would 

use towards men; gifts, petitions, thanks, submission of body, con
siderate addresses, sober behaviour, premeditated words, swearing, 
that is, assuring one another of their promises, by invoking them. 
Beyond that reason suggesteth nothing; but leaves them either to 
rest there; or for further ceremonies, to rely on those they believe 
to be wiser than themselves.

Lastly, concerning how these invisible powers declare 
to men the things which shall hereafter come to pass, 
especially concerning dieir good or evil fortune in 
general, or good or ill success in any particular under

taking, men are naturally at a stand; save that using to conjecture of the 
time to come, by die time past, they are very apt, not only to take 
casual things, after one or two encounters, for prognostics of the 
like encounter ever after, but also to believe the like prognostics 
from other men, of whom they have once conceived a good 
opinion.

And in these four things, opinion of ghosts, ignor- 
^eeds cf'reffgiofi~'r91 ance second causes, devotion towards what men 

fear, and taking of things casual for prognostics, 
consisteth the natural seed of religion; which by reason of the different 
fancies, judgments, and passions of several men, hath grown up into 
ceremonies so different, that those which are used by one man, are for 
the most part ridiculous to another.

And attribute to them 
all extraordinary 
events.
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all the changes of religion in the world, to one and the same cause; 
and that is, unpleasing priests; and those not only amongst Catholics, 
but even in that church that hath presumed most of reformation.

CHAPTER XIII

OF THE NATURAL CONDITION OF MANKIND AS 

CONCERNING THEIR FELICITY, AND MISERY

Men by nature equal. Nature hath made men soeoudL in the faculties of 
the body, and mind; as that though there be found one man some
times manifestly stronger in body, or of quicker mind than another; 
yet when all is reckoned together, the difference between man, and 
man, is not so considerable, as that one man can thereupon claim 
to himself any benefit, to which another may not pretend, as well as 
he. For as to the strength of body, the weakest has strength enough 
to kill the strongest, either by secret machination, or by confederacy 
with others, that are in the same danger with himself.

And as to the faculties of the mind, setting aside the arts grounded 
upon words, and especially that skill of proceeding upon general, and 
infallible rules, called science; which very few have, and but in few 
things; as being not a native faculty, born with us; nor attained, as 
prudence, while we look after somewhat else. I find yet a greater 
equality amongst men, than that of strength, For prudence, is but 
experience; which equal time, equally bestows on all men, in those 
things they equally apply themselves unto. That which may perhaps 
make such equality incredible, is but a vain conceit of one’s own 
wisdom, which almost all men think they have in a greater degree, 
than the vulgar; that is, than all men but themselves, and a few others, 
whom by fame, or for concurring with themselves, they approve. 
For such is the nature of men, that howsoever they may acknowledge 
many others to be more witty, or more eloquent, or more learned; 
yet they will hardly believe there be many so wise as themselves; for 
they see their own wit at hand, and other men’s at a distance. But this 
proveth rather that men are in that point equal, than unequal. For 
there is not ordinarily a greater sign of the equal distribution of any 
thing, than that every man is contented with his share.
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From this equality of ability, ariseth equalitv of 
proceeds diffidence. JigEE.in tlie attaining ot our ends. And therefore 

^if any two men desire the same thing,|which never
theless 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, endeavour 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 labour, but also of his life, or liberty. And the 
invader again is in the like danger of another.
From diffidence war. Alld fr0“ thi^diffidence of one another, there is 

no way for any man to secure himselr, 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 en
danger 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 defence, to subsist. And by conse
quence, such augmentation of dominion over men being necessary to 
a man’s conservation, it ougliFtcTbe aTlbw«rhim.
^ Again, men have no pleasure, but on the contrary a great deal of 
grief, in keeping company, where there is no power able to over-awe 
them ah. For every man looketh that his companion should value 
him, at the same rate he sets upon himself: and upon all signs of con
tempt, or undervaluing, naturally endeavours, as far as he dares, 
(which amongst diem that have no common power to keep them in 
quiet, is far enough to make them destroy each other), to extort a 
greater value from his contemners, by damage; and from others, by 
die example.

So that in the nature of man, we find three principal causes of 
quarrel. First, competition; secondly, diffidence; thirdly, glory.

The first, maketh men invade for gain; the second, for safety; 
and the diird, for reputation. The first use violence, to make themselves' 
masters of other men’s persons, wives, children, and cattle; the second, 
to defend them; the third, for trifles, as a word, a smile, a different 

F
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opinion, and any other sign of undervalue, either direct in their persons, 
or by reflection in their kindred, their friends, their nation, their 
profession, or their name.
^ (Hereby it is manifest, that during the time men
Out of civil states, LI. < , , ,1 11 -
there is always war live without a common powerjo keep them all in
of every one against awe, they are in that condition which is called war; 
everyone. ancl such a war, as is of every man, against every
man.~l 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. 
TflTbther time is peace.

Whatsoever therefore is consequent to a time of 
The mcommodities of 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 conse
quently 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, com, 
tinual fear, and danger of violent death; and the life of man, solitary, 
poor, nasty, brutish, and short.

Ip may seem strange to some man, that has not well weighed these 
things; that nature should thus dissociate, and render men apt to invade, 
and destroy one another: and he may therefore, not trusting to this 
inference, made from the passions, desire perhaps to have the same 
confirmed by experience. Let him therefore consider with himself, 
when taking a journey, he arms himself, and seeks to go well accom
panied; when going to sleep, he locks his doors; when even in his house 
he locks his chests; and this when he knows there be laws, and public 
officers, armed, to revenge all injuries shall be done him; what opinion 
he has of his fellow-subjects, when he rides armed; of his fellow citizens, 
when he locks his doors; and of his children, and servants, when he
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locks his chests. Does he_iiot there as much accuse mankind by his 
actions, as I do by my words? But neither of us accuse man’s nature in 
.it. The desires, and other passions'of man, are in themselves Ho sin.
No more are tlie actions, that proceed from those passions, till they 
know a law that forbids them: which till laws be made they cannot 
know! nor can any law be made, till they have agreed upon tlie person 
that shall make it.

It may peradyenture be thought, there was never such a time. - m - 
nor condition of war as this; and I believe it was"never generally so, 
over all the world: but there are many places, where thp-yJiw._xa.nnw 
For the savage people in many places of America, except the govern
ment of small families, the concord whereof dependetli on natural 
lusty have no government at all; and live at this day in' that brutish 
manner, as I said before. Howsoever, it may be perceived what manner 
of life there would be, where there were no common power to fear, 
by the manner of life, which men that have formerly lived under a 
peaceful government, use to degenerate into, in a civil war.

But though there had never been any time, wherein particular 
men were in a condition of war one against another; yet in all times, 
kings, and persons of sovereign authority, because of their indepen
dency, are in continual jealousies, and in the state and posture of 
gladiators; having their weapons pointing, and their eyes fixed on one 
another; that is, their forts, garrisons, and guns upon the frontiers of 
their kingdoms; and continual spies upon their neighbours; which is 
a posture of war. But because they uphold thereby, the industry of 
dieir subjects; there does not follow from it, that misery, which 
accompanies the liberty of particular men.
In such a war nothing T° ^ ^ aSainst eVfrV maJ1>

is unjust. ttlls aiso 1S consequent; that nothmg 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 
diat were alone in the world, as well as his senses, and passions. They 
are quahties, that relate to men in society, not in solitude. It is con
sequent 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;
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though with a possibility to come out of it, consisting partly in the 
passions, partly in his reason.

The passions that incline men to peace, are fear 
JunePmento pheacem~ death; desire of such things as are necessary to 

commodious living; and a hope by their industry to 
obtain them. And reason suggesteth convenient articles of peace, 
upon which men may be drawn to agreement. These articles, are they, 
which otherwise are called the Laws of Nature: whereof I shall speak 
more particularly, in the two following chapters.

CHAPTER XIV

OF THE FIRST AND SECOND NATURAL LAWS, AND 
OF CONTRACTS

Right of nature what. 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 any thing, which in 
his own judgment, and reason, he shall conceive to be the aptest 
means thereunto.
Lihert what 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 judgment, and reason shall dictate 
to him.

, A law of nature, lex Mturalis, is a precept or 
general rule.uound 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 confoundj'ms, and lex, right and law: yet they ought to 

be distinguished; because right, consisteth in liberty 
rndfaw!" ^r'Sht to d°> or t0 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.

Chap. 14 of man 85

And because the condition of man, as hath been 
hT'right eVtoyevery declared in the precedent chapter, Is a condition of 
thing. 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 foilowcth, that in such a 
condition, every man has a right to every thing; even to one another’s 
body. AhcTtEereTofe, as long as this natural right of every man to 
every thing endureth, there can beno 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,
The fundamental law ,< , > i j n i 1 i i r
of nature. that "e maY seek> anc* use’ a" helps, and advantages oj

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 com
manded to endeavour peace, is derived this second law; that a man 

be willing, when others are so too, as far-forth, as for 
nature^011 ^ 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 him
self. For as long as every man holdeth this right, of doing any thing 
he Hketh; 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 any one, 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 nefeceris.

To lay down a man’s right to any thing, is to divest 
down a rigk.0 himself of the liberty, of hindering another of the 

benefit of his own right to the same. For he that 
renouncedi, 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
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Renouncing 
what it is.

right.

Transferring right 
what. Obligation.

Duty.

Injustice.

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 renounc
ing; 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 he is 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 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 worlds 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 renounced!, or transferred! 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 transferred! 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 thereNot all rights are 

alienable.
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
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to aim thereby, at any good to himself. The same may be said of 
wounds, and chains, and imprisonment; Bbdi 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 mail’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 winch 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.
Contract what ^le mutua^ transferring of right, is that which men 

Call CONTRACT.
There is difference between transferring of right to the thing; 

and transferring, or tradition, that is delivery of the thing itself. 
For the thing may be delivered together with the translation of the 
right; as in buying and selling with ready-money; or exchange of 
goods, or lands: and it may be delivered some time after.

Again, one of the contractors, may deliver the thing contracted for 
on his part, and leave the other to perform his part at some deter
minate time after, and in the mean time be trusted; and then the 
„ , contract on his part, is called pact, or covenant: or
Covenant what. , , r r iboth parts may contract now, to perform hereafter: 
in which cases, he that is to perform in time to come, being trusted, 
his performance is called keeping of promise, or faith; and the failing 
of performance, if it be voluntary, violation of faith.

When the transferring of right, is not mutual: but one of the parties 
transferreth, in hope to gain thereby friendship, or service from an
other, or from his friends; or in hope to gain the reputation of charity, 
or magnanimity; or to deliver his mind from the pain of compassion; 
Free ift or “ hope of reward in heaven; this is not contract, but 

ree gtj. FREE-dFT, grace: which words signify one and
the same thing.

Signs of contract, are either express, or by inference. 
SLf'" %*«?• are words spoken with understanding of 

what they signify: and such words are either of the 
time present, or past; as, I give, I grant, I have given, I have granted, I will

Chap. 14
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, , He that performeth first in the case of a contract, is said 
to merit that which he is to receive by the performance 

of the other; and he hath it as due. Also when a prize is propounded 
to many, which is to be given to him only that winneth; or money 
is thrown amongst many, to be enjoyed by them that catch it; 
though this be a free gift; yet so to win, or so to catch, is to merit, 
and to have it as due. For the right is transferred in the pro
pounding of the prize, and in throwing down the money; though it 
be not determined to whom, but by the event of the contention. 
But there is between these two sorts of merit, this difference, that in 
contract, I merit by virtue of my own power, and the contractor’s 
need; but in this case of free gift, I am enabled to merit only by the 
benignity of die giver: in contract, I merit at the contractor’s hand 
that he should depart with his right; in this case of gift, I merit not 
that the giver should part with his right; but that when he has parted 
with it, it should be mine, rather than another’s. And this I think to be 
the meaning of that distinction of the Schools, between meritum con- 
grui, and meritum condigni. For God Almighty, having promised 
Paradise to those men, hoodwinked with carnal desires, that can walk 
through this world according to the precepts, and limits prescribed by 
him; they say, he that shall so walk, shall merit Paradise ex congruo. 
But because no man can demand a right to it, by his own righteousness, 
or any other power in himself, but by the free grace of God only; 
they say, no man can merit Paradise ex condigno. This I say, I think is 
the meaning of that distinction; but because disputers do not agree 
upon the signification of their own terms of art, longer than it serves 
their turn; I will not affirm any thing of their meaning: only this I 
say; when a gift is given indefinitely, as a prize to be contended for, 
he that winneth meriteth, and may claim the prize as due.

If a covenant be made, wherein neither of the 
fruslZhentZlT1 Parties perform presently, but trust one another; in 

the condition of mere nature, which is a condition 
of war of every man against every man, upon any reasonable suspi
cion, it is void: but if there be a common power set over them both, 
with right and force sufficient to compel performance, it is not void. 
For he that performeth first, has no assurance the other will perform 
after; because the bonds of words are too weak to bridle men’s ambi
tion, avarice, anger, and other passions, without the fear of some 
coercive power; which in the condition of mere nature, where all 
men are equal, and judges of the justness of their own fears, cannot
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possibly be supposed. And therefore he which performeth first, does 
but betray himself to his enemy; contrary to the right, he can never 
abandon, of defending his life, and means of living.

But in a civil estate, where there is a power set up to constrain 
those that would otherwise violate their faith, that fear is no more 
reasonable; and for that cause, he which by the covenant is to perform 
first, is obliged so to do.

The cause of fear, which maketh such a covenant invalid, must be 
always something arising after the covenant made; as some new fact, 
or other sign of the will not to perform: else it cannot make the 
covenant void. For that which could not hinder a man from promis
ing, ought not to be admitted as a hindrance of performing.

He that transferreth any right, transferreth the 
taineth ‘JighTt ‘The me^ns of enj0ying it, as far as lieth in his power. 
means. As he that selleth land, is understood to transfer the

herbage, and whatsoever grows upon it: nor can he 
that sells a mill turn away the stream that drives it. And they that 
give to a man the right of government in sovereignty, are understood 
to give him the right of levying money to maintain soldiers; and of 
appointing magistrates for the administration of justice.
., ., To make covenants with brute beasts, is impossible;
beasts. because not understanding our speech, they under

stand not, nor accept of any translation of right; nor 
can translate any right to another: and without mutual acceptation, 
there is no covenant.

To make covenant with God, is impossible, but
Nor with God with- i j. . r tir •11
out special revelation. mediation or such as God speaketh to, either by

revelation supernatural, or by his lieutenants that 
govern under him, and in his name: for otherwise we know not 
whether our covenants be accepted, or not. And therefore they that 
vow anything contrary to any law of nature, vow in vain; as being 
a thing unjust to pay such vow. And if it be a thing commanded by 
the law of nature, it is not the vow, but the law that binds them, 
w > t u t r ^lc mat,:er> or subject of a covenant, is always 
possible'andfuture.something that falleth under deliberation; for to 

covenant, is an act of the will; that is to say, an act, 
and the last act of deliberation; and is therefore always understood 
to be something to come; and which is judged possible for him that 
covenanteth, to perform.

And therefore, to promise that which is known to be impossible,
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is no covenant. But if that prove impossible afterwards, which before 
was thought possible, the covenant is valid, and bindeth, diough not 
to the thing itself, yet to the value; or, if that also be impossible, to 
the unfeigned endeavour of performing as much as is possible: for to 
more no man can be obliged.

Men are freed of their covenants two ways; by 
Covenants how made performing; or by being forgiven. For performance,

is die natural end of obligation; and forgiveness, 
the restitution of liberty; as being a retransferring of that right, in 
which the obligation consisted.

Covenants entered into by fear, in the condition 
Covenants extorted by nature are obligatory. For example, if I
tear are valid. ° y • r vrcovenant to pay a ransom, or service tor my iite, 
to an enemy; I am bound by it: for it is a contract, wherein one 
receivedi the benefit of life; the other is to receive money, or service 
for it; and consequently, where no odier law, as in the condition of 
mere nature, forbiddeth the performance, the covenant is valid. 
Therefore prisoners of war, if trusted with the payment of their ran
som, are obliged to pay it: and if a weaker prince, make a disadvanta
geous peace with a stronger, for fear; he is bound to keep it; unless, 
as hath been said before, there ariseth some new, and just cause of 
fear, to renew the war. And even in commonwealths, if I be forced to 
redeem myself from a thief by promising him money, I am bound to 
pay it, till the civil law discharge me. For whatsoever I may lawfully 
do without obligation, the same I may lawfully covenant to do through 
fear: and what I lawfully covenant, I cannot lawfully break.

A former covenant, makes void a later. For a
The former covenant man tbat bath passed away his right to one 
to one, makes void the , , , .
later to another. man to-day, hath it not to pass to-morrow to 

another: and therefore the later promise passeth 
no right, but is null.

A covenant not to defend myself from force, by 
A man’s covenant not force js always void. For, as I have showed before, 
void. no man can transfer, or lay down his right to save

himself from death, wounds, and imprisonment, 
the avoiding whereof is the only end of laying down any right; and 
therefore the promise of not resisting force, in no covenant trans
ferreth any right; nor is obliging. For though a man may covenant 
thus, unless I do so, or so, kill me; he cannot covenant thus, unless I do so, 
or so, I will not resist you, when you come to kill me. For man by nature
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...................... And in tins law of nature, consisteth tlie fountain
what, and original of justice. For where no covenant hath

preceded, there hath no right been transferred, and 
every man has right to every thing; and consequently, no action can 
be unjust. But when a covenant is made, then to break it is unjust: and 
the definition of injustice, is no other than the not performance of 
covenant. And whatsoever is not unjust, is just.

Justice and propriety ®ut because covenants of mutual trust, where there 
begin with the con- is a fear of not performance on either part, as hath 
wealth11 common~ been said in the former chapter, are invalid; though 

the original of justice be the making of covenants; 
yet injustice actually there can be none, till the cause of such 
fear be taken away; which while men are in the natural condition of 
war, cannot be done. Therefore before the names of just, and unjust 
can have place, there must be some coerciyej powerr~to~compel 
men equally to the performance of tffcir' covenants, by the terror 
of some punishment, greater than the benefit they expect by the 
breach of their covenant; and to make good that propriety, which 
by mutual contract men acquire, in recompense of the universal 
right they abandon: and such power there is none before the erection 
of a commonwealth. And this is also to be gathered out of the ordinary 
definition of justice in the Schools: for they say, that justice is the con
stant will of giving to every man his own. And therefore where there is 
no own, that is no propriety, there is no injustice; and where there is 
no coercive power erected, that is, where therejsjip commonwealth, 
there is no propriety; all men having right to all things: therefore' 
where there is no commonwealth, there nothing is unjust. So that the 
nature of justice, consisteth in keeping of valid covenants: but the 
validity of covenants begins not but with the constitution of a civil 
power, sufficient to compel men to keep them: and then it is also that 
propriety begins.
r . The fool hath said in his heart, there is no such
reason. thing as justice; and sometimes also withdns tongue;

seriously alleging, that every man’s conservation, 
and contentment, being committed to his own care, there could be 
no reason, why every man might not do what he thought conduced 
thereunto: and therefore also to make, or not make; keep, or not keep 
covenants, was not against reason, when it conduced to one’s benefit. 
He does not therein deny, that there be covenants; and that they are 
sometimes broken, sometimes kept; and that such breach of them may
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be called injustice, and the observance of them justice: but he question- 
eth, whether injustice, taking away the fear of God, for the same 
fool hath said in his heart there is no God, may not sometimes stand 
with that reason, which dictateth to every man his own good; and 
particularly then, when it conduceth to such a benefit, as shall put a man 
in a condition, to neglect not only the dispraise, and revilings, but also 
die power of other men. The kingdom of God is gotten by violence ; 
but what if it could be gotterTBy unjust violence ? were it against reason 
so to get it, when it is impossible to receive hurt by it? and if it be not 
against reason, it is not against justice; or else justice is not to be 
approved for good. From such reasoning as this, successful wickedness 
hath obtained the name of virtue: and some that in all other things 
have disallowed the violation of faith; yet have allowed it, when it is 
for the getting of a kingdom. And the heathen that believed, that 
Saturn was deposed by his son Jupiter, believed nevertheless the same 
Jupiter to be the avenger of injustice: somewhat like to a piece of law 
in Coke’s Commentaries on Littleton; where he says, if the right heir 
of the crown be attainted of treason; yet the crown shall descend to 
him, and eo instante the attainder be void: from which instances a man 
will be very prone to infer; that when the heir apparent of a kingdom, 
shall kill him that is in possession, though his father; you may call it 
injustice, or by what other name you will; yet it can never be against 
reason, seeing all the voluntary actions of men tend to the benefit 
of themselves; and those actions are most reasonable, that conduce 
most to their ends. This specious reasoning is neverdieless false.

For the question is not of promises mutual, where there is no 
security of performance on either side; as when there is no civil 
power erected over the parties promising; for such promises are no 
covenants: but either where one of the parties has performed already; 
or where there is a power to make him perform; there is the question 
whether it be against reason, that is, against the benefit of the other to 
perform, or not. And I say it is not against reason. For the manifesta
tion whereof, we are to consider; first, that when a man doth a thing, 
which notwithstanding any thing can be foreseen, and reckoned on, 
tendeth to his own destruction, howsoever some accident which he 
could not expect, arriving may turn it to his benefit; yet such events 
do not make it reasonably or wisely done. Secondly, that in a condi
tion of war, wherein every man to every man, for want of a common 
power to keep them all in awe, is an enemy, there is no man who 
can hope by his own strength, or wit, to defend himself from
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destruction, without the help of confederates; where every one 
expects the same defence by the confederation, that any one else 
does: and therefore he which declares he thinks it reason to deceive 
those that help him, can in reason expect no other means of safety, 
than what can be had from his own single power. He therefore that 
breaketh his covenant, and consequently declareth that he thinks he 
may with reason do so, cannot be received into any society, that unite 
themselves for peace and defence, but by the error of them that 
receive him; nor when he is received, be retained in it, without seeing 
the danger of their error; which errors a man cannot reasonably reckon 
upon as the means of his security: and therefore if he be left, or cast out 
of society, he perisheth; and if he live in society, it is by the errors of 
other men, which he could not foresee, nor reckon upon; and con
sequently against the reason of his preservation; and so, as all men that 
contribute not to his destruction, forbear him only out of ignorance 
of what is good for themselves.

As for the instance of gaining the secure and perpetual felicity of 
heaven, by any way; it is frivolous: there being but one way imagin
able; and that is not breaking, but keeping of covenant.

And for the other instance of attaining sovereignty by rebellion; 
it is manifest, that though the event follow, yet because it camiot 
reasonably be expected, but rather the contrary; and because by 
gaining it so, others are taught to gain the same in like manner, the 
attempt thereof is against reason. Justice therefore, that is to say, 
keeping of covenant, is a rule of reason, by which we are forbidden to 
do any thing destructive to our life; and consequently a law of nature.

There be some drat proceed further; and will not have the law of 
nature, to be those rules which conduce to the preservation of man’s 
life on earth; but to the attaining of an eternal felicity after death; to 
which they think the breach of covenant may conduce; and conse
quently be just and reasonable; such are they that think it a work of 
merit to kill, or depose, or rebel against, the sovereign power con
stituted over them by their own consent. But because there is no 
natural knowledge of man’s estate after death; much less of the reward 
thaf'is then to be given to breach of faith; but only a belief grounded 
upon other men’s saying, that they know it supcrnaturally, or that 
^hey-k»e-w"-thos'e7'that knew them, that knew others, that knew it 
supernaturally; breach of faith cannot be called a precept of reason, 
or nature.
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in their hostility, be not peace, but fear; yet not granted to them that 
give caution of the future time, is sign of an aversion to peace; and 
therefore contrary to tlie law of nature.

A seventh is, that in revenges, that is, retribution of 
The seventh, that in eyjj for evj1 men /00^ ^ at fa greatness of the evil 
revenges, men respect ’ r , t r n wri i
only the future good, past, but the greatness oj the good to jolloiv. Whereby

we are forbidden to inflict punishment with any 
other design, than for correction of the offender, or direction of 
others. For this law is consequent to the next before it, that com- 
mandeth pardon, upon security of the future time. Besides, revenge 
without respect to the example, and profit to come, is a triumph, or 
glorying in the hurt of another, tending to no end; for the end is always 
somewhat to come; and glorying to no end, is vain-glory, and con
trary to reason, and to hurt without reason, tendeth to the introduction 
of war; which is against the law of nature; and is commonly styled 
by the name of cruelty.

And because all signs of hatred, or contempt, 
"contumely'a&amst provoke to fight; insomuch as most men choose

rather to hazard their life, than not to be revenged; 
we may in the eighth place, for a law of nature, set down this precept, 
that no man hy deed, word, countenance, or gesture, declare hatred, or con
tempt of another. The breach of which law, is commonly called contumely.

The question who is the better man, has no place 
The^ ninth, against jn t]le condition 0f mere nature; where, as has been

shewn before, all men are equal. The inequaHty that 
now is, has been introduced by the laws civil. I know that Aristotle in 
the first book of his Politics, for a foundation of his doctrine, maketh 
men by nature, some more worthy to command, meaning the wiser 
sort, such as he thought himself to be for his philosophy; others to 
serve, meaning those that had strong bodies, but were not philosophers 
as he; as if master and servant were not introduced by consent of men, 
but by difference of wit: which is not only against reason; but also 
against experience. For rkere. are very few so foolish, that had. not , 
rather govern themselves, than be governed bv others; nor when the 
wisFuTtHeir own conceit, contend by force, with them who distrust 
their own wisdom, do they always, or often, or almost at any time, 
get the victory. If nature therefore have made men equal, that equality 
is to be acknowledged: or If nature Eve made men “unequal; 
yet because men that think themselves equal, will not enter into 
conditions of peace, but upon equal terms, such equality must be
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These are the laws of nature, dictating peace, for a means of the 
conservation of men in multitudes; and which only concern the 
doctrine of civil society. There be other things tending to the destruc
tion of particular men; as drunkenness, and all other parts of intem
perance; which may therefore also be reckoned amongst those things 
which the law of nature hath forbidden; but are not necessary to be 
mentioned, nor are pertinent enough to this place.

And though this may seem too subtle a deduction
tawTofllture'may ^Ie ^aws nature> to be taken notice of by all 
easily be examined, men; whereof the most part are too busy in getting 

food, and the rest too negligent to understand; yet 
to leave all men inexcusable, they have been contracted into one 
easy sum, intelligible even to the meanest capacity; and that is, Do 
not that to another, which thou wouldest not have done to thyself; which 
sheweth him, that he has no more to do in learning the laws of 
nature, but, when weighing the actions of other men with his 
own, they seem too heavy, to put them into the other part of 
the balance, and his own into their place, that his own passions, 
and self-love, may add nothing to the weight; and then there is 
none of these laws of nature that will not appear unto him very 
reasonable.
„ , „ The laws of nature oblige in foro interno; that
Ine laws of nature . , i • i i • i 1111
oblige in conscience ls t0 say* drey bind to a desire they should take
always, but in effect place: but in foro extemo; that is, to the putting them 
tsZcurily when there in act’ not always- For be that should be modest, 

and tractable, and perform all he promises, in such 
time, and place, where no man else should do so, should but make 
himself a prey to others, and procure his own certain ruin, contrary 
to the ground of all laws of nature, which tend to nature’s preser
vation. And again, he that having sufficient security, that odrers 
shall observe the same laws towards him, observes them not himself, 
seeketh not peace, but war; and consequently the destruction of his 
nature by violence.

And whatsoever laws bind in foro interno, may be broken, not only 
by a fact contrary to the law, but also by a fact according to it, in case 
a man think it contrary. For though his action in tbis case, be according 
to the law; yet his purpose was against the law; which, where the 
obligation is in foro interno, is a breach.

Chap. 15
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The lavs of nature Jhe kwS of nature ,are immutable and eternal; 
are eternal. tor injustice, ingratitude, arrogance, pride, iniquity,

acception of persons, and the rest, can never be 
made lawful. For it can never be that war shall preserve life, and peace 
destroy it.
And yet easy. T^e same laws> because they oblige only to a desire, 

and endeavour, I mean an unfeigned and coustant 
endeavour, are easy to be observed. For in that they require nothing 
but endeavour, he that endeavoureth their performance, fulfilled! 
them; and he that fulfilled! the law, is j'ust.
rh . And the_ science. jaf. tliem, is the true and only
law, TZ,Z ^ w-jagral, philosophy. For moral philosophy is nothing 
philosophy. else but the science of what is pood, and evil, in the

conversation, and society of mankind. Good, and 
evil, are names that signify our appetites, and aversions; which in 
different tempers, customs, and doctrines of men, are different: and 
divers men, differ not only in their judgment, on the senses of what is 
pleasant, and unpleasant to the taste, smell, hearing, touch, and sight; 
but also of what is conformable, or disagreeable to reason, in the 
actions of common life. Nay7jdi"e"same man, in divers times, differs 
from himself; and one time praiseth, that is, calleth good, what 
another time he dispraiseth, and calleth evil: from whence arise 
disputes, controversies, and at last war. And therefore so long as a 
man is in the condition of mere nature, which is a condition of war, 
as private appetite is the measure of good, and evil: and consequently 
all men agree on this, that peace is good, and therefore also the way, or 
means of peace, which, as I have shewed before, are justice, gratitude, 
modesty, equity, mercy, and the rest of the laws of nature, are good; 
that is to say; moral virtues; and their contrary vices, evil. Now the 
science of virtue and vice, is moral philosophy; and therefore the true 
doctrine of the laws of nature, is the true moral philosophy. But the 
w-riters of moral philosophy, though they acknowledge the same 
virtues and vices; yet not seeing wherein consisted their goodness; 
nor that they come to be praised, as the means of peaceable, sociable, 
and comfortable living, place them in a mediocrity of passions: as if 
not the cause, but the degree of daring, made fortitude; or not the 
cause, but the quantity of a gift, made liberality.

These dictates of reason, men used to call by the name of laws, 
but improperly: for they are but conclusions, or theorems concerning 
what conduceth to the conservation and defence of themselves;
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whereas law, properly, is the word of him, that by right hath com
mand over others. But yet if we consider the same theorems, as 
delivered in the word of God, that by right commandeth all things; 
then are they properly called laws.

CHAPTER XVI

OF PERSONS, AUTHORS, AND THINGS PERSONATED

A person what. A person, is he, whose words or actions are considered, 
either as his own, or as representing the words or actions of another man, 
or of any other thing, to whom they are attributed, whether truly or by fiction.

When they are considered as his own, then is he 
and0artificial1’ cabed a natural person: and when they are considered 

as representing the words and actions of another, 
then is he a feigned or artificial person.

The word person is Latin: instead whereof the 
’whence^PCrSOn’ Greeks have irpoatjOTrov, which signifies the face, as 

persona in Latin signifies the disguise, or outward 
appearance of a man, counterfeited on the stage; and sometimes more 

^particularly that part of it, which disguiseth the face, as a mask or 
vizard: and from tire stage, hath been translated to any representer of 
speech and action, as well in tribunals, as theatres. So that a person, is 
the same that an actor is. both on the stage and in common conversa
tion; and to personate, is to act, or represent himself, or another; and he 
that acteth another, is said to bear his person, or act in his name; 
in which sense Cicero useth it where he says, Unus sustineo tres personas; 
mei, adversarii, etjudicis: I bear three persons; my own, my adversary’s, 
and the judge’s; and is called in divers occasions, diversely; as a repre
senter, or representative, a lieutenant, a vicar, an attorney, a deputy, a pro
curator, an actor, and the like.

Of persons artificial, some have their words and actions owned 
Actor by those whom they represent. And then the person 

is the actor; and he that owneth his words and actions, 
is the author: in which case the actor acteth by 

authority. For that which in speaking of goods and possessions, is 
called an owner, and in Latin dominus, in Greek Kvpcos speaking of
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actions, is called author. And as the right of possession, is called 
Authority. dominion; so the right of doing any action, is called 

authority. So diat by .authority, is always under
stood a right of doing any act; and done hy authority, done by com- 
miSsion, or licence from him whose right it is.
_ , , From hence it followed!, diat when die actor
Covenants by author- i i t i • 1 t • i i i i
ityt hind the author. maketAl a covenant by authority, he bindeth thereby 

the author, no less than if he had made it himself; 
and no less subjected! him to all the consequences of the same. And 
therefore all that hath been said formerly, (chap, xiv) of die nature 
of covenants between man and man in their natural capacity, is true 
also when they are made by their actors, representers, or procurators, 
that have authority from them, so far forth as is in their commission, 
but no further.

And therefore he that maketh a covenant with the actor, or repre
senter, not knowing the authority he hath, doth it at his own peril. 
For no man is obliged by a covenant, whereof he is not author; nor 
consequently by a covenant made against, or beside the audiorityhe gave. 
But not the actor. When the actor doth any thing against the law of 

nature by command of the author, if he be obliged 
by former covenant to obey him, not he, but die author breaketh the 
law of nature; for though the action be against the law of nature; 
yet it is not his: but contrarily, to refuse to do it, is against the law of 
nature, that forbiddeth breach of covenant.

, . And he that maketh a covenant with the author, 
is to be shown. bY mediation Ot the actor, not knowing what authority 

he hath, but only takes his word; in case such 
authority be not made manifest unto him upon demand, is no 
longer obliged: for the covenant made with the author, is not valid, 
without his counter-assurance. But if he that so covenanteth, knew 
beforehand he was to expect no other assurance, than the actor’s 
word; then is the covenant valid; because the actor in this case maketh 
himself the author. And therefore, as when the authority is evident, 
the covenant obligeth the author, not the actor; so when the authority is 
feigned, it obligeth the actor only; there being no author but himself.

. , There are few things, that are incapable of being
Things personated. • i- i i
inanimate. represented by fiction. Inanimate things, as a church,

an hospital, a bridge, may be personated by a rector,
master, or overseer. But things inanimate, cannot be authors, nor
therefore give authority to their actors: yet the actors may have

authority to procure their maintenance, given them by those that are 
owners, or governors of those things. And therefore, such things 
cannot be personated, before there be some state of civil government.

Likewise children, fools, and madmen that have no use 
of reason, may be personated by guardians, or curators; 

but can be no authors, during that time, of any action done by 
them, longer than, when they shall recover the use of reason, they 
shall judge the same reasonable. Yet during the folly, he that 
hath right of governing them, may give authority to the guardian. 
But this again has no place but in a state civil, because before such 
estate, there is no dominion of persons.

An idol, or mere figment of the brain, may be per- 
usagos. sonated; as were the gods of the heathen: which by 

such officers as the state appointed, were personated, and held 
possessions, and other goods, and rights, which men from time to time 
dedicated, and consecrated unto them. But idols cannot be authors: 
for an idol is nothing. The authority proceeded from the state: and 
therefore before introduction of civil government, the gods of the 
heathen could not be personated.

„ , The true God may be personated. As he was; first,
tetme o. ^ Moses; who governed the Israelites, that were

not his, but God’s people, not in his own name, with hoc dicit 
Moses; but in God’s name, with hoc dicit Dominus. Secondly, by the 
Son of man, his own Son, our blessed Saviour Jesus Christ, that came 
to reduce the Jews, and induce all nations into the kingdom of his 
father; not as of himself, but as sent from his father. And thirdly, 
by the Floly Ghost, or Comforter, speaking, and working in the 
Apostles: which Holy Ghost, was a Comforter that came not of him
self; but was sent, and proceeded from them both.

A multitude of men, are made one person, when 
A multitude of men, i ' i one m or one person represented; 
how one person. \ ,7 i • t i r cso that it be done with the consent ot every one ot
that multitude in'pamcuiaT. For it is the unity of the representer, not 
the unity of the represented, that maketh the person one. And it is 
the representer that beareth the person, and but one person: and unity, 
cannot otherwise be understood in multitude.
^ . , And because the multitude naturally is not one.
Every one is aut tor. many.^ (.p^y cannot be understood for one; but
many authors, of every thing their representative saith, or doth in their 
name; every man giving their common representer, authority from
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himself in particular; and owning all the actions the representer doth, 
in case they give him authority without stint: otherwise, when they 
limit him in what, and how far he shall represent them, none of them 
owneth more than they gave him commission to act.
An actor ma b ^ the representative consist of many men,
manyaCmen mal one vo’ce d16 greater number, must he considered 
by plurality of voices, as the voice of them all. For if the lesser number 

pronounce, for example, in the affirmative, and 
the greater in the negative, there will be negatives more than enough 
to destroy the affirmatives; and thereby the excess of negatives, stand
ing uncontradicted, are the only voice the representative hath.

And a representative of even number, especially 
thTZumbeTis’ "even, wken the number is not great, whereby the contra- 
unprofitabk. dictory voices are oftentimes equal, is therefore

oftentimes mute, and incapable of action. Yet in 
some cases contradictory voices equal in number, may determine a 
question; as in condemning, or absolving, equality of votes, even in 
that they condemn not, do absolve; but not on the contrary condemn, 
in that they absolve not. For when a cause is heard; not to condemn, 
is to absolve: but on the contrary, to say that not absolving, is con
demning, is not true. The like it is in a deliberation of executing 
presently, or deferring till another time: for when the voices are 
equal, the not decreeing execution, is a decree of dilation.
Negative voice. ^ ^le number be odd, as three, or more, men

or assemblies; whereof every one has by a negative 
voice, authority to take away the effect of all the affirmative voices 
of the rest, this number is no representative; because by the diversity 
of opinions, and interests of men, it becomes oftentimes, and in cases 
of the greatest consequence, a mute person, and unapt, as for many 
things else, so for the government of a multitude, especially in time of 
war.

Of authors there be two sorts. The first simply so called; which I 
have before defined to be him, that owneth the action of another 
simply. The second is he, that owneth an action, or covenant of 
another conditionally; that is to say, he undertaketh to do it, if the 
other doth it not, at, or before a certain time. And these authors 
conditional, are generally called sureties, in Latin, fidejussores, and 
sport sores', and particularly for debt, prcedes', and for appearance before 
a judge, or magistrate, vades.

PART II

OF COMMONWEALTH

CHAPTER XVU

OF THE CAUSES, GENERATION, AND DEFINITION OF A 
COMMONWEALTH

The end of common- Tiie final cause, end, or design of men, who naturally 
wealth, particular q^rjjb^ty, and dominion over' others, in the 
secunty: introduction of that restraint upon themselves, in
which we see them five in commonwealths, is the Foresighppf 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 (chapter 
xm), 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. 
Which is not to be merCy, and, in sum, doing to others, as we would be 
mUT ^ ^ 0f ^ne ’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 law
fully rely on his own strength and art, for caution against all other 
"jneil. 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
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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, 
and 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.
Nor from the conjunc- ^or is it the joining together of a small number of 
tion of a few men or lnen> gives them tins security; because in small
families: TTuinbefs, small additions on the one side or the

other, make the advantage of strength so great, as is 
sufficient to carry the victory; and therefore gives encouragement 
to an invasion. The multitude sufficient to confide in for our security, 
is notdeterimneaby any certain number, but by comparison with the 
enemy we fear; and is then sufficient, when the odds of the enemy is 
not of so visible and conspicuous moment, to determine tire event of 
war, as to move him to attempt.
Nor from a great And be there never so great a multitude; yet if their 
multitude unless actions be directed according to their particular judv- 
judgment/ ^ ments> and particular appetites, they can expect thereby 

no defence, nor protection, neither against a common 
enemy, nor against the injuries of one another. For being distracted 
in opinions concerning the best use and application of their strength, 
they do not help but hinder one another; and reduce their strength 
y mutual opposition to nothing: whereby they are easily, not only 

subdued by a very few that agree together; but also when there is no 
common enemy, they make war upon each other, for their particular 
interests. For if we could suppose a great multitude of men to consent 
in the observation of justice, and other laws of nature, without a 
common power to keep them all in awe; we might as well suppose 
all mankind to do the same; and then drere neither would be, nor
need to be any civil government, or commonwealth at all; because 
there would be peace without subjection.
And that continually. ^°r ^ enough for the security, which men

desire should last all the time of their life, that they 
e governed, and directed by one judgment, for a limited time; as in 

one battle, or one war. For diough they obtain a victory by dieir 
unanimous endeavour against a foreign enemy; yet afterwards, when 
either they have no common enemy, or he that by one part is held 
tor an enemy, is by another part held for a friend, they must needs by
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the difference of their interests dissolve, and fall again into a war 
amongst themselves.

It is true, that certain living creatures, ja bees,
Why certain creatures anj ant:Sj pve sociably one with another, which are
Speech* doeaneverthe- therefore by Aristotle numbered amongst political 
less live in society, creatures; and yet have no other direction, than 
without any coercive particular judgments and appetites; nor
pomr' speech, whereby one of them can signify to another,
what he thinks expedient for the common benefit: and therefore some 
man may perhaps desire to know, why mankind cannot do the same.
To which I answer,

First, that men are continually in competition for honour and 
dignity, which these creatures are not; and consequendy amongst men 
there ariseth on that ground, envy and hatred, and finally war; but cY, :A? 
amongst these not so. '

Secondly, that amongst diese creatures, the common good differeth 
not from the private; and being by nature inclined to their private, 
they procure thereby the common benefit. But man, whose joy 
consisteth in comparing himself widi other men, can relish nothing 
but what is eminent.

/ /“

Thirdly, that these creatures, having not, as man, die usp, of reason, 
do not see, nor think they see any fault, in the administration of dieir 
common business; whereas amongst men, there are very many, that 
think themselves wiser, and abler to govern the public, better than 
the rest; and these strive to reform and innovate, one this way, another 
that way; and thereby bring it into distraction and civil war.

Fourdily, that these creatures, though they have some use of voice, 
in making known to one another their desires, and other affections; yet 
they want that art of words, by which some men can represent to 
others, that which is good, in die likeness of evil; and evil, in the like
ness of good; and augment, or diminish the apparent greatness of good 
and evil; discontenting men, and troubling their peace at their 
pleasure.

Fifthly, irrational creatures cannot distinguish between injury, and 
damage', and therefore as long as they be at ease, they are not offended 
with their fellows: whereas man is then most troublesome, when he 
is most at ease: for then it is that he loves to shew his wisdom, and 
control the actions of them that govern the commonwealth.

Lastly, the agreement of these creatures is natural; that of men, 
is by covenant only, which is artificial: and therefore it is no wonder if
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there be somewhat else required, besides covenant, to make their 
agreement constant and lasting; which is a common power, to keep 
them in awe, and to direct their actions to the common benefit.
The generation of a The 0% ya7 to erect such a common power, as 
commonwealth. ^ able to deiend 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 audior 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 judgments, to his judgment. 
This is more than consent, or concord; it is a real unity of them all, 
in one and the same person, made by_£ovcnant of every man with, 

.even' man, in such manner, as if every man should say to every man, 
I authorize 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 
authorize 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' genera'tidn 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 definition of a tIle essence °f tie commonwealth; which, to define 
commonwealth. h, 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 defence.
Sovereign, and ^ Carrlet^ ^ person, is called SOVEREIGN,

subject, what. anc* sa^ to have sovereign poiver; and every one be
sides, his SUBJECT.

The attaining to this sovereign power, is by two ways. One, by 
natural force; as when a man maketh his children, to submit themselves,
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and their children to his government, as being able to destroy them 
if they refuse; or by war subdueth his enemies to his will, giving them 
their lives on that condition. The other, is when men agree amongst 
themselves, to submit to some man, or assembly of men, voluntarily, 
on confidence to be protected by him against all others. This latter, 
may be called a political commonwealth, or commonwealth by 
institution-, and theTonrier, a commonwealth by acquisition. And first, 
I shall speak of a commonwealth by institution.

CHAPTER XVIII

OF THE RIGHTS OF SOVEREIGNS BY INSTITUTION

The act of instituting a A commomvealth is said to be instituted, when a 
commonwealth, what. multitufe 0f men Jo agree, and covenant, every one,
with every one, that to whatsoever man, or assembly of men, shall 
be given by the major part, the right to present the person of them 
all, that is to say, to be their representative^., every one, as well 
he that voted for it, as he that voted against it, shall authorize all the 
actions and judgments, of that man, or assembly of men, in the same 
manner, as if they were his own, to the end, to live peaceably amongst 
themselves, and be protected against other men.

From this institution of a commonwealth are
"such institutions^are: deriv^ aU the rights, and faculties of him, or them, 

on whom the sovereign power is conterred by the 
consent of the people assembled.

1. fhe subjects ran- First, because they covenant, it is to be under- 
not change the form stood, they are not obliged by former covenant to 

'[of goyernment. any diing repugnant hereunto. And consequently
they that have already instituted a commonwealth, being thereby 
bound by covenant, to own the actions, and judgments of one, 
cannot lawfully make a new covenant, amongst themselves, to be 
obedient to any other, in any thing whatsoever, without his per
mission. And therefore, they that are subjects to a monarch, cannot 
without his leave cast off monarchy, and return to the confusion of a 
disunited multitude; nor transfer their person from him that beareth 
it, to another man, or other assembly of men: for they are bound 

,every man to every man, to own, and be reputed author of all, that 
H
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lie that already is their sovereign, shall do, and judge fit to be done: 
so that any one man dissenting, all the rest should break their covenant 
made to that man, which is injustice: and they have also every man 
given the sovereignty to him that beareth their person; and therefore 
if they depose him, they take from him that which is his own, and so 
agam it is injustice. Besides, if he that attempteth to depose his 
sovereign, be killed, or punished by him for such attempt, he is author 
of his own punishment, as being by the institution, author of all his 
sovereign shall do: and because it is injustice for a man to do any thing, 
for which he may be punished by his own authority, he is also upon 
that title, unjust. And whereas some men have pretended for their 
disobedience to their sovereign, a new covenant, made, not with men, 
but with God; this also is unjust: for there is no covenant with God, 

Jbut .by mediation of somebody that representeth God’s person; 
which none doth but God’s lieutenant, who hath the sovereignty 
under God. But this pretence of covenant with God, is so evident a lie, 
even in the pretenders’ own consciences, that it is not only an act of 
an unjust, but also of a vile, and unmanly disposition.
„ „ . Secondly, because the right of bearing the person
cannot be forfeited. oi them alh ls given to him they make sovereign, by 

covenant only of one to another, and not of him 
to any of them; there can happen no breach of covenant on the part 
of the sovereign; and consequently none of his subjects, by any pretence 
of forfeiture, can be freed from his subjection. That he which is made 

^sovereign maketh no covcnantjtylth his subjects beforeharid^irmani
fest ; because cither he must make it with the whole multitude, as one 
party to the covenant; or he must make a several covenant with 
every man. With the whole, as one party, it is impossible; because 
as yet they are not one person: and if he make so many several 
covenants as there be men, those covenants after he hath the sove
reignty are void; because what act soever can be pretended by any 
one of them for breach thereof, is the act both of himself, and of all 
the rest, because done in the person, and by the right of every one of 
them in particular. Besides, if any one, or more of them, pretend a 
breach of the covenant made by the sovereign at his institution; and 
others, or one other of his subjects, or himself alone, pretend there was 
no such breach, there is in this case, no judge to decide the contro- 
versy; it returns therefore to the sword again; and every man recovereth 
the right of protecting himself by Tus~own strength, contrary to the 
design they had in the institution. It is therefore in vain to grant
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sovereignty by way of precedent covenant. The opinion that any 
monarch receiveth his power by covenant, that is to say,s on condition, 
proceedeth from want of understanding this easy truth, that covenants 
being but words and breath, have no force to oblige, contain, con
strain, or protect any man, but what it has from the public sword; 
that is, from the untied hands of that man, or assembly of men that 
hath the sovereignty, and whose actions are avouched by them all, 
and performed by the strength of them all, in him united. But when 
an assembly of men is made sovereign; then no man imagineth any 
such covenant to have passed in the institution; for no man is so dull 
as to say, for example, the people of Rome made a covenant with the 
Romans, to hold the sovereignty on such or such conditions; which 
not performed, the Romans might lawfully depose the Roman people. 
That men see not the reason to be alike in a monarchy, and in a popular 
government, proceedeth from the ambition of some, that are kinder 
to the government of an assembly, whereof they may hope to partici
pate, than of monarchy, which they despair to enjoy.

Thirdly, because the major part hath by consent- 
3. No man can with- j voices declared a sovereign; he that dissented 
ZinstTLtituZ must now consent with the rest; that is, be contented 
of the sovereign de- to avow all the actions he shall do, or else justly be 
dared by the major jestroyed ky tbe rest. For if he voluntarily entered 

into the congregation of them that were assembled, 
he sufficiently declared thereby his will, and therefore tacitly cov.ciian.ted, 
to stand to what the major part should ordain: and therefore if he 
refuse to stand thereto, or make protestation against any of their decrees, 
he does contrary to his covenant, and therefore unjustly. And whether 
he be of the congregation, or not; and whether his consent be asked, 
or not, he must either submit to their decrees, or be left in the condi
tion of war he was in before; wherein, he might without injustice be 
destroyed by any man whatsoever.

. , Fourthly, because every subject is by this institu
tions TannTbe tion author of all the actions, and judgments of the 
justly accused by sovereign instituted; it follows, that whatsoever he 
the subject. doth, it can be no injury to any of his subjects;
nor ought he to be by any of them accused of injustice. For he 
that doth anything by authority from another, doth therein no injury 
to him by whose audiority he acteth: but by this institution of 
a commonwealth, every particular man is author of all the sove
reign doth: and consequently he that complaineth of injury from his
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sovereign, complaineth of that whereof he himself is author; and 
therefore ought not to accuse any man but himself; no nor himself of 
injury; because to do injury to one’s self, is impossible. It is true that 
they that have sovereign power may commit iniquity; but not in
justice, or injury in the proper signification.
5. Whatsoever the Fift^y, and consequently to that which was said 
sovereign doth is un- last, no man that hath sovereign power can justly be 

Psuh'ectable by ^ PUt t0 ^eat^’ or otherwise in any manner by his
subjects punished. For seeing every subject is 

author of the actions of his sovereign; he punisheth another for the 
actions committed by himself.
6. The sovereign is Ancl because tIle end of this institution, is the peace 
judge of what is ne- and defence of them all; and whosoever has right to 
cessary for the peace the end, has right to the means; it belongeth of 
‘subjects ^ US tight, to whatsoever man, or assembly that hath

the sovereignty, to be judge both of the means of 
peace and defence, and also of the hindrances, and disturbances of the 
same; and to do whatsoever he shall think necessary to be done, both 
beforehand, for the preserving of peace and security, by prevention of 
discord at home, and hostility from abroad; and, when peace and 
security are lost, for the recovery of the same. And therefore,
And ud e of what ^thly, it is annexed to the sovereignty, to be 
doctrines^are Jit to he jlKlge ol what opinions and doctrines are averse, and 
taught them. what conducing to peace; and consequently, on

what occasions, how far, and what men are to be 
trusted withal, in speaking to multitudes of people; and who shall 
examine the doctrines of all books before they be published. For the 
actions of men proceed from their opinions; and in the well-governing 
of opinions, consisteth the well-governing of men’s actions, in order 
to their peace, and concord. And though in matter of doctrine, 
nothing ought to be regarded but the truth; yet this is not repugnant 
to regulating the same by peace. For doctrine repugnant to peace, 
can no more be true, than peace and concord can be against the law of 
nature. It is true, that in a commonwealth, where by the negligence, 
or unskilfulness of governors, and teachers, false doctrines are by time 
generally received; the contrary truths may be generally offensive. 
Yet the most sudden, and rough busling in of a new truth, that can 
be, does never break the peace, but only sometimes awake the war. 
For those men that are so remissly governed, that they dare take up 
arms to defend, or introduce an opinion, are still in war; and their
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7. The right of making 
rules; whereby the 
subjects may every 
man know what is so 
his own, as no other 
subject can without 
injustice take it from 
him.

condition not peace, but only a cessation of arms for fear of one another; 
and they live, as it were, in the precincts of batde continually. It 
belongeth therefore to him that hath the sovereign power, to be 
judge, or constitute all judges of opinions and doctrines, as a thing 
necessary to peace; thereby to prevent discord and civil war.

Seventhly, is annexed to the sovereignty, the 
whole power of prescribing the rules, whereby every 
man may know, what goods he may enjoy, and 
what actions he may do, without being molested 
by any of his fellow-subjects; and this is it men call 
propriety. For before constitution of sovereign power, 
as hath already been shown, all men had right to 

all things; which necessarily causcth war: and therefore this propriety, 
being necessary to peace, and depending on sovereign power, is the 
act of that power, in order to the public peace. These rules of pro
priety, or meum and tuum, and of good, evil, lawful, and unlawful in 
the actions of subjects, are the civil laws; that is to say, the laws of each 
commonwealth in particular; though the name of civil law be now 
restrained to the ancient civil laws of the city of Rome; which being 
the head of a great part of the world, her laws at that time were 
in these parts the civil law.
0 _ , , Eighthly, is annexed to the sovereignty, the right8. To him also be- P. ,. } , . r1 .a J ,9
longeth the right of of judicature; that is to say, ot hearing and deciding
judicature and deci- aU controversies, which may arise concerning law, 
swn of controversy. e][tjler cjvq; or natural; or concerning fact. For
without the decision of controversies, there is no protection of one 
subject, against the injuries of another; the laws concerning meum and 
tuum are in vain; and to every man remaineth, from the natural and 
necessary appetite of his own conservation, the right of protecting 
himself by his private strength, which is the condition of war, and 
contrary to the end for which every commonwealth is instituted.

Ninthly, is annexed to the sovereignty, the right
9. And of making 0p mapjng- war ancJ peace with other nations, and
war, and peace, as he D . . , 1 . r . , . ,
shall think best. commonwealths; that is to say, or judging when it

is for the public good, and how great forces are to 
be assembled, armed, and paid for that end; and to levy money upon 
the subjects, to defray the expenses thereof. For the power by which 
the people are to be defended, consisteth in their armies; and the strength 
of an army, in the union of their strength under one command; 
which command the sovereign instituted, therefore hath; because the
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CHAPTER XIX

OF THE SEVERAL KINDS OF COMMONWEALTH BY 
INSTITUTION, AND OF SUCCESSION TO THE SOVEREIGN

POWER

The different forms The difference of commonwealths, consisteth in the 
°f‘°™monweaUhs but difference of the sovereign, or the person represen

tative of all and every one of the multitude. And 
because the sovereignty is either in one man, or in an assembly of 
more than one; and into that assembly either every man hath right to 
enter, or not every one, but certain men distinguished from the rest; 
it is manifest, diere can be but three kinds of commonwealth. For 
the representative must needs be one man, or more: and if more, then 
it is the assembly of all, or but of a part. When the representative is 
one man, then is the commonwealth a_MONARCHY: when an assembly 
of all that will come together, then it is a democracy, or popular 
commonwealth: when an assembly of a part only, then it is called an 
aristocracy. Other kind of commonwealth there can be none: 

"Tor either one, or more, or all, must have the sovereign power, which 
I have shown to be indivisible, entire.

rafm and 0ii There be odier names of government, in the 
gardiyjiutdifferent histories, and books of policy; as tyranny, and oli- 
names of monarchy, garchy: but they are not the names of other forms 
and aristocracy. q£ government, but of the same forms misliked.
For they that are discontented under monarchy, call it tyranny; and 
they that are displeased with aristocracy, call it oligarchy: so also, they 
which find themselves grieved under a democracy, call it anarchy, which 
signifies want of government; and yet I think no man beheves, that 
want of government, is any new kind of government: nor by the 
same reason ought they to believe, that the government is of one kind, 
when they like it, and another, when they misHke it, or are oppressed 
by the governors.

It is manifest, that men who are in absolute 
^efTllZT' liberty> maY> if theY Please> give authority to one 

man, to represent them every one; as well as give 
such authority to any assembly of men whatsoever; and consequently 
may subject themselves, if they think good, to a monarch, as absolutely, 
as to any other representative. Therefore, where there is already
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erected a sovereign power, there can be no other representative of 
the same people, but only to certain particular ends, by the sovereign 
limited. For that were to erect two sovereigns; and every man to 
have his person represented by two actors, that by opposing one 
another, must needs divide that power, which, if men will live in 
peace, is indivisible; and thereby reduce the multitude into the con
dition of war, contrary to the end for which all sovereignty is insti
tuted. And therefore as it is absurd, to think that a sovereign assembly, 
inviting the people of their dominion, to send up their deputies, with 
power to make known their advice, or desires, should therefore hold 
such deputies, rather than themselves, for the absolute representatives 
of die people: so it is absurd also, to think the same in a monarchy. 
And I know not how this so manifest a truth, should of late be so 
little observed; that in a monarchy, he that had the sovereignty from 
a descent of six hundred years, was alone called sovereign, had die 
title of Majesty from every one of his subjects, and was unquestion
ably taken by diem for their king, was notwithstanding never con
sidered as their representative; the name without contradiction passing 
for the title of those men, which at his command were sent up by the 
people to carry dieir petitions, and give him, if he permitted it, their 
advice. Which may serve as an admonition, for those that are the 
true, and absolute representative of a people, to instruct men in the 
nature of that office, and to take heed how they admit of any other 
general representation upon any occasion whatsoever, if they mean to 
discharge the trust committed to them.

The difference between these diree kinds of 
^rchy^witk sovereign commonwealth, consisteth not in the difference of 
assemblies. power; but in die difference of convenience, or apti

tude to produce the peace, and security of the 
people; for which end they were instituted. And to compare monarchy 
with the other two, we may observe; first, that whosoever beareth 
the person of the people, or is one of that assembly that bears it, beareth 
also his own natural person. And though he be careful in his politic 
person to procure the common interest; yet he is more, or no less 
careful to procure the private good of himself, his family, kindred, and 
friends; and for the most part, if the public interest chance to cross 
the private, he prefers the private: for the passions of men, are com
monly more potent than their reason. From whence it follows, that 
where die public and private interest are most closely united, diere 
is the.pmu.c^most-aclvaBced. Now in. nianarchy,. die- private interest
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is die same withjdie_Babli£- The riches, power, and honour of a 
monarch arise only from the riches, strength, and reputation of ms 
subjects. For no king can be rich, nor glorious, nor secure, whose 
subjects are either poor, or contemptible, or too weak through want 
or dissention, to maintain a war against their enemies: whereas in a 
democracy, or aristocracy, die public prosperity confers not so much 
to the private fortune of one that is corrupt, or ambitious, as doth many 
times a perfidious advice, a treacherous action, or a civil war.

Secondly, that a monarch receiveth counsel of whom, when, 
and where he pleaseth; and consequently mayliear the opinion of men 
versed in the matter about which he deliberates, of what rank or quality 
soever, and as long before the time of action, and with as much secrecy, 
as he will. But when a sovereign assembly has need of counsel, none 
are admitted but such as have a right diereto from the beginning; 
which for the most part are of those who have been versed more in 
the acquisition of wealth than of knowledge; and are to give their 
advice in long discourses, which may, and do commonly excite men to 
action, but not govern them in it. For the understanding is by the flame 
of the passions, never enlightened, but dazzled. Nor is there any place, 
or time, wherein an assembly can receive counsel with secrecy, 
because of their own multitude.

Thirdly, that the resolutions of a monarch, are subject to no other 
inconstancy, than that of human nature; but in assemblies, besides 
that of nature, there ariseth an inconstancy from the number. For the 
absence of a few, that would have the resolution once taken, continue 
firm, which may happen by security, negligence, or private impedi
ments, or the diligent appearance of a few of the contrary opinion, 
undoes to-day, all that was concluded yesterday.

Fourthly, that a monarch cannot disagree with himself, out of envy, 
or interest; but an assembly may; and that to such a height, as may 
produce a civil war.

Fifthly, that in monarchy there is this inconvenience; that any sub
ject, by the power of one man, for the enriching of a favourite or 
flatterer, may be deprived of all he possesseth; which I confess is a 
great and inevitable inconvenience. But the same may as well happen, 
where the sovereign power is in an assembly: for their power is the 
same; and they are as subject to evil counsel, and to be seduced by- 
orators, as a monarch by flatterers; and becoming one another s 
flatterers, serve one another’s covetousness and ambition by turns. 
And whereas the favourites of monarchs, are few, and they have none
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else to advance but their own kindred; the favourites of an assembly, 
are many; and the kindred much more numerous, dian of any 
monarch. Besides, there is no favourite of a monarch, which cannot as 
well succour his friends, as hurt his enemies: but orators, that is to say, 
favourites of sovereign assembhes, though they have great power to 
hurt, have little to save. For to accuse, requires less eloquence, such is 
man s nature, than to excuse; and condemnation, than absolution more 
resembles justice.

Sixthly, that it is an inconvenience in monarchy, that the sove
reignty may descend upon an infant, or one that cannot discern 
between good and evil: and consisteth in this, that the use of his power, 
must be in the hand of another man, or of some assembly of men, 
which are to govern by his right, and in his name; as curators, and 
protectors of his person, and authority. But to say there is incon
venience, in putting the use of the sovereign power, into the hand of 
a man, or an assembly of men; is to say that all government is more 
inconvenient, than confusion, and civil war. And therefore all tire 
danger that can be pretended, must arise from the contention of 
those, that for an office of so great honour, and profit, may become 
competitors. To make it appear, that this inconvenience, proceedeth 
not from that form of government we call monarchy, we are to 
consider, that the precedent monarch hath appointed who shall 
have the tuition of his infant successor, either expressly by testament, 
or tacitly, by not controlling the custom in that case received: and 
then such inconvenience, if it happen, is to be attributed, not to the 
monarchy, but to the ambition, and injustice of the subjects; which 
in all kinds of government, where the people are not well instructed 
in their duty, and the rights of sovereignty, is the same. Or else the 
precedent monarch hath not at all taken order for such tuition; and 
then the law of nature hath provided this sufficient rule, that the tuition 
shall be in him, that hath by nature most interest in the preservation of 
the authority of the infant, and to whom least benefit can accrue by 
his death, or diminution. For seeing every man by nature seeketh 
his own benefit, and promotion; to put an infant into the power of 
those, that can promote themselves by his destruction, or damage, is 
not tuition, but treachery. So diat sufficient provision being taken, 
against all just quarrel, about the government under a child, if any 
contention arise to the disturbance of the public peace, it is not to be 
attributed to the form of monarchy, but to the ambition of subjects, 
and ignorance of their duty. On the other side, there is no great
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commonwealth, the sovereignty whereof is in a great assembly, which 
is not, as to consultations of peace, and war, and making of laws, in 
the same condition, as if the government were in a child. For as a 
child wants the judgment to dissent from counsel given him, and is 
thereby necessitated to take the advice of them, or him, to whom he is 
committed: so an assembly wanteth the liberty, to dissent from the 
counsel of the major part, be it good, or bad. And as a child has need 
of a tutor, or protector, to preserve his person and authority: so also, 
in great commonwealths, the sovereign assembly, in all great dangers 
and troubles, have need of custodes libertatis; that is of dictators, or pro
tectors of their authority; which are as much as temporary monarchs, 
to whom for a time, they may commit the entire exercise of their 
power; and have, at the end of that time, been oftener deprived thereof, 
than infant kings, by their protectors, regents, or any other tutors.

Though the kinds of sovereignty be, as I have now shown, but three; 
that is to say, monarchy, where one man has it; or democracy, where 
the general assembly of subjects hath it; or aristocracy, where it is in 
an assembly of certain persons nominated, or otherwise distinguished 
from tire rest: yet he that shall consider the particular commonwealths 

that have been, and are in the world, will not perhaps 
and otherfirms, ^ily reduce drem to three and may thereby be 

inclined to think there be other forms, arising from 
these mingled together. As for example, elective kingdoms; 
where kings have the sovereign power put into their hands 
for a time; or kingdoms, wherein the king hath a power limited: 
which governments, are nevertheless by most writers called monarchy. 
Likewise if a popular, or aristocratical commonwealth, subdue an 
enemy’s country, and govern the same, by a president, procurator, or 
other magistrate; this may seem perhaps at first sight, to be a demo- 
cratical, or aristocratical government. But it is not so. For elective 
kings, are not sovereigns, but ministers of the sovereign; nor limited 
kings, sovereigns, but ministers of them that have the sovereign 
power: nor are those provinces which are in subjection to a democracy, 
or aristocracy of another commonwealth, democratically or aristo
cratically governed, but monarchically.

And first, concerning an elective king, whose power is limited to his 
life, as it is in many places of Christendom at this day; or to certain 
years or months, as the dictator’s power amongst the Romans; if he 
have right to appoint his successor, he is no more elective but heredi
tary. But if he have no power to elect his successor, then there is some
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other man, or assembly known, wbicb after his decease may elect anew, 
or else the commonwealth dieth, and dissolved! with him, and returneth 
to the condition of war. If it be known who have the power to give 
the sovereignty after his death, it is known also that the sovereignty 
was in them before: for none have right to give that which they have 
not right to possess, and keep to themselves, if they think good. But 
if there be none drat can give the sovereignty, after the decease of 
him that was first elected; then has he power, nay he is obliged by 
the law of nature, to provide, by establishing his successor, to keep 
those that had trusted him widi the government, from relapsing into 
the miserable condition of civil war. And consequendy he was, 
when elected, a sovereign absolute.

Secondly, diat king whose power is limited, is not superior to him, 
or them that have the power to limit it; and he that is not superior, is 
not supreme; diat is to say, not sovereign. The sovereignty therefore 
was always in that assembly which had the right to limit him; and by 
consequence the government not monarchy, but eidier democracy, 
or aristocracy; as of old time in Sparta; where the kings had a privilege 
to lead their armies; but the sovereignty was in the Ephori.

Thirdly, whereas heretofore the Roman people governed the land 
of Judea, for example, by a president; yet was not Judea dierefore a 
democracy; because they were not governed by any assembly, into 
the which, any of them, had right to enter; nor an aristocracy; because 
they were not governed by any assembly, into which, any man could 
enter by their election: but they were governed by one person, 
which, diough as to the people of Rome, was an assembly of the 
people, or democracy; yet as to the people of Judea, which had no 
right at all of participating in the government, was a monarch. For 
though where the people are governed by an assembly, chosen by 
themselves out of their own number, the government is called a 
democracy, or aristocracy; yet when they are governed by an assembly, 
not of their own choosing, it is a monarchy; not of one man, over 
another man; but of one people, over another people.
Of the right of ^lcse f°rms °f government, the matter
succession? being mortal, so that not only monarchs, but also

whole assemblies die, it is necessary for the conserva
tion of the peace of men, that as there was order taken for an artificial 

.man, so there be order also taken, for an artificial eternity of life; 
without which, men that are governed by an assembly, should return 
into the condition of war in every age; and they that are governed by

OF COMMONWEALTH 127

one man, as soon as dieir governor dieth. This artificial eternity, is 
that which men call the right of succession.

There is no perfect form of government, where the disposing of 
the succession is not in the present sovereign. 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 himself. And if it be in no particular man, but left to a new 
choice; then is the commonwealth dissolved; and the right is in him 
that can get it; contrary to the intention of them that did institute 
the commonwealth, for their perpetual, and not temporary security.

In a democracy, the whole assembly cannot fail, unless the multitude 
that are to be governed fail. And therefore questions of the right of 
succession, have in that form of government no place at all.

In an aristocracy, when any of the assembly dieth, the election of 
another into his room belongeth to the assembly, as the sovereign, to 
whom belongeth the choosing of all counsellors and officers. For that 
which the representative doth, as actor, every one of the subjects 
doth, as author. And though the sovereign 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 public shall require it, be recalled.

The greatest difficulty about die right of succes- 
The present monarch sjon js jn monarchy: and the difficulty ariseth from 

hofLri£ccelmPOSethat at first sight, it is not manifest who is to 
appoint the successor; nor many times, who it is 

whom he hath appointed. For in both these cases, there is required 
a more exact ratiocination, than every man is accustomed to use. 
As to the question, who shall appoint the successor, of a monarch 
that hath the sovereign authority; that is to say, who shall determine 
of the right of inheritance, (for elective kings and princes have not the 
sovereign power in propriety, but in use only), we are to consider, 
that either he that is in possession, has right to dispose of the succession, 
or else that right is again in the dissolved multitude. For the death of 
him that hath the sovereign power in propriety, leaves the multitude 
without any sovereign at all; that is, without any representative in 
whom they should be united, and be capable of doing any one action 
at all: and therefore they are incapable of election of any new monarch; 
every man having equal right to submit himself to such as he thinks 
best able to protect him; or if he can, protect himself by his own 
sword; which is a return to confusion, and to the condition of a war of
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If a man and woman, monarchs of two several kingdoms, have a 
child, and contract concerning who shall have the dominion of him, 
the right of the dominion passeth by the contract. If they contract not, 
the dominion followeth the dominion of the place of his residence. 
For the sovereign of each country hath dominion over all that reside 
therein.

He that hath the dominion over the child, hath dominion also over 
the children of the child; and over their children’s children. For he 
that hath dominion over the person of a man, hath dominion over all 
that is his; without which, dominion were but a title, without the effect.

The right of succession to paternal dominion, 
proceedeth in the same manner, as doth the right 
of succession of monarchy; of which I have already 
sufficiently spoken in the precedent chapter. 
Dominion acquired by conquest, or victory in war, 
is that which some writers call^pgSPOTLCAL, from 
AecrTTOTTjs, which signifieth a lord, or master; and is 

the dominion of the master over his servant. And this dominion is 
then acquired to the victor, when the vanquished, to avoid the present 
stroke of death, covenanteth either in express words, or by other 
sufficient signs of the will, that so long as his life, and the liberty of his 
body is allowed him, the victor shall have the use thereof, at his 
pleasure. And after such covenant made, the vanquished is a servant, 
and not before: for by the word servants whether it be derived from 
servire, to serve, or from servare, to save, which I leave to gram
marians to dispute, is not meant a captive, which is kept in prison, or 
bonds, till the owner of him that took him, or bought him of one 
that did, shall consider what to do with him: for such men, commonly 
called slaves, have no obligation at all; but may break their bonds, or the 
prison; and kill, or carry away captive their master, justly: but one, that 
being taken, hath corporal liberty allowed him; and upon promise 
not to run away, nor to do violence to his master, is trusted by him.

It is not therefore the victory, that giveth the 
bulby'th^enZf ri^tofdortiipm om ^g^auishscl, but his own 
the vanquished. covenant. Nor is he obliged because he is con- 

queredj that is to say, beaten, and taken, or put to 
flight; but because he cometh in, and submitteth to the victor; nor is the 
victor obliged by an enemy’s rendering himself, without promise of 
life, to spare him for this his yielding to discretion; which obliges not 
the victor longer, than in his own discretion he shall think fit.

The right of succession 
followeth the rules of 
the right of possession.

Despotical dominion 
how attained.
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And that which men do, when they demand, as it is now called, 
quarter, which the Greeks called Zwypla, taking alive, is to evade the 
present fury of the victor, by submission, and to compound for their 
life, with ransom, or service: and dierefore he diat hath quarter, hath 
not his life given, but deferred till farther deliberation; for it is not a 
yielding on condition of life, but to discretion. And then only is his 
life in security, and his service due, when the victor hath trusted him 
with his corporal liberty. For slaves that work in prisons; or fetters, 
do it not of duty, but to avoid the cruelty of their task-masters.

The master of the servant, is master also of all he hath: and may 
exact the use thereof; that is to say, of his goods, of his labour, of his 
servants, and of his children, as often as he shall think fit. For he 
holdeth his life of his master, by the covenant of obedience; that is, 
of owning, and authorizing whatsoever the master shall do. And in 
case the master, if he refuse, kill him, or cast him into bonds, or 
otherwise punish him for his disobedience, he is himself the author of 
the same; and cannot accuse him of injury.

In sum, the rights and consequences of both paternal and despotical 
dominion, are the very same with those of a sovereign by institution; 
and for the same reasons: which reasons are set down in the precedent 
chapter. So that for a man that is monarch of divers nations, whereof 
he hath, in one the sovereignty by institution of the people assembled, 
and in another by conquest, that is by the submission of each particular, 
to avoid death or bonds; to demand of one nation more than of the 
other, from the title of conquest, as being a conquered nation, is an 
act of ignorance of the rights of sovereignty; for the sovereign is 
absolute over both alike; or else there is no sovereignty at all; and so 
every man may lawfully protect himself, if he can, with his own sword, 
which is the condition of war.

By this it appears; that a great family, if it be 
f£nymandbaZgdom. not part of some commonwealth, is of itself as to 

the rights of sovereignty, a little monarchy: whether 
that family consist of a man and his children; or of a man and his 
servants; or of a man, and his children, and servants together: wherein 
the father or master is the sovereign. But yet a family is not properly 
a commonwealth; unless it be of that power by its own number, or 
by other opportunities, as not to be subdued without the hazard of 
war. For where a number of men are manifestly too weak to defend 
themselves united, every one may use his own reason in time of danger, 
to save his own life, either by flight, or by submission to the enemy,
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So that it appeareth plainly, to my understanding, 
^ugh/in all common- both from reason> and Scripture, that the sovereign 
wealths to be absolute, power, whether placed in one man, as in monarchy, 

or in one assembly of men, as in popular, and 
aristocratical commonwealths, is as great, as possibly men can be 
imagined to make it. And though of so unlimited a power, men may 
fancy many evil consequences, yet the consequences of the want of it, 
which is perpetual war of every man against his neighbour, are 
much worse. The condition of man in this life shall never be without 
inconveniences; but there happeneth in no commonwealth any great 
inconvenience, but what proceeds from the subject’s disobedience, 
and breach of those covenants, from which the commonwealth hath 
its being. And whosoever thinking sovereign power too great, will 
seek to make it less, must subject himself, to the power, that can limit 
it; that is to say, to a greater.

The greatest objection is, that of the practice; 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 kingdom 
long free from sedition and civil war. In those nations, whose 
commonwealths have been long-lived, and not been destroyed but by 
foreign war, the subjects never did dispute of the sovereign power. 
But howsoever, an argument from the practice of men, that have not 
sifted to the bottom, and with exact reason weighed the causes, and 
nature of commonwealths, 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 be inferred, that so it ought to be. The skill of 
making, and maintaining commonwealths, consisteth in certain 
rules, as doth arithmetic and geometry; not, as tennis-play, on practice 
only: 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.

CHAPTER XXI

OF THE LIBERTY OF SUBJECTS

Liberty, what. Liberty, or freedom, signifieth. properly, the absence 
of opposition; by opposition, I mean external impediments _pf 
motion; and may be applied no less to irrational, and inanimate

f J Vet*-
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creatures, than to rational. For whatsoever is so tied, or environed, as 
it cannot move but within a certain space, which space is determined 
by the opposition of some external body, we say it hath not liberty to 
go further. And so of all living creatures, whilst they are imprisoned, 
or restrained, with walls, or chains; and of the water whilst it is kept 
in by banks, or vessels, that otherwise would spread itself into a larger 
space, we use to say, they are not at liberty, to move in such manner, as 
without those external impediments they would. But when the 
impediment of motion, is in the constitution of the thing itself, we 
use not to say; it wants the liberty; but the power to move; as when a 
stone lieth still, or a man is fastened to his bed by sickness.

” And according
What it is to be free. . , ■ r 1 i • /received meaning ot the word, a freeman, is he, 
that in those things, which by his strength and wit he is able to do, is not 
hindered to do what he has a will to. But when the words free, and 
liberty, are applied to any tiling but bodies, they are abused; for that 
which is not subject to motion, is not subject to impediment: and 
therefore, when it is said, for example, the way is free, no liberty 
of the way is signified, but of those that walk in it without stop. And 
when we say a gift is free, there is not meant any liberty of the gift, 
but of the giver, that was not bound by any law or covenant to give it.
So when we speak freely, it is not the liberty of voice, or pronunciation, 
but of the man, whom no law hath obliged to speak otherwise than 
he did. Lastly, from the use of the word free-will, no liberty can be 
inferred of the will, desire, or inclination, but the liberty of the man; 
which consisteth in this, that he finds no stop, in doing what he has 
the will, desire, or inclination to do.

Fear and liberty are consistent; as when a man 
consisten!'l’erty throweth his goods into the sea for fear the ship 

should sink, he doth it nevertheless very willingly, 
and may refuse to do it if he will: it is therefore the action of one that 
was free: so a man sometimes pays his debt, only for fear of imprison
ment, which because nobody hindered him from detaining, was the 
action of a man at liberty. And generally all actions which men do 
in commonwealths, for fear of the law, are actions, which the doers 
had liberty to omit.

Liberty, and necessity are consistent: as in the jf a. 
consistent^ 'water, that hath not only liberty, but a necessity of

descending by the channel; so likewise in the 
actions which men voluntarily do: which, because they proceed

to this proper, and generally
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from their will, proceed from liberty; and yet, because every act of 
man’s will, and every desire, and inclinationjgroceedeth from some 
cause,“anffthat from another cause, in a continual chain, whose first 
link is in the hand of God the first of all causes, proceed from necessity. 
So that to him that could see the connexion of those causes, the 
necessity of all men’s voluntary actions, would appear manifest. 
And therefore God, that seeth, and disposeth all things, seeth also 
that the liberty of man in doing what he will, is accompanied with the 
necessity of doing that which God will, and no more, nor less. For 
though men may do many things, which God does not command, 
nor is therefore author of them; yet they can have no passion, nor 
appetite to any thing, of which appetite God’s will is not the cause. 
And did not his will assure the necessity of man’s will, and conse
quently of all that on man’s will dependeth, the liberty of men would 
be a contradiction, and impediment to the omnipotence and liberty 
of God. And this shall suffice, as to the matter in hand, of that natural 
liberty, which only is properly called liberty.

But as men, for the attaining of peace, and conserva- 
or covenants. ^on themselves thereby, have made an artificial 

man, which we call a commonwealth; so also have 
they made artificial chains, called civil laws, which they them
selves, by mutual covcnan ts, have fastened at one end, to the 
lips of that man, or assembly, to whom they have given the sovereign 
power; and at the other end to their own ears. These bonds, in their 
own nature but weak, may nevertheless be made to hold, by the 
danger, though not by the difficulty of breaking them.

In relation to these bonds only it is, that I am to 
’sistetllin 'liberty from sPeak now> of tlle liberty of subjects. For seeing there 
covenants. is no commonwealth in the world, wherein there

be rules enough set down, for the regulating of all 
the actions, and words of men; as being a tiring impossible: it 
followeth necessarily, that in all kinds of actions by the laws praster- 
mitted, men have the liberty, of doing what their own reasons shall 
suggest, for the most profitable to themselves. For if we take liberty 
in the proper sense, for corporal liberty; that is to say, freedom from 
chains and prison; it were very absurd for men to clamour as they do, 
for the liberty they so manifestly enjoy. Again, if we take liberty, for 
an exemption from laws, it is no less absurd, for men to demand as 
they do, that liberty, by which all other men may be masters of their 
lives. And yet, as absurd as it is, this is it they demand; not knowing
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that the laws are of no power to protect them, without a sword in the 
hands of a man, or men, to cause those laws to be put in execution. 
The liberty of a subject, lieth therefore only in those things, which in 
regulating their actions, the sovereign hath pratermitted: such as is 
the liberty to buy, and sell, and otherwise contract with one another; ^ 
to choose their own abode, their own diet, their own trade of life, 
and institute their children as they themselves think fit; and the like. 
r„ ,,, , Nevertheless we are not to understand, that by
Liberty of the subject 1 , . rvr i i
consistent with the un- such liberty, the sovereign power ot life and death,
limited power of the is either abolished, or limited. For it has been 
sovereign. already shown, that nothing the sovereign repre
sentative can do to a subject, on what pretence soever, can 
properly be called injustice, or injury; because every subject is 
author of every act the sovereign doth; so that he never wanteth 
right to any thing, otherwise, than as he himself is the subject of God, 
and bound thereby to observe the lawsof nature. Andtherefore itmay, 
and doth often happen in commonwealths, that a subject may be put 
to death, by the command of the sovereign power; and yet neither 
do the other wrong: as when Jephtha caused his daughter to be 
sacrificed: in which, and the like cases, he that so dieth, had liberty to 
do the action, for which he is nevertheless, without injury put to 
death. And the same holdeth also in a sovereign prince, that putteth 
to death an innocent subject. For though the action be against the law 
of nature, as being contrary to equity, as was the killing of Uriah, by 
David; yet it was not an injury to Uriah, but to God. Not to Uriah, 
because the right to do what he pleased was given him by Uriah 
himself: and yet to God, because David was God’s subject, and pro
hibited all iniquity by the law of nature: which distinction, David 
himself, when he repented the fact, evidently confirmed, saying, To thee 
only have I sinned. In the same manner, the people of Athens, when they 
banished the most potent of their commonwealth for ten years, thought 
they committed no injustice; and yet they never questioned what 
crime he had done; but what hurt he would do: nay they commanded 
the banishment of they knew not whom; and every citizen bringing 
his oystershell into the market place, written with the name of him 
he desired should be banished, without actually accusing him, some
times banished an Aristides, for his reputation of justice; and sometimes 
a scurrilous jester, as Hyperbolus, to make a jest of it. And yet a man 
cannot say, the sovereign people of Athens wanted right to banish 
them; or an Athenian the liberty to jest, or to be just.
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The liberty which .The liberty, whereof there is so frequent and 
writers praise, is the honourable mention, in the histories, and philosophy 
liberty of sovereigns; 0f the ancient Greeks, and Romans, and in the
not of private men. ■■ j j- r i i r 1writings, and discourse of those that from them 
have received all their learning in die politics, is not the liberty 
of particular men; but the liberty of the commonwealth: which is 
the same with that which every man then should have, if there 
were no civil laws, nor commonwealth at all. And the effects of 
it also be the same. For as amongst masterless men, there is perpetual 
war, of every man against his neighbour; no inheritance, to transmit 
to the son, nor to expect from the father; no propriety of goods, or 
lands; no security; but a full and absolute liberty in every particular 
man: so in states, and commonwealths not dependent on one another, 
every commonwealth, not every man, has an absolute liberty, to do 
what it shall judge, that is to say, what that man, or assembly that 
representeth it, shall judge most conducing to their benefit. But 
withal, they live in the condition of a perpetual war, and upon the 
confines of battle, with their frontiers armed, and cannons planted 
against their neighbours round about. The Athenians, and Romans 
were free; that is, free commonwealths: not that any particular men 
had the liberty to resist their own representative; but that their repre
sentative had the liberty to resist, or invade other people. There is 
written on the turrets of the city of Lucca in great characters at this 
day, the word libertas; yet no man can thence infer, that a particular 
man has more liberty, or immunity from the service of the common
wealth there, than in Constantinople. Whether a commonwealth be 
monarchical, or popular, the freedom is still the same.

But it is an easy thing, for men. to be deceived, by the specious 
namc _Q£iiberty; and for want of judgment to distinguish^ mistake 
that for their private inheritance, and birth-right, which is the right 
of the public only. And when the same error is confirmed by the 
authority of men in reputation for their writings on this subject, it is 
no wonder if it produce sedition, and change of government. In 
these western parts of the world, we are made to receive our opinions 
concerning the institution, and rights of commonwealths, from 
Aristotle, Cicero, and other men, Greeks and Romans, that living 
under popular states, derived those rights, not from the principles of 
nature, but transcribed them into their books, out of the practice of
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their own commonwealths, which were popular; as the grammarians 
describe the rules of language, out of the practice of the time; or the 
rules of poetry, out of the poems of Homer and Virgil. And because 
the Athenians were taught, to keep them from desire of changing 
their government, that they were freemen, and all that lived under 
monarchy were slaves; therefore Aristotle puts it down in his Politics, 
(lib. 6. cap. ii.) In democracy, liberty is to be supposed: for it is commonly 
held, that no man is free in any other government. And as Aristotle; 
so Cicero, and other writers have grounded their civil doctrine, on 
the opinions of the Romans, who were taught to hate monarchy, at 
first, by them that having deposed their sovereign, shared amongst 
them the sovereignty of Rome; and afterwards by their successors. 
And by reading of these Greek, and Latin authors, men from their 
childhood have gotten a habit, under a false show of liberty, of favour
ing tumults, and of licentious controlling the actions of their sovereigns, 
and again of controlling those controllers; with the effusion of so much 
blood, as I think I may truly say, there was never any thing so dearly 
bought, as these western parts have bought the learning of the Greek 
and Latin tongues.

To come now to the particulars of the true liberty 
Liberty of subjects how 0p a subject- that is to say, what are the filings,

which though commanded by the sovereign, he 
may nevertheless, without injustice, refuse to do; we are to consider, 
what rights we pass away, when we make a commonwealth; or, which 
is all one, what liberty we deny ourselves, by owning all the actions, 
without exception, of the man, or assembly we make our sovereign. 
For in the act of our submission, consisteth both our obligation, and our 
liberty, which must therefore be inferred by arguments taken from 
thence; there being no obligation on any man, which ariseth not from 
some act of his own; for,all men equally, arc .by nature free. ■ And 
because such arguments, must either be drawn from the express 
words, I authorize all his actions, or from the intention of him that 
submitteth himself to his power, which intention is to be understood 
by the end for which he so submitteth; the obligation, and liberty of 
the subject, is to be derived, either from those words, or others equiva
lent; or else from the end of the institution of sovereignty, namely, 
the peace of the subjects within themselves, and their defence against 
a common enemy.

Chap. 21
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Subjects have liberty 
to defend their own 
bodies, even against 
them that lawfully in
vade them.

First therefore, seeing sovereignty by institution, 
is by covenant of every one to every one; and 
sovereignty by acquisition, by covenants of the van
quished to the victor, or child to the parent; it is 
manifest, that every subject has liberty in all those 

things, the right whereof cannot by covenant be transferred. I have 
shewn hTfore in the 14th chapter, "that covenants, not to defend 
a man’s own body, are void. Therefore,
, , , If the sovereign command a man, though justly

Are not bound to i i i -ii i • i • ir J y
hurt themselves. condemned, to km, wound, or maim nimsell; or not

to resist those that assault him; or to abstain from the 
use of food, air, medicine, or any other tiring, without which he 
cannot; live a yet hath that man She liberty to disobeyl 

If a man be interrogated by the sovereign, or Iris authority, con
cerning a crime done by himself, he is not bound, without assurance 
of pardon, to confess it; because no man, as I have shown in the 
same chapter, can be obliged by covenant to accuse himself.

Again, the consent of a subject to sovereign power, is contained 
in these words, I authorize, or take upon me, all his actions; in which 
there is no restriction at all, of his own former natural liberty: for by 
allowing him to kill me, I am not bound to kill myself when he 
commands me. It is one thing to say, kill me, or my fellow, if you please; 
.another thing to say, I will kill myself, or my fellow. It followeth 
therefore, that

No man is bound by the words themselves, either to kill himself, 
or any other man; and consequently, that the obligation a man may 
sometimes have, upon the command of the sovereign to execute any 
dangerous, or dishonourable office, dependeth not on the words of our 
submission; but on the intention, which is to be understood by the end 
thereof. When therefore our refusal to obey, frustrateskhe end for 

^whick-the-savereignty was ordained/then there is no liberty to 
refuse; otherwise there is.

Upon this ground, a man that is commanded as 
a soldier to fight against the enemy, though his 
sovereign have right enough to punish his refusal 
with death, may nevertheless in many cases refuse, 

without injustice; as when he substituteth a sufficient soldier in his 
place: for in this case he deserteth not the service of the common- 

f wealth. And there isyllowance to be made for naturaljtimorousness; / 
not only to women, of whom no such dangerous duty is expected,

Nor to warfare, un
less they voluntarily 
undertake it.
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but also to men of feminine courage. When armies fight, there is 
on one side, or both, a running away; yet when they do it not out of 
treachery, but fear, they are not esteemed'to~3o it unjustly, but dis
honourably. For tHe same reason, to avoid Baffle, is not injustice, but 
cowardice. But he that enrolleth himself a soldier, or taketh imprest 
money, taketh away the excuse of a timorous nature; and is obliged, 
not only to go to the battle, but also not to run from it, without his 
captain’s leave. And when the defence of the commonwealth, 
requireth at once the help of all that are able to bear arms, every one 
is obliged; because otherwise,Vthejnstitution of the commonwealth, 
which they have not die purpose, or courage to preserve, was in vain.

To resist die sword of the commonwealth, in defence of another . ^ 
man, guilty, or innocent, no man hath liberty; because such liberty, 
fakes away from the sovereign,.'the means of protecting us; and is 
therefore destructive of the very essence of government. But in case 
a great many men together, have already resisted the sovereign power 
unjustly, or committed some capital crime, for which every one of 
them expecteth deadi, whether have they not die liberty then to join 
together, and assist, and defend one another ? Certainly they have: 
fob they but defend their lives, which the guilty man may as well do, ' 
as tlie iniioccnt. Thefcr was in«3eed'injustice hi the first breach of their 
duty; their bearing of arms subsequent to it, though it be to maintain 
what they have done, is no new unjust act. And if it be only to defend 
their persons, it is not unjust at all. But the offer of pardon taketh from 
them, to whom it is offered, khe plea of self-defence,/£hid maketh their 
perseverance in assisting, or defending the rest, unlawful.

As for other liberties, they depend on the silence 
The greatest liberty of Qf t]ie law. fiTcases where die sovereign has pre- 

scribed no mle, there the subject hath the liberty 
to do, or forbear, according to Ins own discretion. 

And therefore such liberty is in some places more, and in some less; 
and in some times more, in other times less, according as they that 
have the sovereignty shall think most convenient. As for example, 
there was a time, when in England a man might enter into his own 
land, and dispossess such as wrongfully possessed it, by force. But in 
aftertimes, that liberty of forcible entry, was taken away by a statute 
made, by the king, in parliament. And in some places of the world, 
men have the liberty of many wives: in other places, such liberty is 
not allowed.

If a subject have a controversy with his sovereign, of debt, or of

71 e ^ : aU r—
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right of possession of lands or goods, or concerning any service 
required at his hands, or concerning any penalty, corporal, or pecuniary, 
grounded on a precedent law; he hath the same liberty to sue for his 
right, as if it were against a subject; and before such judges, as are 
appointed by the sovereign. For seeing the sovereign demandeth by 
force of a former law, and not by virtue of his power; he declareth 
thereby, that he required! no more, than shall appear to be due by 
that law. The suit therefore is not contrary to the will of the sovereign; 
and consequently the subject hath the liberty to demand the hearing 
of his cause; and sentence, according to that law. But if he demand, or 
take any thing by pretence of his power; there lieth, in that case, 
no action of law; for all that is done by him in virtue of his 
power, is done by the authority of every subject, and consequently 
he that brings an action against the sovereign, brings it against 
himself.
jTa monarch, or sovereign assembly, grant a liberty to all, or 

any of his subjects, which grant standing, he is_disabled to provide for 
their safety, die grant is void; unless he directly renounce, or transfer 
the sovereignty to another. For in that he might openly, if it had been 
his will, and in plain terms, have renounced, or transferred it, and 
did not; it is to be understood it was not his will, but diat the grant 
proceeded from ignorance of the repugnancy between such a liberty 
and the sovereign power; and therefore the sovereignty is still re
tained; and consequendy all those powers, which are necessary to the 
exercising diereof; such as are the power of war, and peace, of judica
ture, of appointing officers, and councillors, of levying money, and the 
rest named in the eighteenth chapter.
In what cases sub- Thfi. obligation_of subjects to the sovercigiij is
jects are absolved of „understood to last as long, and noTonger, than diefZ^fre t0

EQX..di£.-righLincn_have by nature to protect jhem- 
selves, whcn. none else can protect them, can by no covenant be relin- 
qmshed. The sovereignty is the soul of the commonwealth ; which 
once departed from, the .bO-dy^TEejCDemEers do no more receive their 
motion from it. The end of obedience is protection; which, whereso
ever a man seeth it, either in his own, or in anodier’s sword, nature 
applieth his obedience to it, and his endeavour to maintain it. And 
though sovereignty, in the intention of them diat make it, be immortal; 

_yet is it in its own nature, not only subject to violent deadi, by foreign 
war; but also through the ignorance, and passions of men, it hadi in it,
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from the very institution, many seeds of a natural mortality, by 
intestine discord.
in case of captivity. Jf a object be taken prisoner in war; or his person, 

or his means of life be within the guards of the 
enemy, and hath his life and corporal liberty given him, on condi
tion to be subject to the victor, he hath liberty to accept the 
condition; and having accepted it, is the subject of him that took 
him; because he had no other way to preserve himself. The case is the 
same, if he be detained on the same terms, in a foreign country. But if 
a man be held in prison, or bonds, or is not trusted with die liberty of his 
body; he cannot be understood to be bound by covenant to subjection; 
and therefore may, if he can, make his escape by any means whatsoever. 
In case the sovereign l£a monarch shah relinquish the sovereignty, both 
cast off the govern- for himself, and his heirs; his subjects return to the 
mentfrom himself and absolute liberty of nature; because, though nature 

may declare who are his sons, and who are the 
nearest of his kin; yet it dependeth on his own will, as hath been 
said in die precedent chapter, who shall be his heir. If therefore 
he will have no heir, there is no sovereignty, nor subjection. The case 
is the same, if he die without known kindred, and widiout declaration 
of his heir. For then there can no heir be known, and consequently 
no subjection be due.

^ If the sovereign banish his subject; during the banish-
banishment. rnent, he is not subject. But he that is sent on a

message, or hath leave to travel, is still subject; but it 
is, by contract between sovereigns, not by virtue of the covenant 
of subjection. For whosoever enteredi into another’s dominion, is 
subject to all die laws thereof; unless he have a privilege by the amity 
of the sovereigns, or by special licence.

If a monarch subdued by war, render himself
^render himsef’subfet to the ^\ctOT} his suljjects are delivered from
to another. dieir former obligation, and become obliged to the

victor. But if he be held prisoner, or have not the 
liberty of his own body; he is not understood to have given away die 
right of sovereignty; and therefore his subjects are obliged to yield 
obedience to die magistrates formerly placed, governing not in their 
own name, but in his. For, his right remaining, the question is only 
of the administration; that is to say, of the magistrates and officers; 
which, if he have not means to name, he is supposed to approve 
those, which he himself had formerly appointed.

K

Chap. 21



190 OF COMMONWEALTH Part 2

executed. To be delighted in the imagination only, of being possessed 
of another man’s goods, servants, or wife, without any intention to 
take them from him by force or fraud, is no breach of the law, that 
saith, Thou shah not covet: nor is the pleasure a man may have in imagin
ing or dreaming of the death of him, from whose life he expecteth 
nothing but damage, and displeasure, a sin; but the resolving to put 
some act in execution, that tendeth thereto. For to be pleased in the 
fiction of that, which would please a man if it were real, is a passion 
so adherent to the nature both of man, and every other living creature, 
as to make it a sin, were to make sin of being a man. The considera
tion of this, has made me think them too severe, both to themselves, 
and others, that maintain, that the first motions of the mind, though 
checked with the fear of God, be sins. But I confess it is safer to err 
on that hand, than on the other.
A crime what ^ crime, is a sin, consisting in the committing, by 

deed or word, of diat which the law forbiddeth, or 
the omission of what it hath commanded. So that every crime is a 
sin; but not every sin a crime. To intend to steal, or kill, is a sin, 
though it never appear in word, or fact: for God that seeth the thoughts 
of man, can lay it to his charge: but till it appear by something done, 
or said, by which the intention may be argued by a human judge, it 
hath not the name of crime: which distinction the Greeks observed, 
in the word dfidprrjfia, and eyicXrjiia or atria; whereof the former, 
which is translated sin, signifieth any swerving from the law whatso
ever; but the two latter, which are translated crime, signify that sin 
only, whereof one man may accuse another. But of intentions, which 
never appear by any outward act, there is no place for human accusa
tion. In like manner the Latins by peccatum, which is sin, signify all 
manner of deviation from the law; but by crimen, which word they 
derive from cerno, which signifies to perceive, they mean only such sins, 
as may be made appear before a judge; and therefore are not mere 
intentions.

From this relation of sin to the law, and of crime 
to the civil law, may be inferred, first, that where 
law ceaseth, sin ceaseth. But because the law of 

nature is eternal, violation of covenants, ingratitude, arrogance, and 
all facts contrary to any moral virtue, can never cease to be sin. 
Secondly, that the civil law ceasing, crimes cease: for there being no 
odier law remaining, but that of nature, there is no place for accusa
tion; every man being his own judge, and accused only by his own

Where no civil law 
is, there is no crime.
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everlasting, or lie must be eased by removing the power of that which 
molesteth him. The former is difficult; the latter is many times im
possible, without some violation of the law. Ambition, and covetous
ness are passions also that are perpetually incumbent, and pressing; 
whereas reason is not perpetually present, to resist them: and therefore 
whensoever the hope of impunity appears, their effects proceed. And 
for lust, what it wants in the lasting, it hath in the vehemence, which 
sufficeth to weigh down the apprehension of all easy, or uncertain 
punishments.
Fear sometimes cause passions, that which inclineth men least to
of crime, as when the break the laws, is fear. Nay, excepting some generous
teTnotTrporir « is only thing when there is'apparence

Ot profit or pleasure by breaking the laws, that makes 
men keep them. And yet in many cases a crime may be committed 
through fear.

For not every fear justifies the action it produceth, butphe fear only 
of corporeal hurt, which we call bodily fear, and from which a man 
cannot see how to be delivered, but by the action. A man is assaulted, 
fears present death, from which he sees not how to escape, but by 
wounding him that assaulteth him: if he wound him to death, this is 
no crime; because no man is supposed at the making of a common
wealth, to have abandoned the defence of his life, or limbs, where the 
law cannot arrive time enough to his assistance. But to kill a man, 
because from his actions, or his threatenings, I may argue he will kill 
me when he can, seeing I have time, and means to demand protection, 
from the sovereign power, is a crime. Again, a man receives words of 
disgrace or some little injuries, for which they that made the laws, 
had assigned no punishment, nor thought it worthy of a man that hath 
the use of reason, to take notice of, and is afraid, unless he revenge it, 
he shall fall into contempt, and consequently be obnoxious to the like 
injuries from others; and to avoid this, breaks the law, and protects 
himself for the future, by the terror of his private revenge. This is a 
crime: for the hurt is not corporeal, but phantastical. and, though in 
this corner of the worlcf’ made sensible by a custom not many years 
since begun, amongst young and vain men, so light, as a gallant man, 
and one that is assured of his own courage, cannot take notice of' 
Also a man may stand in fear of spirits, either through his own super
stition, or through too much credit given to other men, that tell him 
of strange dreams and visions; and thereby be made believe they will 
hurt him, for doing, or omitting divers things, which nevertheless,
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Salaries certain and ^ W,hereaS ^ SalarieS arC and

casual. trom the public treasure; and others uncertain,
and casual, proceeding from the execution of the 

office for which the salary is ordained; the latter is in some cases hurtful 
to the commonwealth; as in the case of judicature. For where the 
benefit of the judges, and ministers of a court of justice ariseth from 
the multitude of causes that are brought to their cognizance, there must 
needs follow two inconveniences: one, is the nourishing of suits; for 
the more suits, the greater benefit: and another that depends on that, 
which is contention about jurisdiction; each court drawing to itself, 
as many causes as it can. But in offices of execution there are not those
inconveniences; because their employment cannot be increased by any 
endeavour of their own. And thus much shall suffice for the nature 
of punishment and reward; which are, as it were, the nerves and ten
dons, that move the limbs and joints of a commonwealth.

Hitherto I have set forth the nature of man, whose pride and other 
passions have compelled him to submit himself to government: 
together with the great power of his governor, whom I compared 
to Leviathan, taking that comparison out of the two last verses of the 
one-and-fortieth of Job; where God having set forth the great power 
o£ Leviathan, calleth him King of the Proud. There is nothing, saidi he, 
on earth, to be compared with him. He is made so as not to be afraid. He 
seeth every high thing below him; and is Tmg of ainiie children'of pride. 
But because he is mortal, and subject 'to~3ecay, as alf other earthly 
creatures are; and because there is that in heaven, though not on earth, 
that he should stand in fear of, and whose laws he ought to obey; 
I shall in the next following chapters speak of his diseases, and the causes 
of his mortality; and of what laws of nature he is bound to obey.

CHAPTER XXIX

OF THOSE THINGS THAT WEAKEN, OR TEND TO THE 
DISSOLUTION OF A COMMONWEALTH

Dissolution of com- Though nothing can be immortal, which mortals
monwealths proceedeth i -c i i i r i ,
from their imperfect make; yet, it men had the use ot reason they pretend
institution. to, their commonwealths might be secured, at least

from perishing by internal diseases. For by the 
nature of their institution, they are designed to live, as long as 

o
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Nor that there be more Gods than one; because it implies them all 
finite: for there cannot be more than one infinite:

Nor to ascribe to him, (unless metaphorically, meaning not the 
passion but the effect,) passions that partake of grief; as repentance, 
anger, mercy: or of want; as appetite, hope, desire-, or of any passive 
faculty: for passion, is power limited by somewhat else.

And therefore when we ascribe to God a will, it is not to be under
stood, as that of man, for a rational appetite; but as the power, by which 
he effecteth every thing.

Likewise when we attribute to him sight, and other acts of sense; as 
also knowledge, and understanding; which in us is nothing else, but a 
tumult of the mind, raised by external things that press the organical 
parts of man’s body: for there is no such thing in God; and being 
things that depend on natural causes, cannot be attributed to him.

He that will attribute to God, nothing but what is warranted by 
natural reason, must either use such negative attributes, as infinite, 
eternal, incomprehensible; or superlatives, as most high, most great, and 
the like; or indefinite, as good, just, holy, creator; and in such sense, as if 
he meant not to declare what he is, (for that were to circumscribe him 
within the limits of our fancy,) but how much we admire him, and 
how ready we would be to obey him; which is a sign of humility, 
and of a will to honour him as much as we can. For diere is but one 
name to signify our conception of his nature, and diat is, I am : and but 
one name of his relation to us, and that is, God; in which is contained 
Father, King, and Lord.
, . , . Concerning the actions of divine worship, it is a

of divine honour. most general precept of reason, that they be signs 
of the intention to honour God; such as are, first, 

prayers. For not the carvers, when they made images, were thought 
to make diem gods; but the people that prayed to them.

Secondly, thanksgiving; which differeth from prayer in divine 
worship, no otherwise, than that prayers precede, and thanks succeed 
the benefit; the end, both of the one and the other, being to acknow
ledge God, for author of all benefits, as well past, as future.

Thirdly, gifts, that is to say, sacrifices and oblations, if they be of the 
best, are signs of honour: for they are thanksgivings.

Fourthly, not to swear by any but God, is naturally a sign of honour: 
for it is a confession that God only knoweth the heart; and that no 
man’s wit or strengdi can protect a man against God’s vengeance on 
the perjured.
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CHAPTER XL

OF THE RIGHTS OF THE KINGDOM OF GOD, IN ABRAHAM, 

MOSES, THE HIGH-PRIESTS, AND THE KINGS OF JUDAH

If Abraham" THE fatlaer °f tlle faitllful> and flrst in tIae kingdom
of God by covenant, was Abraham. For with him 

was the covenant first made; wherein he obliged himself, and 
his seed after him, to acknowledge and obey the commands 
of God; not only such, as he could take notice of (as moral 
laws) by the light of nature; but also such, as God should in special 
manner deliver to him by dreams and visions. For as to the moral 
law, they were already obliged, and needed not have been contracted 
withal, by promise of the land of Canaan. Nor was there any con
tract, that could add to, or strengthen the obligation, by which both 
they, and all men else were bound naturally to obey God Almighty: 
and therefore the covenant which Abraham made with God, was to 
take for the commandment of God, that which hi the name of God 
was commanded him in a dream, or vision; and to deliver it to his 
family, and cause them to observe the same.

In this contract of God with Abraham, we may observe three pomts 
of important consequence in the government of God’s people. First, 
that at the making of this covenant, God spake only to Abraham; 
and therefore contracted not with any of his family, or seed, otherwise 
than as their wills, which make the essence of all covenants, were 
before the contract involved in the will of Abraham; who was there
fore supposed to have had a lawful power, to make them perform 
all that he covenanted for them. According whereunto [Gen. xviii. 
18, 19) God saith, All the nations of the earth shall he blessed in him; for 1 
know him that he will command his children and his household after him, 
and they shall keep the way of the Lord. From whence may be concluded 
this first point, that they to whom God hath not spoken immediately, 
are to receive the positive commandments of God, from their sove- 
Abraham had the sole rc^Sn'> as the family and seed of Abraham did from 
power of ordering the Abraham their father, and Lord, and civil sovereign. 
re%on of his own Ancl consequently in every commonwealth, they 

who have no supernatural revelation to the con
trary, ought to obey the laws of their own sovereign, in the external 
acts and profession of religion. As for phe inyrard thmigAt, and belief
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The Church of Rome imitates them also in their holy days. They had 
their bacchanalia; and we have our wakes, answering to them: they their 
saturnalia, and we our carnivals, and Shrove-Tuesday’s liberty of 
servants: they their procession of Priapus; we our fetching in, erection, 
and dancing about May-poles; and dancing is one kind of worship: 
they had their procession called Ambarvalia; and we our procession 
about the fields in the Rogation-week. Nor do I think that these are 
all the ceremonies that have been left in the Church, from the first 
conversion of the Gentiles; but they are all that I can for the present 
call to mind; and if a man would well observe that which is delivered 
in the histories, concerning the religious rites of the Greeks and 
Romans, I doubt not but he might find many more of these old empty 
bottles of Gentilism, which the doctors of the Roman Church, either 
by negligence or ambition, have filled up again with the new wine of 
Christianity, that will not fail in time to break them.

CHAPTER XLVI

OF DARKNESS FROM VAIN PHILOSOPHY, AND FABULOUS 

TRADITIONS

What philosophy is. By Philosophy is understood the knowledge ac
quired by reasoning, from the manner of the generation of any thing, 
to the properties: or from the properties, to some possible way of 
generation of the same; to the end to be able to produce, as far as matter, 
and human force permit, such effects, as human life requireth. So the 
geometrician, from the construction of figures, findcth out many 
properties thereof; and from the properties, new ways of their con
struction, by reasoning; to the end to be able to measure land, and 
water; and for infinite other uses. So the astronomer, from the rising, 
setting, and moving of the sun, and stars, in divers parts of the heavens, 
findeth out the causes of day, and night, and of the different seasons 
of the year; whereby he.keepeth an account of time; and the like of 
other sciences.
n , , r By which definition it is evident, that we are not to
philosophy. account as any part thereof, that original knowledge

called experience, in which consisteth prudence: be
cause it is not attained by reasoning, but found as well in brute beasts.
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as in man; and is but a memory of successions of events in times past, 
wherein the omission ofevery little circumstance altering the effect, frus
trated! the expectation of the most prudent: whereas nothing is produced 
by reasoning aright, but general, eternal, and immutable truth.

Nor are we dierefore to give that name to any false 
N° false dodnne is conclusions: for he that reasoneth aright in words 

he understandeth, can never conclude an error:
No more is revelation Nor to that which any man knows by supernatural 
supernatural: revelation; because it is not acquired by reasoning:

Nor that which is gotten by reasoning from the 
up°oncreditlf authors, authority of books; because it is not by reasoning 

from the cause to the effect, nor from the effect to 
the cause; and is not knowledge but faith.

The faculty of reasoning being consequent to the 
<andhprogress‘iof use sPeec^> ^ was not possible, but that there
philosophy. should have been some general truths found out by

reasoning, as ancient almost as language itself. The 
savages of America, are not without some good moral sentences; 
also they have a little arithmetic, to add, and divide in numbers not 
too great: but they are not, therefore, philosophers. For as there 
were plants of corn and wine in small quantity dispersed in the fields 
and woods, before men knew their virtue, or made use of them for 
their nourishment, or planted them apart in fields and vineyards; in 
which time they fed on acorns, and drank water: so also there have been 
divers true, general, and profitable speculations from the beginning; as 
being the natural plants of human reason. But they were at first but 
few in number; men lived upon gross experience; there was no method; 
that is to say, no sowing, nor planting of knowledge by itself, apart 
from the weeds, and common plants of error and conjecture. And the 
cause of it being the want of leisure from procuring the necessities of 
life, and defending themselves against their neighbours, it was impos
sible, till the erecting of great commonwealths, it should be otherwise. 
Leisure is the mother o£philosophy; and Commonwealth, the mother of 
peace and leisure. Where first were great and flourishing cities, there 
wasfirsfthektudy of philosophy. The Gymnosophists of India, the Magi 
of Persia, and the Priests of Chaldea and Egypt, are counted the most 
ancient philosophers; and those countries were the most ancient of 
kingdoms. Philosophy was not risen to the Grecians, and other people 
of the west, whose commonwealths, no greater perhaps than Lucca or 
Geneva, had never peace, but when their fears of one another were
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Of the schools of 
philosophy amongst 
the Athenians.

equal; nor the leisure to observe anything but one another. At length, 
when war had united many of these Grecian lesser cities, into fewer, and 
greater; then began seven men, of several parts of Greece, to get the 
reputation of being wise; some of them for moral and politic sentences; 
and others for the learning of the Chaldeans and Egyptians, which 
was astronomy, and geometry. But we hear not yet of any schools of 
philosophy.

After the Athenians, by the overthrow of the 
Persian armies, had gotten the dominion of the sea; 
and thereby, of all the islands, and maritime cities of 
the Archipelago, as well of Asia as Europe; and were 

grown wealthy; they that had no employment, neither at home nor 
abroad, had little else to employ themselves in, but either (as St. Luke 
says, Acts xvii. 21), in telling and hearing news, or in discoursing of 
philosophy publicly to the youth of the city. Every master took some 
place for that purpose. Plato, in certain public walks called Academia, 
from one Academus: Aristotle in the walk of the temple of Pan, called 
Lyceum: others in the Stoa, or covered walk, wherein the merchants’ 
goods were brought to land: others in other places; where they spent 
the time of their leisure, in teaching or in disputing of their opinions: 
and some in any place, where they could get the youth of the city 
together to hear them talk. And this was it which Carneades also did 
at Rome, when he was ambassador: which caused Cato to advise the 
senate to dispatch him quickly, for fear of corrupting the manners of 
the young men, that delighted to hear him speak, as they thought, 
fine things.

From this it was, that the place where any of them taught, and dis
puted, was called schola, which in their tongue signifieth leisure; 
and their disputations, diatribes, that is to say, passing of the time. Also 
the philosophers themselves had the name of their sects, some of them 
from these their Schools: for they that followed Plato’s doctrine, 
were called Academics; the followers of Aristotle Peripatetics, from 
the walk he taught in; and those that Zeno taught Stoics, from the 
Stoa; as if we should denominate men from Moor fields, from Paul’s 
Church, and from the Exchange, because they meet there often, to prate 
and loiter.

Nevertheless, men were so much taken with this custom, that in 
time it spread itself over all Europe, and the best part of Africa; so as 
there were schools publicly erected and maintained, for lectures and 
disputations, almost in every commonwealth.

Chap. 46
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There were also schools, anciently, both before and after 
^thejewf5 t^e t*me our Saviour, amongst the Jews; but they were 

schools of their law. For though they were called syna
gogues, that is to say, congregations of the people; yet, inasmuch as the 
law was every sabbath-day read, expounded, and disputed in them, 
they differed not in nature, but in name only, from public schools; 
and were not only in Jerusalem, but in every city of the Gentiles, 
where the Jews inhabited. There was such a school at Damascus, 
whereinto Paul entered, to persecute. There were others at Antioch, 
Iconium, and Thessalonica, whereinto he entered to dispute: and such 
was the synagogue of the Libertines, Cyrcnians, Alexandrians, Cilicians, 
and those of Asia; that is to say, the school of Libertines, and of Jews 
that were strangers in Jerusalem; and of this school they were that 
disputed (Acts vi. 9) with St. Stephen.

But what has been the utility of those schools? 
lhrlJanZnp%fiMe. science is there at this day acquired by their

readings and disputings ? That we have of geometry, 
which is the mother of all natural science, _we are not indebted for it 
to the schools. Plato, that was the best philosopher of the Greeks, 
forbad entrance into his school to all that were not already in some 
measure geometricians. There were many that studied that science 
to the great advantage of mankind: but there is no mention of their 
schools; nor was there any sect of geometricians; nor did they dren pass 
under the name of philosophers. The natural philosophy of those 
schools was rather a dream than science, and set forth in senseless and 
insignificant language; which cannot be avoided by those that will 
teach philosophy, without having first attained great knowledge in 
geometry. For nature worketh by motion; the ways and degrees 
whereof cannot be known, without the knowledge of die propor
tions and properties of lines and figures. Their moral philosophy is 
but a description of their own passions. For the rule of manners, 
without civil government, is the law of nature; and in it, the law civil, 
that determined! what is honest and dishonest, what is just and unjust, 
and generally what is good and evil. Whereas they make the rules of 
good and bad, by their own liking and disliking: by which means, in 
so great diversity of taste, there is nothing generally agreed on; but 
every one doth, as far as he dares, whatsoever seemeth good in his own 
eyes, to the subversion of commonwealth. Their logic, which should 
be the method of reasoning, is nothing else but captions of words, 
and inventions how to puzzle such as should go about to pose them.
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To conclude, there is nothing so absurd, that the old philosophers, as 
Cicero saith, (who was one of them,) have not some of them main- 
jfained. And I beUeve that sc arce anything can be more absurdly said 
in natural philosophy, than that which now is called Aristotle’s Meta
physics-, nor more repugnant to government, than much of that he hadi 
said in his Politics; nor more ignorantly, than a great part of his Ethics.

The school of the Jews was originally a school of 
Jews unprofitable. ‘ ' t^e ^aw Moses; wbo commanded (Deut. xxxi. 10) 

that at the end of every seventh year, at the Feast of 
the Tabernacles, it should be read to all the people, that they might 
hear and learn it. Therefore the reading of the law, which was in use 
after the captivity, every Sabbath day, ought to have had no other end, 
but the acquainting of the people with the Commandments which they 
were to obey, and to expound unto them the writings of the prophets.
But it is manifest, by the many reprehensions of them by our Saviour, 
that they corrupted the text of the law with their false commentaries, 
and vain traditions; and so little understood the prophets, that drey did 
neither acknowledge Christ, nor the works he did, of which the prophets 
prophesied. So that by their lectures and disputations in their syna
gogues, they turned the doctrine of their law into a fantastical kind of 
philosophy, concerning the incomprehensible nature of God, and of 
spirits; which they compounded of the vain philosophy and theology 
of the Grecians, mingled with their own fancies, drawn from the 
obscurer places of the Scripture, and which might most easily be 
wrested to their purpose; and from the fabulous traditions of their 
ancestors.
University, what it is. That which is now called an University, is a joining 

together, and an incorporation under one govern
ment, of many public schools, in one and the same town or city.
In which, the principal schools were ordained for the three profes
sions, that is to say, of the Roman religion, of the Roman law, and 
of the art of medicine. And for the study of philosophy, it hath no 
otherwise place, than as a handmaid to the Roman religion: and since 
the authority of Aristotle is only current there, that study is not 
properly philosophy, (the nature whereof dependeth not on authors,) 
but Aristotelity. And for geometry, till of very late times it had no 
place at all; as being subservient to nothing but rigid truth. And if any ' 
man by the ingenuity of his own nature, had attained to any degree 
of perfection therein, he was commonly thought a magician, and his 
art diabolical.
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Now to descend to the particular tenets of vain 
^ionfwmAris- Philosophy, derived to the Universities, and thence 
totle’s metaphysics. into tire Church, partly from Aristotle, partly from 

blindness of understanding; I shalTlirst consider their 
principles. There is a certain philosophia prima, on which all other philo
sophy ought to depend; and consisteth principally, in right limiting of 
the significations of such appellations, or names, as are of all others the 
most universal; which limitations serve to avoid ambiguity and equivo
cation in reasoning; and are commonly called definitions: such as are 
the definitions of body, time, place, matter, form, essence, subject, 
substance, accident, power, act, finite, infinite, quantity, quality, 
motion, action, passion, and divers others, necessary to the explaining 
of a man’s conceptions concerning the nature and generation of bodies. 
The explication, that is, the settling of the meaning, of which, and the 
like terms, is commonly in the Schools called as being a
part of the philosophy of Aristotle, which hath that for title. But it is 
in another sense; for there it signifieth as much as books written or placed 
after his natural philosophy: but the Schools take them for books of super
natural philosophy: for the word metaphysics will bear both these senses. 
And indeed that which is there written, is for the most part so far from 
the possibility of being understood, and so repugnant to natural reason, 
drat whosoever thinketh there is anydring to be understood by it, 
must needs think it supernatural.
^ , From these metaphysics, which are mingled with the
abstractTssenceT Scripture to make School divinity, we are told, there 

be in the world certain essences separated from bodies, 
which they call abstract essences, and substantial forms. For the inter
preting of which jargon, there is need of somewhat more than or
dinary attention in this place. Also I ask pardon of those that are not 
used to this kind of discourse, for applying myself to those that are. 
The world, (I mean not the earth only, that denominates the lovers 
of it worldly men, but the universe, that is, the whole mass of all things 
that are), is corporeal,"IKatiTto say, body; and hath the dimensions of 
magnitude, namely, length, breadth, and depth: also every part of 
body, is likewise body, and hath the like dimensions; and consequently 
every part of the universe, is body, and that which is not bodv,, is.no 
part or the universe: and because the universe is all, that which is.no . 
part of it, is nothing; and consequently nowhere. Nor does it follow 

''from hence, that spirits are nothing: for they have dimensions, and are 
therefore really bodies; though that name in common speech be given
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and the is, or being a third; but that the man, and the living body, is 
the same thing; because the consequence, if he be a man, he is a living 
body, is a true consequence, signified by that word is. Therefore, to be 
a body, to walk, to be speaking, to live, to see, and the like infinitives; also 
corporeity, walking, speaking, life, sight, and the like, that signify just 
the same, are the names of nothing-, as I have elsewhere more amply 
expressed.

But to what purpose, may some man say, is such subtlety in a work 
of this nature, where I pretend to nothing but what is necessary to the 
doctrine of government and obedience? It is to this purpose, that men 
may no longer suffer themselves to be abused, by them, that by this 
doctrine of separated essences, built on the vain philosophy of Aristotle, 
would fright them from obeying the laws of their country, with 
empty names; as men fright birds from the corn with an empty 
doublet, a hat, and a crooked stick. For it is upon this ground, that 
when a man is dead and buried, they say his soul, that is his life, can 
walk separated from his body, and is seen by night amongst the graves. 
Upon the same ground they say, that the figure, and colour, and taste 
of a piece of bread, has a being, there, where they say there is no 
bread. And upon the same ground they say, that faith, and wisdom, 
and other virtues, are sometimes poured into a man, sometimes blown 
into him from Heaven, as if the virtuous and their virtues could be 
asunder; and a great many other things that serve to lessen the depen
dence of subjects on the sovereign power of their country. For who 
will endeavour to obey the laws, if he expect obedience to be poured 
or blown into him? Or who will not obey a priest, that can make 
God, rather than his sovereign, nay than God himself? Or who, 
that is in fear of ghosts, will not bear great respect to those that can 
make the holy water, that drives them from him? And this shall 
suffice for an example of the errors, which are brought into the Church, 
from the entities and essences of Aristotle: which it may be he knew to 
be false philosophy; but writ it as a thing consonant to, and corrobora
tive of their religion; and fearing the fate of Socrates.

Being once fallen into this error of separated essences, they are thereby 
necessarily involved in many other absurdities that follow it. For see
ing they will have these forms to be real, they are obliged to assign 
them some place. But because they hold them incorporeal, without all 
dimension of quantity, and all men know that place is dimension, and 
not to be filled, but by that which is corporeal; they are driven to up
hold their credit with a distinction, that they are not indeed anywhere
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circumscriptive, but definitive; which terms being mere words, and in 
this occasion insignificant, pass only in Latin, that the vanity of them 
may he concealed. For the circumscription of a thing, is nothing else 
hut the determination, or defining of its place; and so both the terms 
of the distinction are tire same. And in particular, of the essence of a 
man, which, they say, is Iris soul, drey affirm it, to be all of it in his 
little finger, and all of it in every other part, how small soever, of his 
body; and yet no more soul in the whole body, than in any one of 
those parts. Can any man think that God is served with such 
absurdities ? And yet all this is necessary to believe, to those that will 
beheve the existence of an incorporeal soul, separated from the body.

And when they come to give account how an incorporeal sub
stance can he capable of pain, and be tormented in the fire of hell or 
purgatory, they have nothing at all to answer, but that it cannot be 
known how fire can burn souls.

Again, whereas motion is change of place, and incorporeal sub
stances are not capable of place, they are troubled to make it seem 
possible, how a soul can go hence, widrout the body, to heaven, hell, 
or purgatory; and how the ghosts of men, and I may add of their 
clothes which they appear in, can walk by night in churches, church
yards, and other places of sepulture. To which I know not what they 
can answer, unless they will say, they walk definitive, not circumscriptive, 
or spiritually, not temporally: for such egregious distinctions are equally 
applicable to any difficulty whatsoever.
Nunc stans ^or t^e meaning eternity, they will not have it to be an end

less succession of time; for then they should not be able to ren
der a reason how God’s will, and pre-ordaining of things to come, should 
not be before his prescience of the same, as the efficient cause before the 
effect, or agent before the action; nor of many other their bold 
opinions concerrung the incomprehensible nature of God. But they 
will teach us, that eternity is die standing still of the present time, a 
nunc-stans, as the Schools call it; which neither they, nor any else 
understand, no more than they would a hic-stans for an infinite great
ness of place.
~ . And whereas men divide a body in their thought,
places, and many by numbering parts of it, and, m numbering those
bodies in one place parts, number also the parts of the place it filled; it
at once- camiot be, but in making many parts, we make also
many places of those parts; whereby there cannot be conceived in the 
mind of any man, more, or fewer parts, than there are places for:
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of matter; that is to say, of body, by which we say, one body is greater 
or lesser than another, by thus, or thus much. Or as if a body were 
made without any quantity at all, and that afterwards more or less 
were put into it, according as it is intended the body should be more or 
less dense.
D„„ . . r , For the cause of the soul of man, they say, creatur
Pouring in oj souls. . r i i i i r 1 \ ■ 1 imjundendo, and creando mjunditur: that is, it is created 
by pouring it in, and poured in by creation.
Ubiquity of apparition, the, CaUSC °f SenSC’ an ubiquity o£ species; that is,

of the shows or apparitions of objects; which when they 
be apparitions to the eye, is sight; when to the ear, hearing; to the pa
late, taste; to the nostril, smelling; and to the rest of the body, feeling.

For cause of the will, to do any particular action, 
wHHtig16 CMISe which is called volitio, they assign the faculty, that 

is to say, the capacity in general, that men have, to 
will sometimes one thing, sometimes another, which is called voluntas; 
making the power the cause of the act. As if one should assign for 
cause of the good or evil acts of men, their ability to do them.

And in many occasions they put for cause of natural 
^use events, their own ignorance; but disguised m other

words: as when they say, fortune is the cause of things 
contingent; that is, of things whereof they know no cause: and as 
when they attribute many effects to occult qualities; that is, qualities not 
known to them; and therefore also, as they think, to no man else. 
And to sympathy, antipathy, antiperistasis, specifical qualities, and other 
like terms, which signify neither the agent that produceth them, nor 
the operation by which they are produced.

If such metaphysics, and physics as this, be not vain philosophy, there 
was never any; nor needed St. Paul to give us warning to avoid it.

And for their moral, and civil philosophy, it hath 
One makes the things ^ same or greater absurdities. If a man do an
the incongruity. action of injustice, that is to say, an action contrary 

to the law, God they say is the prime cause of the 
law, and also the prime cause of that, and all other actions; but no 
cause at all of the injustice; which is the inconformity of the action to 
the law. This is vain philosophy. A man might as well say, that one 
man maketh both a straight line, and a crooked, and another maketh 
their incongruity. And such is the philosophy of all men that resolve 
of their conclusions, before they know their premises; pretending to 
comprehend, that which is incomprehensible; and of attributes of
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perceived how inconvenient a thing it was, for those that in those 
times of persecution were preachers of the gospel, and forced to fly 
from one country to another, to be clogged with the care of wife and 
children; but upon the design of the Popes, and priests of after times, 
to make themselves the clergy, that is to say, sole heirs of the kingdom 
of God in this world; to which it was necessary to take from them 
the use of marriage; because our Saviour saith, that at the coming of 
his kingdom the children of God shall neither marry, nor he given in 
marriage, hut shall he as the angels in heaven; that is to say, spiritual. 
Seeing then they had taken on them the name of spiritual, to have 
allowed themselves, when there was no need, the propriety of wives, 
had been an incongruity.

From Aristotle’s civil philosophy, they have
And that all govern- leamecl f6 call* all manner q£ commonwealths
ment but popular ts , . ,____ r——7-----—— 7 T ,
tyranny. but the popular, (such as was at that tune the

state of Athens), tyranny. All kings they called 
tyrants; and the aristocracy of the thirty governors set up there 
by the Lacedemonians that subdued them, the thirty tyrants. As also 
to call the condition of the people under the democracy, liberty. A 
tyrant originally signified no more simply, but a monarch. But when 
afterwards in most parts of Greece that kind of government was 
abolished, the name began to signify, not only the tiring it did before, 
but with it, the hatred which the popular states bare towards it. As 
also the name of king became odious after the deposing of the kings 
in Rome, as being a thing natural to all men, to conceive some great 
fault to be signified in any attribute, that is given in despite, and to a 
great enemy. And when the same men shall be displeased with those 
that have the administration of the democracy, or aristocracy, they 
are not to seek for disgraceful names to express their anger in; but 
call readily the one anarchy, and the other oligarchy, or the tyranny of a 
few. And that which offendeth the people, is no other thing, but that 
they are governed, not as every one of them would himself, but as 
the public representant, be it one man, or an assembly of men, thinks 
fit; that is, by an arbitrary government: for which they give evil names 
to their superiors; never knowing, till perhaps a little after a civil 
war, that without such arbitrary government, such war must be per
petual; and that it is men, and arms, not words and promises, that make 
the force and power of the laws.
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in die writings of the ancient fathers; yet those fathers were men, that 
might too easily believe false reports; and the producing of their 
opinions for testimony of the truth of what they believed, hath no 
other force with them that, according to the counsel of St. John 
(1 John iv. 1), examine spirits, than in all things that concern the 
power of the Roman Church, (the abuse whereof either they suspected 
not, or had benefit by it), to discredit their testimony, in respect of 
too rash belief of reports; which the most sincere men, widiout great 
knowledge of natural causes, such as the fadiers were, are commonly 
the most subject to. For naturally, the best men are the least suspicious 
of fraudulent purposes. Gregory die Pope, and St. Bernard have 
somewhat of apparitions of ghosts, that said they were in purgatory; 
and so has our Bede: but nowhere, I beheve, but by report from 
others. But if they, or any other, relate any such stories of their own 
knowledge, they shall not thereby confirm the more such vain reports; 
but discover their own infirmity, or fraud.

With the introduction of false, we may join also the 
ofPreason°n suppression of true philosophy, by such men, as neither 

by lawful authority, nor sufficient study, are competent 
j udges of the truth. Our own navigations make manifest, and all men 
learned in human sciences, now acknowledge there are antipodes: and 
every day it appeared! more and more, that years and days are deter
mined by motions of the earth. Nevertheless, men that have in their 
writings but supposed such doctrine, as an occasion to lay open the 
reasons for, and against it, have been punished for it by authority 
ecclesiastical. But what reason is there for it? Is it because such 
opinions are contrary to true religion? That cannot be, if they be true. 
Let therefore the truth be first examined by competent judges, or 
confuted by them that pretend to know the contrary. Is it because 
they be contrary to the religion established? Let them be silenced by 
the laws of those, to whom the teachers of them are subject; that is, 
by the laws civil. For disobedience may lawfully be punished in them, 
that against the laws teach even true philosophy. Is it because they 
'tend to disorder in government, as countenancing rebellion, or sedi
tion? Then let them be silenced, and the teachers punished by virtue 
of his power to whom the care of the public quiet is committed; 
which is the authority civil. For whatsoever power ecclesiastics take 
upon themselves, (in any place where they are subject to the state), 
in their own right, though they call it God’s right, is but usurpation.



A REVIEW, AND CONCLUSION
From the contrariety of some of the natural faculties of the mind, one 
to another, as also of one passion to another, and from their reference 
to conversation, there has been an argument taken, to infer an impos
sibility that any one man should be sufficiently disposed to all sorts of 
civil duty. The severity of judgment, they say, makes men censorious, 
and unapt to pardon the errors and infirmities of other men: and on the 
other side, celerity of fancy, makes the thoughts less steady than is 
necessary, to discern exactly between right and wrong. Again, in all 
deliberations, and in all pleadings, the faculty of solid reasoning is 
necessary: for without it, the resolutions of men are rash, and their 
sentences unjust: and yet if there be not powerful eloquence, which 
procureth attention and consent, the effect of reason will be little. 
But these are contrary faculties: the former being grounded upon 
principles of truth; the other upon .opinions already received, true or 
false; and upon the passions and interests of men, which are different, 
and mutable.

And amongst the passions, courage, (by which I mean die contempt 
of wounds, and violent death) inclined! men to private revenges, and 
sometimes to endeavour the unsetding of the public peace: and 
timorousness, many times disposeth to dte desertion of the public 
defence. Both these, they say, cannot stand together in the same 
person.

And to consider the contrariety of men’s opinions, and manners, 
in general, it is, they say, impossible to entertain a constant civil amity 
with all those, with whom the business of dreAyorld constrains us to 
converse: which business consisteth almost in nothing else but a 
perpetual contention for Honour, riches, and audiority.

To which I answer, that these are indeed great difficulties, but not 
impossibilities: for by education, and discipline, they may be, and are 
sometimes reconciled. Judgment and fancy may have place in the 
same man; but by turns; as the end which he aimeth at required!. 
As the Israelites in Egypt, were sometimes fastened to their labour of 
making bricks, and other times were ranging abroad to gadier straw: 
so also may the judgment sometimes be fixed upon one certain con
sideration, and die fancy at another time wandering about the world.
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So also reason, and eloquence, though not perhaps in the natural 
sciences, yetyih the moral, may stand very well together. For whereso
ever there is place for adorning and preferring of error, there is much 
more place for adorning and preferring of truth, if they have it to 
adorn. Nor is there any repugnancy between fearing the laws, and 
not fearing a public enemy; nor between abstaining from injury, and 
pardoning it in others. There is therefore no such inconsistence .of 
human nature, with civil dudes.) as some think. I have known clear
ness of judgment, and largeness of fancy; strength of reason, and grace
ful elocution; a courage for the war, and a fear for the laws, and all 
eminently in one man; and that was my most noble and honoured 
friend, Mr. Sidney Godolphin; who hating no man, nor hated of any, 
was unfortunately slain in the beginning of the late civil war, in the 
public quarrel, by an undiscerned and an undiscerning hand.

To the Laws of Nature, declared in Chapter xv, I would have this 
added, that every man is bound by nature, as much as in him lieth, to protect 
in war the authority, by which he is himself protected in time of peace. For 
he that pretendeth a right of nature to preserve his own body, cannot 
pretend a right of nature to destroy him, by whose strength he is 
preserved: it is a manifest contradiction of himself. And though this 
law may be drawn by consequence, from some of those that are there 
already mentioned; yet the times require to have it inculcated, and 
remembered.

And because I find by divers English books lately printed, that the 
civil wars have not yet sufficiently taught men in what point of time 
it is, that a subject becomes obliged to the conqueror; nor what is 
conquest^ nor how it comes about, that it obliges men to obey his 
laws: therefore for further satisfaction of men therein, I say, the point 
of time, wherein a man becomes subject to a conqueror, is that point, 
wherein having liberty to submit to him, he consented!, either by 
express words, or by other sufficient sign, to be his subject. When it is 
that a man hath the liberty to submit, I have showed before in the end 
of Chapter xxi; namely, that for him that hath no obligation to his 
former sovereign but that of an ordinary subject, it is then, when the 
means of his life are within the guards and garrisons of the enemy; 
TorTrS' thenTtliat he hath no longer protection trom him, but is pro- 
tected by the adverse party for his contribution. Seeing therefore such 
contribution is everywhere, as a thing inevitable, notwithstanding it 
be an assistance to the enemy, esteemed lawful; a total submission, 
which is but an assistance to the enemy, cannot be esteemed unlawful.
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Besides, if a man consider that they who submit, assist the enemy but 
with part of their estates, whereas they that refuse, assist him with the 
whole, there is no reason to call their submission, or composition, an 
assistance; but rather a detriment to the enemy. But if a man, besides 
the obligation of a subject, hath taken upon him a new obligation of a 
soldier, then he hath not the liberty to submit to a new power, as long 
as the old one keeps the field, and giveth him means of subsistence, 
either in his armies, or garrisons: for in this case, he cannot complain 
of want of protection, and means to live as a soldier. But when that 
also fails, a soldier also may seek his protection wheresoever he has 
most hope to have it; and may lawfully submit himself to his new 
master. And so much for the time when he may do it lawfully, if he 

"will. If therefore he do it, he is undoubtedly bound to be a true subject: 
for a contract lawfully made, cannot lawfully be broken.

By this also a man may understand, when it is, that men may be said 
to be conquered; and in what the nature of conquest, and the right of a 
conqueror consisteth: for this submission in itself implieth them all. 
Conquest, is not the victory itself; but the acquisition, by victory, of 

"ITnght over the persons of men. He therefore that is slain, is overcome, 
but not conquered: he that is taken, and put into prison, or chains, is 
not conquered, though overcome; for he is still an enemy, and may 
save himself if he can: but he that upon promise of obedience, hath his 
life and liberty allowed him.is then conquered, and a subject; and not 
before. The Romans used to say, that their general had pacified such a 
province, that is to say, in English, conquered it; and that the country was 
pacified by victory, when the people of it had promised imperata facere, 
that is, to do what the Roman people commanded them: this was to be 
conquered. But this promise may be either express, or tacit: express, 
by promise: tacit, by other signs. As for example, a man that hath not 
been called to make such an express promise, because he is one whose 
power perhaps is not considerable; yet if he live under their protec
tion openly, he is understood to submit himself to the government: 
but if he live there secretly, he is liable to anything that may be done 
to a spy, and enemy of the state. I say not, he does any injustice; for 
acts of open hostility bear not that name; but that he may be justly 
put to death. Likewise, if a man, when his country is conquered, 
be out of it, he is not conquered, nor subject: but if at his return, he 
submit to the government, he is bound to obey it. So that conquest, 
to define it, is the acquiring of the right of sovereignty by victory.
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Which right, is acquired in the people’s submission, by which they 
contract with the victor, promising obedience, for life and liberty.

In Chapter xxix, I have set down for one of the causes of the dis
solutions of commonwealths, their imperfect generation, consisting 
in the want of an absolute and arbitrary legislative power; for want 
whereof, the civil sovereign is fain to handle the sword of justice 
unconstantly, and as if it were too hot for him to hold. One reason 
whereof, which I have not there mentioned, is this, that they will all 
of them justify the war, by which their power was at first gotten, 
and whereon, as they think, their right dependeth, and not on the 
possession. As if, for example, the right of the kings of England did 
depend on the goodness of the cause of William the Conqueror, and 
upon their lineal, and directest descent from him; by which means, 
there would perhaps be no tie of the subjects’ obedience to their 
sovereign at this day in all the world: wherein whilst they needlessly 
think to justify themselves, they justify all the successful rebellions that 
ambition shall at any time raise against them, and their successors. 
Therefore I put down for one of the most effectual seeds of the death 
of any state, that the conquerors require not only a submission of men’s 
actions to them for the future, but also an approbation of all their 
actions past; when there is scarce a commonwealth in the world, whose 
beginnings can in conscience be justified.

And because the name of tvrannv. signified! nothing more, nor less, 
than the name of sovereignty^be it in one, or many.men, saving that 
they that use theTbrmer word, are understood to be angry with them 
they call tyrants; I think the toleration of a professed hatred of tyranny, 
is a toleration of hatred to commonwealth in general, and another 
evil seed, not differing much from the former. For to the justification 
of the cause of a conqueror, the reproach of the cause of the con
quered, is for the most part necessary: but neither of them necessary 
for the obligation of the conquered. And thus much I have thought 
fit to say upon the review of the first and second part of this discourse.

In Chapter xxxv, I have sufficiently declared out of the Scripture, 
that in the commonwealth of the Jews, God himself was made the 
sovereign, by pact with the people; who were therefore called his 
peculiar people, to distinguish them from the rest of the world, over 
whom God reigned not by their consent, but by his own power: and 
that in this kingdom Moses was God’s lieutenant on earth; and that 
it was he that told them what laws God appointed them to be ruled by. 
But I have omitted to set down who were the officers appointed to do
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whilst it is in doing, or after it is done. Also Numb. xxxv. 30, it is 
expressly said, Whosoever shall kill the murderer, shall kill him upon the 
word of witnesses: but witnesses suppose a formal judicature, and con
sequently condemn that pretence of jus zelotamm. The law of Moses 
concerning him that enticeth to idolatry, that is to say, in the kingdom 
of God to a renouncing of his allegiance, (Deut. xiii. 8, 9), forbids to 
conceal him, and commands the accuser to cause him to be put to 
death, and to cast the first stone at him; but not to kill him before he be 
condemned. And {Deut. xvii. 4, 5, 6, 7), the process against idolatry 
is exactly set down: for God there speaketh to the people, as judge, and 
commandeth them, when a man is accused of idolatry, to enquire 
diligently of the fact, and finding it true, then to stone him; but still 
the hand of the witness throweth the first stone. This is not private 
zeal, but public condemnation. In like manner when a father hath a 
rebellious son, the law is, {Deut. xxi. 18-21), that he shall bring him 
before the judges of the town, and all the people of the town shall stone 
him. Lastly, by pretence of these laws it was, that St. Stephen was 
stoned, and not by pretence of private zeal: for before he was carried 
away to execution, he had pleaded his cause before the high-priest. 
There is nodiing in all this, nor in any other part of the Bible, to 
countenance executions by private zeal; which being oftentimes but a 
conjunction of ignorance and passion, is against both the justice and 
peace of a commonwealth.

In chapter xxxvi, I have said, that it is not declared in what manner 
God spake supernaturally to Moses: nor that he spake not to him some
times by dreams and visions, and by a supernatural voice, as to other 
prophets: for the manner how he spake unto him from the mercy-seat, 
is expressly set down, Numb. vii. 89, in these words, From that time 
forward, when Moses entered into the Tabernacle of the congregation to 
speak with God, he heard a voice ivhich spake unto him from over the mercy- 
seat, which is over the Ark of the testimony; from between the cherubims he 
spake unto him. But it is not declared in what consisteth the pre
eminence of the manner of God’s speaking to Moses, above that of his 
speaking to other prophets, as to Samuel, and to Abraham, to whom 
he also spake by a voice, (that is, by vision), unless the difference consist 
in the clearness of the vision. For face to face, and mouth to mouth, cannot 
be literally understood of the infiniteness, and incomprehensibility of 
the Divine nature.

And as to the whole doctrine, I see not yet, but the principles of it 
are true and proper; and the ratiocination solid. _For I ground the
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civil right of sovereigns, and both the duty and liberty of subjects, 
upon the known, natural inclinations of mankind, and upon the 
articles of the law of nature; of which no man, that pretends but reason 
enough to govern his private family, ought to be ignorant. And for 
the power ecclesiastical of the same sovereigns, I ground it on such 
texts, as are both evident in themselves, and consonant to the scope of 
the whole Scripture. And therefore am persuaded, that he that shall 
read it with a purpose only to be informed, shall be informed by it. 
But for those that by writing, or public discourse, or by their eminent 
actions, have already engaged themselves to the maintaining of con
trary opinions, they will not be so easily satisfied. For in such cases, 
it is natural for men, at one and the same time, both to proceed in 
reading, and to lose their attention, in the search of objections to that 
they had read before. Of which in a time wherein the interests of men 
are changed, (seeing much of that doctrine, which serveth to the 
establishing of a new government, must needs be contrary to that 
which conduced to the dissolution of the old), there cannot choose 
but be very many.

In that part which treateth of a Christian commonwealth, there are 
some new doctrines, which, it may be, in a state where the contrary 
were already fully determined, were a fault for a subject without leave 
to divulge, as being an usurpation of the place of a teacher. But in this 
time, that men call not only for peace, but also for truth, to offer such 
doctrines as I think true, and that manifesdy tend to peace and loyalty, 
to the consideration of those that are yet in deliberation, is no more, 
but to offer new wine, to be put into new casks, that both may be 
preserved together. And I suppose, that then, when novelty can 
breed no trouble nor disorder in a state, men are not generally so much 
inclined to the reverence of antiquity, as to prefer ancient errors, before 
new and well-proved truth.

There is nothing I distrust more than mv elocution, which neverthe- 
lessTamc^fidmfTexceptlng the mischances of the press, is not obscure. 
That I have neglected the ornament of quoting ancient poets, orators, 
and philosophers, contrary to the custom of late time, whether I have 
done well or ill in it, proceeded! from my judgment, grounded on many 
reasons. For first, all truth of doctrine dependeth either upon reason, 
or upon Scripture-, both which give credit to many, but never receive it 
from any writer. Secondly, the matters in question are not offact, but 
of right, wherein there is no place for witnesses. There is scarce any of 
those old writers, that contradicteth not sometimes both himself and
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others; which makes their testimonies insufficient. Fourthly, such 
opinions as are taken only upon credit of antiquity, are not intrinsically 
the judgment of those that cite them, but words that pass, like gaping, 
from mouth to moudi. Fifthly, it is many times with a fraudulent 
design that men stick their corrupt doctrine with the cloves of other 
men’s wit. Sixthly, I find not that the ancients they cite, took it for an 
ornament, to do the like with those that wrote before them. Seventhly, 
it is an argument of indigestion, when Greek and Latin sentences un
chewed come up again, as they use to do, unchanged. Lastly, though 
I reverence those men of ancient rime, that either have written truth 
perspicuously, or set us in a better way to find it out ourselves; yet to the 
antiquity itself I think nothing due. For if we will reverence the age, 
the present is the oldest. If the antiquity of the writer, I am not sure, 
that generally they to whom such honour is given, were more ancient 
when they wrote, than I am that am writing. But if it be well con
sidered, the praise of ancient authors, proceeds not from the reverence 
of the dead, but from the competition, and mutual envy of the living.

To conclude, there is nothing in this whole discourse, nor in that I 
writ before of the same subject in Latin, as far as I can perceive, con
trary either to the Word of God, or to good mamiers; or to the dis
turbance of the public tranquillity. Therefore I think it may be 
profitably printed, and more profitably taught in the Universities, in 
case they also think so, to whom the judgment of the same belongeth. 
For seeing the Universities are the fountains of civil and moral doctrine, 
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 con
versation), upon the people, there ought certainly to be great care 
taken, to have it pure, both from the venom of heathen politicians, and 
from the incantation of deceiving spirits. And by that means the most 
men, knowing their duties, will be the less subject to serve the ambition 
of a few discontented persons, in their purposes against the state; and 
be the less grieved with the contributions necessary for their peace, 
and defence; and the governors themselves have the less cause, to 
maintain at the common charge any greater army, than is necessary 
to make good the public liberty, against the invasions and encroach
ments of foreign enemies.

And thus I have brought to an end my Discourse of Civil and 
Ecclesiastical Government, occasioned by thejiisordersj&f die present 
tunc, without partiality, widiout apphcation, and without other design 
than to set before men’s eyes the mutual relation between protection
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and obedience; of which, die condition of human nature, and the laws 
divine, both natural and positive, require an inviolable observation. 
And though in the revolution of states, there can be no very good 
constellation for trudis of this nature to be bom under, (as having an 
angry aspect from the dissolvers of an old government, and seeing but 
the backs of them that erect a new), yet I cannot think it will be con
demned at this time, either by the public judge of doctrine, or by any 
that desires the continuance of public peace. And in tins hope I return 
to my interrupted speculation of bodies natural; wherein, if God give 
me health to finish it, I hope the novelty will as much please, as in the 
doctrine of this artificial body it useth to offend. For such truth, as 
opposeth no man’s profit, nor pleasure, is to all men welcome.

FINIS
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