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- ABSTRACT . :
, ' \
liobtes claims tha¥ abselute sovereign power, and not

«s . 1 -

simply superior political power, is necessary fcr the secur-
~ . X - B
ity of civil s~ciety. Absolute power derives from the sbver-
é - :

eirn's use of the,pcwer cf his citizens if their support is

given uithout the threat of ccercicn. Citizens whose suprecrt

of.the sovereign dces not require the threat cf ccercion,

-
£

C s s } . . < . .
are just persons. Citizens must te Just perscns 1n order

for absclute scvereign power tn cbtain.
. '~

Just persgns desire toc ctev the severeign ncre

.

strongly than they desire anytning imccmpaiible with civil
obedience. ;é:izgns wrho obey as a result of the threat of
punishnment for‘disobedience are unjust perscns, Udj&st per-
,Soﬁs rmay teccrne just persons through-.the inculcaticn o{
moral virtuevby tre state. TDefeating conditions %or just
bersons are also defegting conditions for the existence of

~ -
. absolute sovereign power.

-
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N
CHAPTER T

THE PROBLT!

- The Toliticl Trecry of thorns Hobbes .

Iv is tl.e purpose o} this thesis te argue that

- Hobbes's cwnce{tion'of just persons is an essential part of

hi”heory cRWbaolute sovéreignty, the aim of which is the
¢ \ . . Nt

security'zf‘citizens in Commonwealt! Gwill argue that

Hobbes's cinjl sovereign is absol

if citjzens recopgnize his unlimited right to command, .
. . (
vided that the sovereipgn does not directly threaten threir

/. . ' ’ ‘ .
lives and that it is safé to obe . The sovereign is abso-
. £

lute in respec:-to power if the citizens are dispecsed tco
obey whatever he cOmmands; In general, ﬁhe scvereisnn 1o
] -

absolute when he has the use of the pcwer of his citizens who _
recognize h¥s authcrity. He has the certain use o{ the power,
of ‘his citizens when they are disposed tc cbey and such citi-
zens are just perscns. It is the major claim of this thesis
that the absolute power of the -Hobbesian sovereign requires
citizens who are- just persons..

Just persons are necessary for absolute sovereign power
since, I will argué, absolute sovereign power requires citi-

zens &hose support 1is neither coerced nor maintained by

! 2

1
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. ?
threat -of coerciocn. Only just perscons are disposed to obey

tlie will of sovereign without the threat of coercion. OSuper-
N . ‘ ‘
jor political power might be based on the citizen's fear of

coercion, but this'cannot be the basis of absolute sovereipn
’
«
power,

A typical éxamplc of the view that the sovereign is

[

simply the supreme coercive pewer is provided by L. Berns in

a collection of essays on pclitical philosophy edited by

4
Leo Strausgs®* and J. Cropsey.

The sovereipsn must see te it that terror of
punishment i$ a greater force than the lure
of any berefit which could be expected from
a breach nf ceovenant, [lo moral force is
appealed to in order to estatlish ccnditions
of trust; once arain fear is the passion to
be relied upon. According to hcbbes,
intelligfent calculation of self-interest-
i{s all that is required to make a man jﬁst.

fact that he acts under compulsion does
n make him less just, for self-interest

is the only basis cf morgl'ty.1
I deny that just persons (in the §¥Up

erdor strong sense)
are those who must be compelled to. obey the sovereign. |

Sir Leslie Stephen, T.H. Green, G. Gooch, F, Cople-
ston, and L. Befns all appear to conceive of the sovereign's
power as derived from the fear inspired by the sword that he

holds in his hand.2 Hcwever, for different reasons, Stephen

and GCreen have criticized Hobbes for putatively holding this
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view, claiming that politicﬁl powef‘cannot be based. on fear
. - . )
-of cqpréion. Peter Bachrach even poés so far as to supgprest

that any theory which bases civil obedience solely on coer-
cive power céﬁmi&s-thn Hobbesian fullqcy.3

There are some interprete£§.of Hobbes, of whom 1 am
one, wﬁo do not think Lh;t Hotbes was puilty of the "HobbesI™
fan fallaéy". Ab the frentispiece to the first editicn of
Leviathan (1(51), the meonster of the N1d Testament and "king
of all the children cof priae" is pictured ho2din~ a sword in
one hand and a sceptre in the cther, The body of Leviathan
is made up of the rmultitude cf citizonsithrcugh the use of
whose power both sword and sceptre are raised.
| R.S. Peters and J. Plamenat4 claim that the.s5yer—

eign's power is tased on his having legitimate‘authority.b

At the same time, however; both deny‘that relitical péwof
can be'unlimngd. Flamenatz even denies/that Hobtes thought
:that sovereign power could bé unlimited: "lo Jian or bbdy
has ever stcod or could in the real world stand, to other
men in ;uéh a relation that whatever he or it cormanded they.
would do."5 I Qill argue that Hobbes disagrees wiﬁh Plamen-

atz's claim that citizens can never be expected to do what-

ever the sovereign ccrmmands.,
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One interpreter of Hobbes has claimed.that absolute
soveroign.powor is possible for the reascn that "the roﬁuta-
tion of béwor is power'", However, this argument, advanced
by F.S. lMcleilly, cannot deal wigh the objoctgon that the
exercise of pblilicnl po&er necessarily reqﬁires that it be
delerated and therdby divided. Peters ann David Gauthier
both deny that pdlitical power can ever be ndivided, and if
political pcwer is divided it cannot be absolute. Sovereign
povier cannct be undivided if those whe must partake of 1its
exercise are intent on pursuing their cwn immediate advantare,
If undivided pcelitical power is to te pcssiblw, thﬂn\thosé
involveé in its exercise must be of,a unified will énd pur-
pose, which is somethings that cannct bte achieved with feur 7
of coercicn., Citizens exercising pclitical rower musthbc
just persons who are ﬁaspcsod to obey the law withcut ccer-
cion in order that political power may be undivided. If
political poamer is undivideg and unlimitfd, then it may te
absolute. ‘

The fact that absolute pclitical power is necessaty

Pl

for the operation of the Hobbesian political system has been

emphasized by David Gauthier,é Gauthier claims that absclute
L4 .
power nmust be obtai:.cd if it is tc be rational for persons to
)
keep their covenggbs, since this power guarantees that other
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.

opersons will keep their covenants, In the ubsvncc_of‘ absolute
power, it ray not be raticnal te otey or to keep covenants,
‘i"ib 1S’irrabionn1 to keep the civil lau, then the lopic of
Pobbes's arFpument fails and hig case for Huliticnl obligpaticn
cocllapses, For Gauthier, Hobbes's pclitical theory of abscl-
v
ute submission 13 a byilliapn failure simply because absolute
sovercign' pouer is not possible,
However, 1if absolﬁte sovereign power could obtain,
then lotbhes's thecry of jclitical obliration mipjht succveé.
'Qauﬁhier attributes iottes's npparont failure tc the radical

individuali.r. cAhic epcistic psychological theory. Gauthier

-

falsely agsumes that all perscnas in the iottesian Common-
L]

wealth must Te threatened with ccercicn in order te keep
their covenants. l!owever, just perscns will keep their cov-
enants withcut the threa?® of coercicn as long as Lﬁéy may
safely do sc. The possibility of gitizens tec min; just ﬁér-
sons falsifies Gauthier's conclusion, althcugh tt may not
invalidate his argument, .

The possibility thaf ci;izens may become just persons
is necessary to sustain the argument advanced by D.D. Raphael

R . a .

that the recognized authority cf the sévereign would make him

absolute.7 The absolute power of the sovereign corresponds

with his absolute autlrority only if ¢itizens will obey the law

B
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without the threat of punishment, 1r cit}ﬂon:s recornigze the
»

supremne nuthvrity“? the political ruler but still require.

Ll

the threat of punishment to {nduce them to obey, then sup-
) . ™

reme authority does not entail abso lute ssovéreipn poRor,

,

Ny pesition, that Hobbeu's absoluble soverei;n re-

quires citizens rhogse obedience is nvt based bn fear of punish- p

rment, 1s also the positicn®or Howard Varrender., Varrender
refers to a Commonwealth ruled bty an atsolute scvereiyn as a
political society: ,

The possibility of pelitical societyv 14
dependent upcn rmogt citizens or a critical:
nunber of then Yein: yprepared to.dc Lioir
duty cnce they see it, quite apart fron the
esancticns which the scvereipn may bLe atvle
to exercise arainst them., Ulether thay do
their duty tecalise they recard it as *he will
f God, or whether it is threu -t Yepe cf
salvation or fear ‘of divine punishmen*, is
here imrateriali they dc nut de it through
fear of the Sovereign, for unless thev are
prepared to do their dutvy thd sovereipn is *
powerless and there 33 nothiny tc fear fron
him. Though civil sanctiens may deter a, ‘
few recalcitrants, they aannot withstand a .
general run on the bank,” *

Warrender relies on the motive of fear cf God as the reason

. .

for which titizens would obey the scvereign without the threat
5 :

of coercion. In my view, hdwever, Just perscns otey the sov-
- . 4 .

ereign for the motive of fear of deathl altltouch they mayf?ear
God as wells Just persons recognize that ohedience to the

will of the sovereign 1s the best means of self-preservation
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which all persons desire. ‘larrender and A.E. Taylor? inter-
pret Hobbes's conception of just persons to refer to those
persons who obey "for the sake of the law", UNeither ‘arrender
nor Taylor, however, appear to recognize that a person may act
for the sake of ghe law frém the motive oT selfupreservaticn.

In 1938, Taylor argued that Hobbes obligated persons
to be just persons and to act for the sake of the law because
they were obligated to God to do so. Taylcr intérprets tobbes
as a deontologist in whose ethical syster, morally right .
behavicur is independent of utilitarian considerattons.

<

Warrender, who cowgtinues vhe atterpt to establish a deontc-
logical system of ethics in lictbes, rejects Taylor's claim
that citizens are obl}gated Lo be ‘ust perscns, arrender
)co%siders that Justice ¢f yperscns deals ~nly with thcse of
the Christian faith and nct with tre political obliraticn cof

. 1 .
all citizens. Taylor and “arrender asree that the moral

O

behaviour of just rersons, ‘as they conceive then, is Justi-
fied on a deontolegical but not on an utilitarian btasis, to
the extent that other-world considerations are not utilit-
. 11
arian,
K.R. lMinoque, who has recently discussed the concept

of just perscns, likewise does not appreciate the utilitarian

dimension involved in justice of persons.l? Taylor,
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Warrender and hinoque all agree that the bvehaviour of just

perscons 1is "disinterested" in respect to material advantage,

13

and Ycareless cf consecuences",

A1l three agree that just
persons are of a much di:ferent nature than those perscns

that Hobbes describes as being ruled ty their 5atural pas-
sions. Trey further agrce that the "secqnd ngture"” acquiredv\
by just perscns cannot te "scriething held in place by such

nll Yét for

an external factcr as tge fear of punishment,
none of these interpreters is justice of persons an cssentiai
paft of Hobbes's thecry of atsclute sovereignty.

In the following thesis I shall attenpt to deménstrage
the importance of the relaticnship between Jjust persons and

absolute sovereign pcuwer,

The second chapter ¢f this thesis deals with the mean-

ing of justice of persons and justice of manners; two dis-
tinct senses of just persons; and the necessity of distin-
fFuishing the means of preservation and cobjective advantage
from the means of pleasure and subjective advantage.l5 The
third chapter, on masters and servants, uses a nicro-model
of the relaticns between the sovereigcn and the subject to

illustrate the necessity of citizens who are able to fulfil

their contractual obligations without the threat of coercicn,

»
St

~
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The fourth chapter argues that just persons who are disposed *
to obey the law allow the possibility of absolute sovereign

.

power. Absélute power requires the use of the pqwef of the
sover;;gnfs citizens and . hat political power be unlinmited
and uncivided. The fifth chapter examiggs the positive

‘
functions of the sovereign which include the duty to incul-
cate -his citizens in virtue. The conclusion reiterates the
major claim that absclute sovereign power requires just per-

sons who are able to obey the law without the threat of

coercion,



CHAPTER II

JUST PERSOIS

SN

Justice of Persons

Although it is true that certain actjions
may be just in one state, and unjust in

s

another, nevertheless, justice (that is,

not to violate the laws)-is and shall be

everywhere the same .+ '

Hobbes's third law of nature prescribe$ that persons
"perform-their covenants ma@e."l7 The performance of ccven-
ants is justice. Justice has a broad and a narrow sense, the
latter of which means that persons ought to keep all their
valid covenants. The broad sense of justice 1is derived fron
the covenant of the citizens of the Commonwealth, thé pur-
rose of which 1s to establish and maintain sovereign power.
As a consequence of thre citizens!? covenanp to obey, which is
either explicit or tacit, the citizens are cbligated to keep
the will of the sovereign which is expressed in civilvand
natural law. Natural law is a part of civil law in every
Commonwealth.18 Just persons are those who obey both civil
and'natural law,

Just persons are those citizens who obey the sover-

eign's law because they are contractually obligated to do so.

They intend to fulfil their obligations and will disobey the

10 B A
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sovereign 6n1y when they a%e no longer 6bligated to obey.
Just persons possess the poker of mind or the psychological
ability to fulfil their obligations described by civil and
natural law if sécial,condition of sufficient security

obtain. They conéeive~obedience to the.law as a means to

, i , o . , 0
their preservation in civil society. Just persons are ration-
. ] : »

al actors who obey the law in.pyrsuing their self-preservaticn

even if it is not to their subjective advantage to ‘do so.
Hobbes distiqguishes between persén§ whose charadler

is just and those whose actions are just or lawful,

The names cf Just and Injust, when they
are attributed to len, signify one thing;
and when they are attributed to Actions,
anotheg. ‘hen they are attrituted to len,
they signifie Conformity, or Incenfornity
of lianners, to Reason. But when they are
attributed tc actions they signifie the
Conformity or Inconfornity to Reason, not
of Manners, or manners of life, but of
particular Actions, A Just man therefore,
is he that taketh all the care he can, that
his actions may be all Just: and an Unjust
man, is he that neglecteth it.19 ©

In the earlier work, De Cive, there is a passage concerning
Just persons that pa?éllels the one just quoted from Leviathan.

He who hath done some just thing is
not therefore said to be a Just person
but guiltless; and he that hath done some
unjust things, we do not therefore say he
is an unjust, but guilty mdn. But when the
words are applied tco persons, to be just
signifies as much as to be .delighted in

r

/
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just dealing, to sghdylhow to do righteousness,
or to endeavour in all things to do that which
is just; and to be unjust is to neglect righteous
dealing, or to think it is to be measured not
actcording to nmy contract, but some. present
“benefit. So as justiée‘&r unjustice of the mind
the intention, or the man, is one thing, that of
an action or cmission another; and innumerable
actions of a just man may be unjust, and of an
unjust man just., But that man is to be accounted
Jjust, (who doth just things because the law ccm--
mands it, unjust things only by reason of his
1nf1rm1ty, and he is properly said tc be unjust,
who doth righteousness for fear of punishment
anneded unto the law, and unrighteousness by
reason of the,iniquity of his mind.

Just persons are those whose minds and intentions are just.

Thé just person, whose mind is "framed by justice", has

Qypically become just through the process of habituatiOn.gl

The practice of the virtue of justice is the means by which
the virtue of justice is required: "Obedience therefore
justifies, because it maketh just; in the same manner as

temperance maketh temperate, prudence prudent...."Z?

In De Corpore Pqlitico, Hobbes's earliest political

work, virtue is explicitly defined as habit. Virtue is that
habit which accords with the laws of nature and vice is the’
oppesite habit.

As for example, justice is that-habit by
which we stand to ccvenants, injustice the
contrary vice; equity that habit by which
we allow equallty of nature, arrogancy

" the contrary vice; gratitude the habit whereby
we requite the benefit and” trust of others,
ingratitute the contrary vice; ‘temperance the



habit by which we abstain from all things-
that tend to our destruction, intemperance

t?;'contrary vice; grudence the same with
virtue in general.<3-

That it is proper to call virtue a power of mind or a psycho-

%ogical éb;lity may be derived from Hobbes's equation of -
. , : ‘w .

moral wirtues wiﬁuikood'manners.

~

Virtue as lMoral Ability.

In Leviathan, Hobbes defines good manners as ""those

Qualities of mankind, tha concern their living together jn

24

Peace and Unity". Justice of manners is defined as the

“qisposi}ion or aptitude" not to de injury (injustice).25

It is from the definition of aptitude that virtue defined as
a powezﬁggy be obtained. Aptitude is defined as fitness or
worthiness which are in turn defined as faculties or
abijlities or povers:

WORTHINESS is'(a thing different from

the worth, om value of a man; and also
fréom his-merit or desert; and consisteth
in a particular power, or ability for
that, whereof he is said to be worthy: . -
which particular abiligy is usually named
FITNESSE or Aptitude.< -

Justice of manners is simply thé psychological ability or
power to do justice in the broad sense.
In De Homihe, published in 1658, seven years after

L ]
Leviathan, manners are defined in terms of dispositions
- : «
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which have become habitual: “ﬁispositions when, they ;are so
strengthened by habit that they beget their actions with
reason unresisting, are called manngré. loreover, manners,
if they be good, are cal: »d virtues, if evi], vices."27

» . ,
Just pergons are defined as those whose "manners conform to

. 28

reason" or to law. Therefore, just persons are those citi-

zens with the ability to keep their covenants., an ability that
typically has been cb;ained th;ough habitual obedience. To

say that just persons possess moral virtue means'thétAthey pos—~
ses; the'ppwer ﬁsUally acquired by habit to do that which they
are obligated to do. If just persons are necessary for tﬁe
existence of absoclute pcwer, then absolute power cannct obtain

until citizens have been hatituated to obey natural‘law‘by

some political ruler with superior power.

Dispositions

Whether citizens have the ability to do justice is
dependent upon their dispositions and the factors affecting
their dispositions. In De Homine; dispositiong are dgscribed
as arising from six factors: "...from the constitution of
the body, fromkexperience, from habit, from the goods of
fortune, from the opinion one hath of‘onébelf, and from

authorities. '/hen these things change, dispositions change

also."?9 “The dispositions of persons control their wfils by
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determining the intensity of the desire that is felt for
any object. The six factor§ that. Hobbes describes deter-
mine that which persons desire and the intensity of that \
desire. ﬁor Hobbes the strongest desire becomes a personts
'will. Persons cannot ;imply will to will because they can-
noé directly control the intenéiﬁy of their desires. It

‘would appear to follow that if perscns are just it is not

- the product of their own'wills that has made then just.BC

The Second Sense of Just Persons
Hobbes maintains that, persons are just persons if

they desire to fulfil their oblizations to tke laws of

-

nature which dictate keeping the will of the civil

1Y
sovereign:

The Lawes of lature oblige in foro
interno; that is to say, they bind to a
desire they should take place: but in
foro_externo; that is, to the putting them
in act, not alwayes., For he that should
be modest, and tractable, and performe all
he promises in such time, and place, where
no man else should do so, should make
himself a prey to others,...

The same Lawes, because they oblige
only to a desire, and endeavour, I mean an
unfeigned and constant endeavour, are easie
to be observed. For in that they require
nothing but endeavour; he that endeavours
their performance, fulfilleth thST; and he
that fulfilleth the Law'is Just.
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The pgrallol passafe 1in Dg Cive 15 more explicit in its
reference to Jjust persons: "Now he that has done éll he 1is
obliged to, is a just man".B?. Persons who desire to fulfil
the law and who are thercoy callgd Jjust per?ons might not

necessarily bte just persons in the first seﬂfe in which I

13

have used the ternm.

' [ ‘ p
There are two senses of Just 3ed§§;s: Eﬂpbbesvs
political theory, the relations. ben whi &K not expl¥-

eitly stated.- I shall call the first sense of jﬁst persons,
referring to those perscons whc have the abiiity to cbey the
civil/and natural law, the strong sense of just persons. I
shall} call the second sense of just perscns referring tc

thosel perscns whe desire to obey-tﬁg\}aw, but who do nol have
the pswycholecgical ability to do so without the threat of
punishment, the weak sense of just perscns. Just persons in
the weak sense desire to obey the law but they also desire
other things which are incompatible with obedience to the law.
For just persons in the weak sense the desire to do justice
is not so iMmense as the desire for things incompatible with

justice. Their desire for things incompatible with 3justice

can be curbed cnly through fear of punishment. Intensity of
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persons' desires 1is determined by ;g; six factors that deter-
mine dispositions. Persons are not disposed to do jugkdce
when the intensity of their desire for justice is not 80
great as the intensity of their desire for things incompatible
with justice, regardless of their fear ;f punishnent, Habitu-
ation 1is cne of the factors which determine\the intensity of a
person's desire to do justice, but habituatién is not a neceés-
sary conditiop for perscns being disposed to do justice.

Some perscns may be dispcsed to do justice withcut habituation,

althcuprh presurnably mest will require it if they are to bec e )

just persons. -

o Persons who are not disposed to do justice cannot act
- justly unless dethg so is compatible with their stronger
desires, which is to say unless it is to their sutjective
advantage to do so, or unless they are motivated by fear of
punishment to do so. Those whom I call Jjust persons in the
weak sense, liobbes calls unjust persons.

Unjust perscns are those whose manners do nct confornm
to civil and natural law or those who are not dispcsed to do
justice. Unjust persons are still unjust even if some of
their actions are lawful, as is evident in the following pas-

sage from Leviatlan: "...nor does unrighteous man lose his

character, for such Actions, as he does, or forbears to do,

¢ s
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for fear; because his will is not formed by the Justice,
but by the apparent benefit of what he is to do."33 Unjust
“persons do not possess the power of mind or mental ability
not to do injustice unless their subjective advantage or the
éovere%gn's threat of coercicn mdtivates them not to do itﬂ
Just persons in the weak sense are unjust persons, as are

fools.

The Fool

Persops'who possess neither the ability to be just,
nor the desire tc bLe just, are equivalent te thcse perscns
that lobbes calls fools.Bb rools and just perscns in the

weak sense must tcth be coerced to do every Just acticn Wiich

is not perceived to te to their immediate advantage. Eod-
ever, fools, unlike just persgns, do rot see any reason why
they shculd desire to bte just persons in any sed;e. The
Hobbesian fcol acts on Qhe basis of his self-interest as it
is determined by the calculation of the intensity of the
pleasure or ‘pain to be derived from any possible actions.35
However, there is something wrong with the fool's calculaticn

36

of his or her possible pleasures or pains. Hobbes recocg-
nizes, while his fcol dces not recognize, that the means to
subjective hidvantage or pleasure are not equivalent to the

-means necessary fcr the realization of security and self-
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’
preservation. The means to long-term advantage may be con-

’
gruent with the means to security under an absolute sovereign,

to which the fool poses a threat,

"The lieans to Preservation vepsus the ('eans to Pleasure

Fools see no reason to fulfil their obligations because
they cannot distinguish between the means to plensure:‘or the
realization of any desire (which is subjective advantage) and
the means‘Ao preservation and desires compatible with preser-
vation (which is objective aanntage). Just perscns in both
senses make this distinction, recognizing that their sub jec-
tive advan;;ge cannct always be that which is necessaﬁy for
their preservaticn., Just persons in the strcng sense are &
ratiopal actors in that they have identified their private
gocd with their objective advantage. Their objective advant-
age is obedience to civil and natural law so that they act
Justly without the threat of coercion. Just perscns in the
weak sense, even though they see what they ought to do for
their preservation, are not rational actors in that they can-
not do what their objective advantage requires without threat

~”
of punishment by the sovereign. Fools either deny that jus-

>

tice, medesty, meréy, equity, and the res€ of the laws cf

nature are the necessary means of peace and preservation, or
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;
they deny that self-preservation is their strongest and most
important desire, or they deny both, I1f persmns—ggny the
importance og gelf-prbservation, then Hobbes might say that
they are mad and irraticnal; or else that they have never
experienced fear of death and humiliation at the hgnds of an
enemy;37 ~or that they are consuned by.the passion of revenge
which prcvokes persons to act in contempt of trheir lives, b“ut
thereby irrationally. . -

Hobbes's claim that Jjustice in the broad sense is
necessary for preservation is not a claim that soclety will
collapse if na}ural law 1is not upheld by the citizens, S
Pather, lcbbes claims that causes of disscluticn will exis
and increase the dancer and jretability &f dissension and

civil war if cit4zens dc nct adhere to natural law. Yobbhes

advocated the pursuance of long-run security. Tor Heobres

~

the fool's position is selfl-defeating since, i1f everycne

reasoned this way, civil society could never be secure,

The Laws of lature: An othics c¢f Virtue and an fthics of Tuty

That whicﬁ are the necessary means of‘preservation
are the twenty Hobtesian laws of nature which prescribe that
persons seek peace and the way in which they should QO SO
Hobbes summarized the laws of rature with the simple maxinm,

intelligible to all, that you ought not to do to others what
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_natural law are contained in justice, equity and charity.

21
you would nct uish others to do to vou. According to
Hobbes's staterment given in De lomine, all ‘the virtues of
33
If justice, equity and charity were always to a person's
subjective advantage, there would be nc need for the science
of morality; but if they did nct lead to peace and preserva-
tion, it would be irratiocnal to follow them:

...all men agree on this, that Peace 1is

Good, and therefcre also the way, or means

of peace, which (as I have showed vefore)
4 - - .. .

are Justice, Gratitude, Ilodesty, Egquity,

llercy, and the rest cof the Laws of .ature,

are gocd; that is to say, llorall Yertues;
and their contrarie Vices, Ivill.’”

The laws of nature which just persons accept as the
necessary means of preservation, peace and unity, involve
virtues as well as rules. Cne ﬁight v.ell ask what it means
to call a law a rule and a virtue. The virtues of the laws
of nature are the mcans by which persons are capable.,of
fulfilling what the rules prescribe. Virtue is that power ~?#
or ability by which persons are able to do that which they.
ought to do. That persons, for Hobbes, ought to do that
which they are contractually obligated to do is narrcwer
sense of what persons ought to do than is now accepied. In
Hobbest's usage, what one ought to do, one also ought to have

tho matiimal rmauer ar ahilitv to do without the threat of
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punishment., 1f one is to follow the rule prescriging
modesty or gratitude, one must have the corresponding virtue
or else one cannot do'what one ought to de.

In Frankena's terms, the laws of Aature combine an

LO

ethics of virtue and an ethics of duty. The former pro-

¥
vides the ability for persons to do that which the latter pre-
scribes. If persons do not have the mental ability to act
with justice, equity, mercy, cratitude, and the lika, then
they cannot act virtuously unless it is to their subjective
advantage to do so or unless what they dc ° out of flear of
punishment, The laws canno® possibly : l. e all human
action. If ﬁnjust persons feign justice .I persons, they
may or may not te disccvered by those whcm they intend to
fool, but they cannot fool those whom they provoke by their
unjust manners. Good manners are necessary for absolute
power, but they are also necessary for interpersonal harmony.

If persons do not treat each other with justice, then Hobbes

warns of the consequences.

Virtue as the lleans of Preservation

In summation of the first section, I have held that
virtues are equivalent %o good manners, %P Hobbes's sense,

which in turn are equivalent to the disposition to do justice.
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Just persons in the strong sense are those whe possess t%e
moral virtues or gocd manners or disposition to do justice.
3
Since ju§}>persons are defined as thOSeﬂwhose "manners con-

form to r;ason", just persons are called rational. .That

s,
\

- 3

*which is rational is‘to seek thewmeans to one's~préservation,
which is to be attaired through obedience to civil and

7 LS
natural lav. Those who obey the law without fear of punish-
ment regardless of'subjective'advantage areirational‘actbrs
pursuihg the means to preservation. Such persons desire jus-
tice more strongly than they desire anything incompatible
with justice. The Sesire for Justice is eéuivalent to the
desire for the means of preservation since, when conditions
of sufficient security obtain, justice is the means to pre-
sgrvation under an absolute soJereiganower.

Persons whose st}ongest‘desires are for justice and
preservation have becorne disposed to;justice by changes in
the six determinahts of their dispositions. 'hen the citi-

|
zen's strongest desire is for -justice, then he or sﬂg may be
said to have acquired virtue or good manners. or the power or
ability to do justice. Once this mental ability has been R

acquired citizens generally do not need the threa#? of punish-

ment in order to cbey the sovereign when they think that




others too will obey. Citizens with this mental ability.
/

are rational aetors who are able to pursue their objective

- advantage and who are just persons in the strong sensse.

A1l other citizens do not have the mental ability to pursue

heir objective advantage without threat of coercion,

-



CHAPTER III ~ S

MASTER AND SERVANT

Thaﬁ just persons”in the strong sense are necessary
for the existence of the lobbesian Commonwealth, I shall
illustrate uskng a micro-model of civil sociaty. The' rela-
tiohship; of masters and servan£s indicates the essential

role of moral virtue in the Hobbesian system.

o

Servant and Slave ”
Hobbes distinguishes between a servanz/iio has

‘corporal freedom and a slave who does not. A servant has

promised to obey his master, and "upon promise not to run
éway; nof 25 do violence to his master, is trusted by
him".bl The slave, on the other hand, has mace no "coven-
aht of obedience; that is of owning ahd authotrizing whatso-
ever the master shall do". %2  The slave 1is under no obliga-
tion to the mastér and may with natural right kill him if
he can. A state of war exists between master and slave,
Qhereés a sgate of peace-should exist between master and
servant.

25
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Insecurity of The llaster

The master, since he vanquished tpe servant, has
- superior power to that of the servant. .However; men are not
so unequal that any man cannot kill another.%3 Upon the
promise of obedience, the master has in effect trusted the
servant with his life. The danger of punishment in itself
could never be sufficient to guarantee the safety of the -
master, since at some time it might be to the advantage of
pbe servant to kill his master. The relationship of the
master and trusted servant is such that the master could noct
reasonably expect to defend hims;if successfully against a
surprise attack of the servant. The safety of the master
rests, ultimately, rot cn the threat of punishment, but
rather on the servant's recognition of the validity of claims
of obedience. But neither is this sufficient. The servant
may desire to obey, but find that his desire for the per-
ceived advantage that could be gained by killing his master
is too compeliing to resist, However, if the servant could
become a just person in the strong sense, then the master

might yet be secure. .

The Just Servant

If the servant is a just person in the strong sense,

M@MMJM
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sel¥-preservation is better served by obedience, even-whén it

"could be to his immediate advantage to disobey., The servant

is a just man in the strong sense when he has acquired that
moral virtue which gives him the psychological ability to
pursu% his long-term self-interest in self-preservation,. even

g 't .
when it ‘conflicts with his subjective advantage.

The Foolish Servant
The ma'ster will be secure if his servant is, or comes

to be, a just person in the strong sense. If, however, the

.

master's servapt is a fool, then the. master can never be

secure until he reduces his servant to the j};&q&~of slave -

~or at least -enSures that the fool is under sufficient co-

ercion té do that which is required of him. Only if the
master is certain ghat'his éervant-is not a fool or a just
person_in the weak sense would it be rational for the maste€/“
to trust the sefvént; since there cculd be'éome time at which
the fool might perceive himself advantaged by killing his
master. The fool does not recogni;e the~facp that by killing
hié ﬁaster he\hqy precipitate a return to the state of nature
aﬁd'the war of all against all in which it would be unreason-
able to expect sqlprreservgtion. The fool is irrational

because he ignores that which is necessary for his preserva-
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tion, which i{s obedience to the master.

I{ the servant sees what is necessary to his preserva-
tion, but also sees that thg;master does not provide social
condftions of sufficierit security then the servant may rea-
sonably disobey the maéter.' But this is not the _reasoning
of the Hobbesian fool, but rather of the just person who sees
that his preservation is not furthered by obedience and there-
fore that ‘he is not obliged to obey. Thg purpose of bbliga-
tion to a master is security. If sufficient security does
not ob;ain then the servant is-not obliged to obey the master.
However, the servant is ébliged to thé desire and endeavour
that political and sogial conditions necessary for security,
acﬁually come to exist. The fool is irrational because he
does .not see that social and political’security are necessary
for his self-preservation. waever, dhe irratidna; reasoning
of the fool would bring him to the conclusion to which the
just person comes if sufficient conditions of security are
not maintained by the master or the sovereign. If the master
is unjust and neglects bis duty to provide security for his
servants, then in this case ‘the false reasoning o7 - - fool
and the right reasoning of the just person coinci-
may be indistinguishable. In general, in any . -

ation where servants or subjects do not receive
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security by which they could reasonably expect to preserve

themselves, the reasoning of fools and of just persons will
’ 4

come to the same conclusion - that Rhey'have the right not

~

to obey.

The Ju§§vﬁaster

The master will have a seif—in;erested desire that

his servant bg a Just pqrson‘jnLFhe strong'sénse{ since
otherwise the servaﬁt couiéfnot be trusted. The‘master would
like to trust the servant since he would like the use of the
servant's labour power. If both thé'master and the servant
are just perscns.in the stronf sense, then both will treat

each other according to the laws of nature and, other things

being equél, the relationship will be stable.
’ /

The Unjust llaster

If the master is an unjust person, then he may dis-
play injustice, ingratitude, arrogance, pridé, cruelty,
inequity, partiality and all the other morai vices in his
relations with his servant. The disregérd of the laws of
nature on the part of the master might be expected to' cause
the servant to feel ind&gnation towards his masger that would

dissolve his loyalty and his disposition to obey. Such
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indignation might provoke the servant'tq rovenge, as lobbes:
'makes cléar in Leviathan: "All signs of hatred or contempt
provoke .to fight; insomuch as most men choose rather to
haéard their life than not to be revenged."uh ‘%he servant's
fear of punishment night not be sufficient to tempen,ﬂis
desire for revenge against an unjust master., If the maste}
is rati&nal, then he will pursue a course of action in
relation with the servant that doeg not make the servant re-
grét his position, unless th master thinks that he holds
sufficient coercive power tolmake the servant obey regardless
of other factors. ’

If the master desires to maintain the obedience of
his just servant, he must provide‘Qfoicient security for
the servant, so that it does not become rational for the

-
servant to seek the means to his §elf-preservatiop threough
disobedience., 'If the master is a fool, then he may not per-
ceive that without social security even a loyal, just serv-
ant may, with right reason, disobey. If the master chooses
to neglect the provision of sufficient social security for
the servant, then he can expect that even the just servant's

obedience may require compulsion.
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The llaster lequires a Just Servant

"~ In order to doerce a servant or to reduce a_sefvant
to the status of a slave, the master must rely on the loy-
alty of other servants that are just persons in the strong
sense. The power of the masSter alone 1s never so great tﬁat
by some means the weakest servant could not kill him. The
master's treatment of these other servants must be such t?at
they remain just persons and that their loyalty to their
master does not di;solve. If the master treats these ser-
vants unjustly, then he.has no reason to expect that they
will no’@hcill him when it is to their advantage to do sc,
or even if it is not-to‘theif‘advantage to do so as when
the servants are consumed by a sudden anger. This example
is intended to sfiow that the master must rely on servants
that are just persons in the strong sense if his power is
to be greater than Th=t which he alorte possesses. The
trusted servant must possess thé moral virtue and mental
ability to obey the will of the master through which he can

pursue his objective advantage.



X ' CHAPTER IV
3%%
ABSOLUTE PO.TL

Hobbes 1is riot conten£ to establish and justify the
superior power of the master or sovereign. He is concernéd
to establish that which is necessary for the absolute pcuier
of. the political ruler, The power of force is not suf ficient
to establish the absolute power of the sovereign. It 1s
neéesgary to .question the conception that "lLeviathan is
simply a policeman of superhuman size with a truncheon in
his hand".l*5 It must be recognyfed that Leviathan can only
wield his truncheon if his citizens are just persons in the
strong sense. Leviathan's absolute power derives from the
combined power-of his citizens. '/ithout absoclute power no

political ruler is sovereign.

Authorization

In order to establish the absolfite right of the sover-

eign over his subjects, Hobbes found it necessary to add to
his theory of obligation the theory of'at‘lt,hor:i.zat;i.on.l*6
Without a theory of authorization the citizens are only ob- .
liged, by their covenant of obedience, not to resist the

32
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sovereign's use of the natural right that they have trans-
fered to him. To give up a right entails an obligation not
to resist the use of that right by whomever it was that re=-

ceived it. However, an coligation not to resist the sovereign

on the part of the citizens is insufficient to establish the

absolute power of the sovereign. Hobbes invokes his theory
of authorization in oréer to establish the subject's obliga-
tion to obey the sovereign,'not only not to resist. The pouer
of the subjects cannot be literally transfered to the sovercign
as can rights. The sovereign's power is solely based cn the
use of the power of the subjects. If thre subjects are only
obligated not to resist the sdvereign, they are not obligated
to use their power in whatscever way the sovereign thinks is5
necessary for the géod and security of the Commonwealth.

When the subjects authorize the actions of their
sovereign, they give him the right to act as representative
of them all. All actions of the representative obligate those
who are represented to the extent that the representative has
the right to represent to others the will of those that "own"
his actions. If the agreement between the representative and
the represented stipulates~limitations on what the persons who

are represented will ackncwledge as their own, then the

-
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authority of the rppresnntativ? does not extend ho&ond
those limits., Authors only "own" those acticnsg of thelir
representative uhich represent their desifgned will,
Th; éuthority of the sovereipgn representative is ab-
so%ute because in the act of autlorization of the sovereign,

L7 "This is more than

subjects "Authcorize all his Actiong.
consent, or concord; it is a real Unitie of them all, in one
and the same Perscn, made by ccvenant of every man with every

L8

man....

To Obvev or lleot tc Besist

The necessity of the theory of authorization at the
level of obliga“icn is parallel at the psychological level
by the necessity cf citizens whc are dispcsed to obey and

)
not simply dispcsed not to resist. If the absolute right cf
the sovereign established by autherization is to be combined
with de facto atsolute power, then the Commounwealth requires
citizens who possess the ability and the Qill to give the
sovereign the use of their power. This requirenentais met
by citizens who are dispcsed tc do justice, since justice re-
quires the keepin& cf the covenant of obecdience to the

sovereign.

Citizens who are disposed to obey are just persons

o
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in the strong sense, If citizens are just persons in the
weak sense, or fools, then they do not possess the psychclo-
gical)ability to follow the sovereign's will unless they are
threatened by coercion by that power which they themselves
o

are to provide. The just person in the weak sense will sup-

port the sovereign's cause against internal or external
Kl

‘threats if tre sovereign has sufficient power Un overcom

these threats. It may be assuned that some threat will not

bte so great that it could not be quelled ty the absolute

power of the sovereign, but great enough that atsolute sover-
eign power is required tc quell it. If the just person in the
weak sense kncws that the sovereign pewer is absolute, then it
is raticnal tc ctey, folleowing Hobbes's twentieth law cf

na

e. However, if the sovereign did nct possess abtsclute

Y

FC then cn cur assumpticn this power 1is ncﬁ sufficient tc
he threat and it is not rational tc obey the sover-
Trhe citizens must provide the use of their power to
the /Sovereign if his power is to be absolute. Trerefcre the
obedience cf 3iust persons in the weak sense 1is cerditional
upon the etedierce of cther citizens during times of crisis.
But how is tle Just perscn in the weak sense to know if ctrer
citizens are prepared tc give the sovereign the use of their

power? Since thle sovereign cannot coerce that power which he

relies upon to coerce others, just persons in the weak sense
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cannot be certain whether the sovereign will have the use
of the power of all. 1If citizens are just persons ¢n the
* Qs
weak sense, it is not certain that the sovereign will have
-the use of their power to nmeet internal or external threats.

If the magnitude of the external threat is greater
> A ,
than the ccmbined strength cf thé citizens of a Cormonwealth
no one is obliged to obey.
Hobbes, however, was rnore ccnéerned to secur‘ivil
societies against disscluticn” through civil’ﬂar resulting
from a?large internal threat which the sovereign could not
meet. If the power of the soverelgn was absolute, then -l\
there could be no chance of the success of any internal
threat. Absolute sovereign power can guarantee the safety

©

of civil society only against civil war and internal threats.

Sovereign Power Undivided ang -HBaddmited

-

//"\\ Absolute political poyer siust be neither divided nor
limited. Even tho&gh the soveéxeign must use public ministers
.and civil servants ~vereign poWer is not divided by the .
delegation cof respc:.sibility azggg‘ﬁubordinates, if those
subordinates employ the poﬁer that théy exerciage according

to the single will of the sovereign. The delegation of res-
- \

L

ponsibility does not necessarily entail division of political
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powser unless magistrates or civil servants.who exercise that
responsibility do so in a way that is not congruent with the
will of the.sovereign. If the will of those who exércise
power in the name of the sovereign is congruent with the will
of the sovereign, then power delegated need not be powér
divided. If so&ereign power is exércised with a united will
and purpose, then individual pcwers of those who exercise it
do not oppose rr recduce each other. If the public ministers
and civil servants of the Commonwealth are just persons in
the strong sense, then sovereign power need not be divided
by its delegag}on. Just persons in the weak sense are not
sufficient to prevent the,éivision of power resulting from
its delegation. Civil éérvants ‘cannot coerce each other to
obey that power which they themselves exercise.

That which is true of civil servants and public nin-
isters is also true of those who are sovereign representa-
tives. According to Hobbes, the theory of absolute sover—.
eignty is applicable to a monarchy, an oligarchy or a demo-
cracy. Sovereign power may ge Held by’one person, some
people or by all the people. ff.civil society is a sovereign
democracy then all ci&zens must be digposed to obey the

civil and paAtural law or else there could be no single,

united jydgement. The sovereign will cannot itself rest an
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threat of coercion; so that unless the citizens are unitéd
iﬂ their disposiiid@ to obey the law there could be no
undivided sovereign bower. If the political system is demo-
cratic, then citizens must be just persons.in the strong
sense‘if sovereign power is not to be divided‘

In general it may be said that sovereign power can
be undivided only if citizens engégéd in its exercise are
just persons in the strong sense. In society wﬁere any citi-
zen might have the chance to exercise political power (i.e.,
in a democracy), citizens must be just-persoﬁs in the strong
sense if sovereign power and will .are to be undi&ided;
Undivided sovereign power 1s absolute if'it has thg use of
the power of its citizens and if it is unlimited\\ It is
unlimited if citizens are jus; persons in the strong sense
and if they have the‘xill to obey ust personé may be Jjust
even though they do notihave.the will to obey, if they are
not obi;gated to obey. The sovereign must satisfy the con—v
ditions under wkich obligation to civil law obtains. These
conditions are satisfied when the soveréign is able to bro—
vide the citizens with security and when he does not dir-
ectl§ threaten their lives.

The sovereign power cannot be absolute if citizens

are just persons in the weak sense or if the society is made
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up of fools. The presence of fools and just persons in the
weak sen3301ndicetes ‘the existence of superior but not
absolute political power. The possibility of the realizaeion
of absolute ﬁolitical power depends on tﬁe euccess of poli-
tical rulere with superior power in eeﬁablishing the ;ecessary
conditions for absolute power. . The stfategy is far advanced
when citizens become just persons in the strong sense having

the ability to obey without coercion. If citizens must be

Just, then it is the duty of the sovereign to make them just,

.-
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CHAPTER V
THE POSSIBILITY OF .JUST bERSONS'

The Du£iés of the Sovereégn

Fof Hobbes, persons could act justly only if it was
rational for them to do justice. If their.securigy'is ”
| attained by doing justice, then it is rgtional that théy do
it. The threat of punishment f£om the sovereign power uron
those who do not keep tgéir covenants makes it reasonable
for persons to expect other persons to keep'their side of a
promise. Persons are rational to keep their covenants if
they can expect others to keep'theirs. Iftsovéreign bower
is not sufficient to ensure that citizens keep their cov-
enants, then it is not rational to expect that everyone will
keep them,wand therefore it is not rational for persons to
keep‘éﬁeir own,

Sovereign power must be sufficient‘to enforcé coven-
ants through punishment, but it is also necessary that the
punishment for breach of coven;nt be made known to the citi-

zens, The'punishment provided for crime must be sufficiently

" L0
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great so that it is generally. not to the immediate advantage
of citizens to do that which is forbidden: "For ihe end of
punisﬁment is not to compel the will of man, but to fashioh
it, and to make it such as he would have. it who hath set
the penalty" L9 However, punishment by itself is insufficient
for keeping the citizens within the boUnds of the law and
maintaining or establishing a disposition to obey the sover-
eign. - ‘ .

Citizens of every society are habituéted-by the social
relations founded thereiA, but all soqial relations and all
habits do not support. obedience. Punishment cannot by it-
self root out,those,habits pernicious in ghe view of the
sovereign: "And because opinions which are gotten by educa-
tion, and length of time are made habitual, cannot be taken
away by force and upon the sudden; they must theréfore be
taken‘away also‘'by time and education".SO

By education of the citizens by the sovereign, Hobbes
means that the reasons for legitimate sovereign authority
~are to be taught, so that the citizens are'ngt nisled by
fools or others to question the basis of tgeir obligations.
Citizens are to be taught the theory of absolute sovereignty,
which inclgdes teaching then tﬁat"they should not try to

chénge the established scvereign, nor to question or dispute

the sovereign's authority:
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Again, every Sovereign Ought to cause
Justice to be taught, which (consisting -
in taking from no man what is his) is as g4
much as to say, to cause men to be
taught not to deprive their Neighbours,
by violence, or fraud, of any thing which
by the Sovereign Authority is theirs....
- Lastly, they are to bYe taught that
not onely the unjust facts, but the
designes and intentions to do thenm,
(though by accident hindred) are Injustice:
which consisteth in the pravity of the
will, as well as in the irregularity of
the act.5l :

In this 1last passage Hobbes appears to a;sert that the sover-
eign ought to teach citizens the necessity of being just
persons, not simply persons who act according t&'the law.

The sub-title on th®) text beside this last pgésage indicates
the manner in which citizeﬁs are ﬁo carry out their duties.
It reags: "And to do ;11 this sincerely from the heart.”

The siﬁtere, unfeignéd desire for justice is a chéracter

trait only of just persons.

2

The ideological components of the sovereign's power
éeals both with those ideas that should be inculcated, and
with those ideas that sheuld be prohibited. 1In the lgtger
category falls all the oldér moral philosophy by which the
subject's right to rebellion or to limit the sovereign power
was established. Also prohibited.is any religious doctrine

that places ecclesiastical representatives above or beyond

v t
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the power of the civil éovereign. In general, censorship
falls on any doctrine antithetical t§ the aims of absq}ute -
sovereignty or any doctrine which the sovereign considers
a danger to the publie pe '‘ce. Although all doctrines incon-
batiﬁle with the sovereignty'are to be banned by law, politi-
cal rulers are mistaken, "to extend the power of the law, ‘
which is the Rule of Actions cnely, to the very thoughtg and
qonscience§ of men, by Examination and Inquisition of what

they Hold.">?

Even so, Hobbes cannot be said to allow free-
dom of thought. Without the right to express what one would
like or to enragre in the unfettered pursuit of truth, phé
liberty to believe what one likes is formal and empty, and
gives one no power to decide freely what one should belief
for oneself. Wifhout freedom of speech, freedom of thought
is meaningless. &f

Even if citizens are not allowed to express their
views, they will be hiscoqtent, if éhey receive no benefit
from obedtence to the sovereigﬁ. The citizens will not |
regret their obedience asﬁiong as they perceive thét their
rrivate advantage 1s congruent with their civil obligations.
The whole poing of the power of the sovereiéﬁ is to ensure

that a citizen's private good and public duty can be con-

ceived to be congruent in the long run. This perception
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will be endangered if subjects who are thought to disobey
the law appear to prosper more than thoée who obey; or if
thexlaw itself is not administered.with equity. Persons
must be trecated equally to the extent that they think them-

selves equal, or else they will think thernselves dishonoured.

o

If the sovereign fails in the attempt to dispose his
.ecitdzens to obey, for any reason, then just persons in the
strong 'sense do not ebtain and political power therefore,

cannot be absolute.
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CHAPTER VI N

CONCLUSION

'Ig has been the intention of this thesis to démonstrate
the political significance of moral virtue in Hobbes's poli-
tical theory. ;his dimension has long been ignored bty conm-
mentaﬁofs on robbes's political theory. C.B. ilacPherson's
work on Hébbes, which is the best on Fobbes's political dim--
ensions, makesru§rmnt10n of Jjustice of manners, let alone

the polltical sigﬂlflcance of just persons.53 sacPherson

‘accepts Leo Strauss's pejorative characterization of ﬁobbes's
virtues as "Bourgeois", as if it means tbat vittue for

Hobbes is simply equivalent to self-interest. ok acPherson
does not see the significance cof the distincticn betvieen |
subjective and objective advantage. For Leo Strauss fear of
death‘is'the‘basis of just or moral attitude and of what I
have called cbjective advantage.55 It is this moral attitude,
when it has, become moral virtue or.aptitude, that is the
basis of absclute pclitical power. llacPherscn does not see e
the political necessity/of the practice of virtue because he
mistakes superior poclitical power based dn'fear of punish-

ment, for absolute sovereign power.

L5
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Absolute sovereign power can be based only oh the

practice ‘of virtue which is the means to peace. Superior

political power may be sufficient to maintain peace in civil

society, but if Hobbes's analysis of power is torrect,
- superior political pawier cannot guéréntee that the society
will not dissolve into civil war in the face of internal
threats. 'ar, it should be remembered, is not for Eobbes
a time of constant battle but rather that time during which
the will to contend by force is sufficiently known. )
The factgr which is mainly responsible for ﬁhe dis-~
solution of civil society is for Hobbes, as for Plato, the
division of political power. Since all political-power .
must be, delegated to subordinates in its actual exercise,
Lt'will necessarlly be divided unless it is exercised with
a unified purpose. Since the unified exercise of power
~cannot be based cn the threat of coercion, just pereons ing
the strong sense are necessary if politacal power 1is not
to be divided. Only Just perscns in the strong sense may
exercise political power with a unified purpose. The
requirement for just persons in the strcng sense is parti-
cularly evident for the application of Hobbes's thecry of
absolute sovereignty to a'sovereign_democracy. Absolute

sovereign power requires the congruence of the will of the

)
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citizens with the will of the sovereign. Such a conéruence
can obtain only if citizens are just persons, The practicq
of j%étice, equity, modesty, mercy, gratitude and the other
virtues of the laws of nature is the necessary-means of
peace and preservation. That citizens become just persons
is therefore necessary fcr the.peace, unity and security
of all civil societies.

Tye law therefore, in the means to beace,
commands glsc good manners, or the practice

of virt®®; and therefore it is called [ORAL.
De Cive 3, 31.
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