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Two m%;s%ﬁoﬁ about the reception of Eovvnm s _uo:wom; a.ao_,% SEEm:-
to be widely accepted.' The first is that the nrnoQ bore <:.Em=< no.
relationship to any other Uo_En& ideas of its-time.? It was ‘an isolated
phenomenon in English thought, without ancestry or UOMH%QU 3 The
second is that it proved ooBEnHmF unacceptable. Hobbes’s ‘boldness.

and originality’ provoked ‘intense oEuomEom_ * so that ‘no man of his

time occupied such a lonely position in the world of thought’5 T want

to suggest that both these claims stand in need of some reconsideration.
One of my aims in presenting this argument will be to arrive at a more
accurate picture of Hobbes’s intellectual milieu. In particular, I shall
argue that the intentions of his. critics, as well as the _mmoho%o& uses
of his Hrmoﬁ,x‘rm,\m to some degree been misunderstood. But my main

Jpurpose is to suggest that a knowledge of Hobbes’s intellectual milieu is--
not merely of historical but of exegetical significance for students of his-

thought. In particular, I shall argue that to recover the context in which

his political theory was written is to be in a position to cast doubt on one -

Emﬁm:ﬁ interpretation of his Eoow% of _uorsoﬁ ow__mmaom

. - e A SRt

The Um:mm that: H.Ho_u_umm was EEE% ‘the béte noire Ow his mmm. 6 mba Emam‘
his impact “&Bomﬁ entirely by Sﬂmﬁm opposition”, m@@mma to QQ,E@ m,oE :

This chapier is a much alteved and E..imgna version of an article that
the title “The Ideological Context E.Ior_unm s Huc__:nm_
pp: 286-317.
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widespread than when this chapter was originally written. For a nuanced and m:ﬁ:o:ﬁm:ﬁ mz?.&.
of Hobbes's reception see now Galdic 19g1 and ¢f, also Parkin 1999.
See, for example, Hill 1958, p. g1, 3 Trevor- m,c_un:mmu p.233.
Gooch 1915, P. 23, 5 Mintz _wmn p- vil.
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I bave allowed this QEE to stand, but the two assuroptions 1 cite are nowaclays ‘much less.,

S w_mﬁwm ﬁoo S:n_._ asﬁwmm_m on Ea *EEEmﬁosm om. ?m Emb% n_oﬁom_ m&-
e versaries,: There is no doubt Hrmn Hobbes: ‘was: vmzpnﬁmm% mpum_& ou
wou. Em oEmEmer @Eﬁo&ma@ Qosocnoma wom. Ew rnﬁoﬂoaoj\ wsﬂ :n

.. ...ow ﬂ?m omEE% we mbm Wmﬁo mm.EﬁEm r:B in ?m bﬁm&ez@aﬁa as ‘on
T 9@ greatest rminds ow the seventeenth’ nnﬁEJm & And s..:? his own'life<

IR S E time his political works were' oxﬁodmzn_% translated, were tudied and

.‘”.nrmn:mm& by a niumber. ow gcﬂmﬂmv ‘and éven ,Unmmn to moﬁ:ﬁ.n monﬁﬁrﬁm
-+ of a popular following in Holland as well as France.” AsHobbeés himself "
“was fond of pointing out,'” his Sm:mboo n_umwouﬁ _“Wo mnmm in Fm owi
lifetime was well-attested.’ 3
~..Nor did Hobbes lack mon. a mE.Ema mo=o§5m in m:m_mbm wu\ nﬁ mba
- of the century his works were: wuamEEbm to be mnnnm.ﬁm& as authoritative
. . even:by theorists of m<o€n&< opposed temperament. He is rmmmm E\
RN " SirPeter Pett in- The Happy Future State of England of: 1688 as.‘a great
o = .m:@:qmn irito gs%.m Nature and Pett: goes on to link him with Descartes
_.as ‘those two mammﬁ gmmgnm of Witt and u.ur&oMowEw "4 Charles Blount
- . similarly a&.ﬁm to ?5 as. H?w mwnmm HzmgoSw of the most mgﬁgo Wmﬁn of
. Mankind’,'s S&nm even mrmmnmvc@ mnwﬁoim&m@m that ‘Tom Hobbes I
- ‘must ooa,amm a géntus, mba even an. oEmE& wgomm ﬁrnmm wmnmw mmmamnm
" in philosophy’.® . . o
- .. Thiselement of mﬁdwmﬁromn as Em: as manc:m mvvam_mmw can ,Un s.mnn&
"~ _to the decade in which: Leviathan was first %:Urmwoa As earlyas Hmw? we
e msa John Webster warning his’ readers in his mna&saSEE Examen: mmmEmH
., o oﬁﬁmﬂ:m ancient theories of statecraft, mﬁaﬁmnm:% on the muoczam Nrmﬁ
. ‘our own Countreéyman master Hobbs hath pieces of more nmmEm:gomm
[ .mza @8?595\ in Em mchom 98._ ever- 9@ Qumﬁmn was m_u_n to

..‘m ww<_a _ow.\.,.su_ m. .Eu mm 103 T'un- n_nm Ezm m§:m Esprils: a: un<= Siecle’ . ST
* _ 9'Charles Cottari translated . De C Jdnito English*(see Hobbes _mmm_o and for the & ﬁvcaon sée -

" Malcolm naccv Samuel Sorbitre and m._,mzm.oa du"Verdus both.translated it, into French: Awnn
Hobbes' 1649 and Eo_u,cnm Hmmov mo&ﬁ& w_mo Bman a m._.ncnr ﬁ..msawco: Q; ba ni.%« m_EEe
~(se¢ Hobbes 1652). . =

o Pulendorl 1672, VIL1, pp. mmn —70; VIL HH PP mqolwm <ﬂ 5 Eu wumlow wanram-_ mmqm% u: .
", - Gundling 1706, pp. 16-17 ﬁw discussion of De Cive); Textor 1916, vol: 2, pp. g, 82,7 ke
po M m_o.. ‘Holland see Velthuysen 1651, . 2; Clourt 1661 and for a nm_mocmm_ca Blom 199, pp. _Erum
S _mu —82. Tor France see Znn_ma 1685, vv Ew -22; Wo%w..:m Gmm. Eu Ef mamch :Hw
opp m_mrnm .
2. Hobbes; _mponr P &u ‘as _.2 m:m _n_uEmco: w@onm :5 seas, it n&mm :cn <2
;o " Sortais 1920-2,vol. 2, pp. 456-516. - ; -
S Euﬁn_ 1688, pp. 21, 57. Foi the mmn:ﬁcos w:n mn_.wnzmm_oz see QoEa Gmun
=715 Blg ung- ;wwmu_:u _E_.tm 15 m_._mmmmw.:i.. moov Hu &_.S. :
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reach csﬂou.auors Selden and Francis Omvoz:.wu vo.,mr..om whom arguably : ._
reveal Hobbesian traits in their own political writings, can also be ranked -

amongst the earliest sympathetic students of Hobbes’s political works.
Selden is known to have sought Hobbes’s acquaintance on the strength
of reading Léviathan,® while Osborne speaks of Hobbes as one of Eo_mo
who have ‘imbeliished this doting Age’.'? Similarly James Harrington, in

working out his own political theory during the 1650, treated Hobbes’s

“Leviathan as the only serious rival to his own neo-classical conception of a

balanced constitution.*” And although, as he said himself; he n..b&@ not., .
-accept the ‘gothic® balance for which Hobbes had argued, he ,Umrn.ﬁwm_ :
~ ‘that Mr. Hobbes is and will in ms.ﬁ.:.,.n ages be m..ono.cbﬁmm Hrﬂn”rwm_h writer;

at this day, in the world”.!
Hobbes’s reputation amongst “as Joh

Eachard mockingly called them,* was conceded at the time even by his ..

adversaries. It is clear, moreover, that what disturbed them was not Ena&%.

the &E,Bwsm content of Hobbes’s doctrines but the no less alarming ex- .

tent to whichr they seemed to be gaining in popularity. Asearly as .Oo_“o.vaw.
1651 we find Henry Hammond writing to Matthew Wren to lament the

fact that Leviathan “takes 5&5#&% among the looser sons of the Church’.23 -

Within two years of its publication, Alexander Rosse &&5& to Um.. mw..
pecting to be denounced himself for denbuncing so fashionable a work. 2+

By 1657 George Lawson was noting how much Levigthan is judged to .

be a rational piece’ by ‘many Gentlemen’ and by ‘young Students in

the Universities’.*> By 1670 Thomas Tenison felt obliged to admit that -

‘there is certainly no man who hath any share of the Q:HwomE\..Om ﬁEM.
present Age’ who remains ‘unacquainted with his Name and Doctrine’.25.

Clarendon noted around the same time how readily Hobbes’s réputation

seemed to weather every storm, and how much his works continue “to be -
esteem’d as well abroad as at home’.?7 By the time of his death Hobbes:

had grown ‘so great in reputation’, as fohn Whitehall maﬂﬂwvg,ovmm?m@. ”.
that even apparently ‘Wise and Prudent’ men had come to aceept his

political views, which ‘are daily undertaken to be @mwm:%&u.n._m S _
Doubtless Hobbes’s opponents wished to emphasise the menace. But
there is independent evidence of Eognm._@.ﬁowimﬁ? A catalogue c,.ﬁ

"7 Webster 1654, p. 8. " Aubrey 1848, vol. 1, p. 369.- - ' Oshorne 1673, Sig' B, 6%, -

_* Tor Harrington’s critique of Hobbes see Fukuda 1997, PP- 75-90 and Skinner 1908, pp. 84-6.

-21 Harrington 1977, p. 423. SN . L R
2% [Eachard] 1673, The Author to the Reader, Sig: A, 4".-For the attribution sce Ure 1958, p. x. .
23 THustrations’ 1850, p. 295. *+ Rosse 1653, Sig. A, 4% . L L -

5 Lawson 1857, Sig A, 2¥. See Condren 198y for Lawson and his eritique of Hohbes. -

6 Tenison 1670, p. 2. 7 -Clarendon 1676, 8ig. A, 37 7 2% Whitehall ~mqm. -3

‘the solemn, the judicious® as John

o

 Hobbes’s theory of political oblgation -

.._n.,z_.ﬁ most ¢m.:&.¢._._m. WOomemzmmmb&_ which rw@mmuw to _mﬂﬂ\..?w for H._am N
year. 1658 includes all his works on political théory, and shows himone™ - .
‘of the most saleable of all the authors listed under ‘Hurtiane Learning”, * -

- surpassed in the number of his entries only by Francis Bacon and Walter ..~ = .-
- Raleigh.® The printing histcries of his political works certainly bearthis- "0 ¢
out.3* By 1668, as Pepys noted in his. Diary, Leviathan was ‘so mightily-..= . "
called for? that he had to pay three.times the original price to geta copy
of it.3" Ten years later, the figure of Hobbes in John Eachard’s Mr Hobbess =~
. State of Nature. Qe:&&%& is able to taunt-his Qmﬁmnmvnm,_ﬁmr“_..ﬁwﬂ.&m.mnnmo:_ =
that, despite their fulminations; his works “have sold very well, and have -
-beén generally read and admir'd’32 o e T e
= The failtire to stress thi “element of popularity has tended to give a -
misleading impression of the inténtions: of Hobbes’s. critics: They have’
been pictured as attacking a single source of heterodox opinion; Hobbies
“Vvas attempting, we are-told, ‘to sweep away the whole structure of tradi
_ tional sanctions’, but this merely provoked ‘a widespread re-assertion of . -
-accepted principles”.33 This is not what his critics felt at the time. Rather -
they took themselves-to be attacking the ablest presentation of a political - ..

 outlook that was gaining dangerously in acceptability: To the more hys-
terical it even seemed possible to believe that ‘most of the bad Principles - -
then' one very. ill. Book; are indeed: -

of this Age.are of no earlier a date . : i
but the spawn of the Leviathan’.34 ‘Cértainly it was widely believed that ™
‘Hobs his Leviathan hath corrupted the gentry of the nation’:35 The fear '~
that Hobbes had debauched a whéle generation moved ‘even his most -
mnmﬁmwgun_mwm critics. Richard Cumberland excused his long dentincia-
tion of Hobbes in ‘his De Legibus Naturae of 1672 with the ‘hope that His 7
‘criticisms might go some‘way towards limiting the corrupting influence
of Hobbes’s nefarious doctrines:3% And evén Clarendon, writing from the' ;-
bitterness of his secondexile; claimed to be able to trace ‘many odious . B
- Opinions’ back to Leviathan, ..n.,ﬁrn_m.nmm..Srnnn.om“.s,wm first sowed in-that -
Book'd7. "o e T
7 Other critics offered a Qﬁmw@dn.mb@.,mn%%m ‘more plausible expla- '+
- nation for-the fact that, as Richard Baxter put it, ‘Hobbes’s works con- 7.~
tinued to be ‘greedily sought and cryed up’.38 As several commentators

P

 London 1658, Sig-T. 3° 0 Sig Z, (¥, - ORI
39 Magdonald and Hargreaves 1952, pp. 10~1¢, 1622, 30-6,96-7, oo o
3! Pepys 1970-8g, vol..g, p. 298, A Ea hard rg58, p-ig. 7 33 Bowle 1969, pp. 13743

. “.X. <<0~mn—.n<.~@..‘.uv m_mlP.A._\ . R :
33 Clark 18g:1-1900; vol. 2, P- 472; <k also vol.'2, p. o

3% Cumberdand 1672, ‘Brolegomens’, Sig. E, 1¥ to Sig E, 2*: Tor
ConI99% e o ST T T S
%. Clarendon 1676, Sig.*, g7 - 3

O:&vnmmmw om Eo_o_ummmmnm.m_._c: g :
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axm&m:sm&v it was due to the mnoﬁsm and atheistic SB@Q: ow nrm age ﬁrmﬁ .
.Hobbes’s works had come to enjoy such an csammm?ma and amsmﬁocm :

b4

popularity.®9 This was Gilbert Burnets _cumm”andﬁ on Hobbes in his
History of My Own Time,*® as well as Francis Atterbury’s diagnosis when
he came to reflect; a generation later, on Hobbes’s malign Bmzn:nn 4!
‘The same point had already been made by several earlier m&cnamﬂmm

According to John Eachard, Hobbes’s rudest and shrewdest critic, the -
~age had thrown up so many people ‘who were sturdy, resolved: Prac- .

. ticants in Hobbianism’ that they' ‘would most certainly have been- so,

had there never been any such man as My, Hobbs in the. World’. 2
William Lucy s ME.E.D& up the masﬂ.m_ woorbm in ?m mﬁwow on H«S&S% n

1657

This book I find admir'd’ @< many Qosmnams ow sharp S,:u m:& ~o<9.m of .
learning; the reason I attribute first to the Genius that governs t mzm age, in which:",
all FmH.E:m, with Religion, hath suffered a change, and men are apt to entertain.
new opinions in any Science, m:rocm: for the Emeo_ om. s&ﬁ: sort are gw

Hobbs his writings.

For these critics, Hobbes may not have been-the sole cause, but he was -
certainly the leading symptom, of the Enanmm_wm;\ wnﬂuzo& mb& ratio--

nalist-temper of the times.

The point on which all .mwo@@aw s opponents agreed was that it was. .

not merely Hobbes but the new and spreading malaise of *hobbism’ that.
needed to be counteracted. It is true that *hobbism’ was often applied
as little more than a general epithet of alarm and abuse. The hobbist
villain became a stock character on the Restoration stage: Vizard.in The

Constant Couple, for mxmzdﬁun comes on reading what appears to be. The.
Practice of 3@: but is in fact Leviathan under plain cover#* The term

‘hobbism’ in such contexts mm:mqu\ signified little more than a- ‘wild,
>Eﬁmsnm:< disposed’ attitude to the powers that be, as one critic put
it,# together with a wwmmEﬁmQ desire to ‘subvert our Laws and Liberties,

and ‘set up Arbitrary Power’.4® But the term was also used to %moﬁ_uo.
a more specific moral and political outlook. When Isaac Newton, for
nxmgﬂn confessed to John Locke that I Sow you for a Hobbist’, it is -
‘evident that both of them attached a clear EomEsm to the nrmwmm as

3 For éxamples see Syfret 1950, Ev 235-8.  4¢ w:::; qu 1900, <o_ 1, _u m&#
#' Aderbury 1723, p. 66. -
#* [Eachard] 1673, “The Author to the wnuao_ vm_m A, w

43 F:nﬁ 1657, Sig A, 3¥. The text is signed “William Pike’, but r:n< r.Evi?:vv:nv En w:zv::o:..

i Lucy 1663, his further and fuller attack on Leiathan.
*# Tarqubar1700, p. 2. Sce Teeter 1936, 45 Spber Enguiry Ha,\_m%_ 51
46 OEE:n _mmw P49, . RS

.Em: as H.mmmaﬁm., itasa grave. mon:mmsos ozn wop, s&ﬁ: Znéﬁos Emm ;

to obey an established government derives not from _,m:mposw sanctions,

- was to assume that everyoné is noznﬁ.ﬁaa above all with their own self-:
~ preservation and to be willing in consequence to o_u@_ any power n.%mw_o

.-only do ‘the’ ‘Hobbeans- 485_% faricy’ that God has left.it E.U:mmé t

. eties should be mosw;oa monoaﬁm to the m.ﬂsn:u_nm of mﬂc&:u\ and -
mn_w.ﬁunmozmsos agreed to by the Hobbists’.49 These are the terms in -
“which John Locke in his m&@ Concerning Human, Qm&mamn:&sh contrasts a
. Hobbist with a Christian: sense of ov__mmsos The hobbist, as. H.oan puts
©1t, justifies the Wom@_bm of compactsand promises not by.: mmu:bm n_unom.ﬂmm
-God, who has the m,oiﬁ of eternal Life and Death; requires it- of us’,.
““but ‘because the Publick H.m@z:.om it, and ﬁrm gs&% will _ucEmr you,’
. if you do not’.5* As-Locke was. to confide i in his noﬁgcc@mnm book in"-
"7 1676, a Hobbist, with his’ ‘principle of self- -preservation, whereof hirn-"
_self is to be .Emmn SE not. nmm&\ mab:n a mwmmﬂ Emﬂ% EmE &:mnm, ow
Eoﬁ,mer MWt

e gmﬁ was described by one critic_as aparticular ‘scheme ‘of human
_secial; and to believe that we’are noubﬁmcom_ into Society meerly:for-
- Shaftesbury mmaoEomE\ remarked, the state of nature’is Unovwmm by .
- view of our nmEn& nObans as-equivalent to ‘a- State of War’ passed
| into general’ currency as a J%Emm% hobbist belief.35 In qumu moH, exams:

ple, .Hor: Dryden was censured for: H.n?,mmmbcum Smﬂfbm in one of hi

. the 2@5 to nwmﬁmm m:nmumzoo Srnn a ruler becomes. Enmﬁmgn of gov-
» Q.Ebm on the mao:u% that moEns\ would oﬁrnﬁsmn d_mmc?d intoa. EOU

3% Locke:1979; I. EH 5, - mw -5'"King:1830; vol. 1; g1ty rcnra _ww.\ P wﬂ

...\3 Shaftesbury 1900a, vol. 2, p. mm y
..x.m.m Qﬁ&za@é\%kas Hmum _u m

m&@a s S%Q Q. @&aﬁ& a&ﬁ&&% e m@@

subsequently anxious. to mwo_o%mo 47 : o

‘When the term was applied in. - this Sm%v it 'was mmsﬁ,m:% cmoa 8 re-.
fer to two- mﬁanbmo doctrines. One was a view about;moral:and political -
,o@rmmso: “The hobbist was umnomﬁmmm as soineone for, s&oB the’ nEJN

but- 59.&% from n&o:_mconm ow FN&SQC& mn_m.ES«mmﬁ Tobea rocgmﬁ :

ofaffording them protection. As one Anonymous critic’ ‘complained, not "

man’ to"institute ﬁornnmm societies, 4% H.row also- mm:n% ‘that these soci-

. The oﬂwﬂ. monn._so n@mmama U< nogmﬂ%owmdnm as 92522&% wo_u
nature’3* To: be a hobbist was 8 regard mankind as: basically -anti-
the advantages and necessities of life’.55. According to ‘the rovgma as-

dwmmo:m leviathans, and T know riot what mnedcﬂzm creatures’.> This -

plays ‘in a Hobbian mﬁmﬁo of War’.5% In 1691 William Sherlock upheld” :

ﬁ Zn€8= 1961, 2 wmo @ thhanm.:ﬁm_muwuﬁ B S Q&&ga\.s\.&ﬁ Hmww ﬁ m

32 Animadversions; 1691, p.16. 53" Confusion QE%..S&& 1654, p. §:
55 The Farallef 1682, p./12
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or Mr. Hobbs’s state of ZmﬁE.mu 57 By 1694, James Hbiaa mn: ow:mna
to admit in his Discourse Concerning the Nature of Man that to write about
the natural sociability of mankind might be. Eo:mrﬁ old-fashioned, since.
the assumption was so much at odds with the views.of léarned per-
sons, among whom he spedifically mentions Hobbes. 3. -Similarly; the -
-whig writers on political obligation — Locke, Sidney, Tyrrell, Mead —
‘frequently allude to the fact that ‘some Men’ (as Locke darkly puts &
and nm@memzw Hobbes (as the others mention) have ﬁoviwﬁmna the view.
that man’s ooﬁ%ﬂo: without government would bea @&Eﬁ QSE:S aaa%a ,
omnes. 3 : ! :

The extent to which these hobbist views were ncz.nsﬂ in. _mﬁn
seventeenth-century England has tended to be underestimated. When,
for example, S. P Lamprecht wcwrmrn& his survey of ‘Hobbes mba :

" Hobbism’, he spoke of finding only dne “favourable’ as opposed to fifty-
one nwomam reactions to Hobbes’s political theory during Hobbes’s own
lifetime.% Tt is clear that a good deal of information hasbeen missed here.
As 1 shall next seek to show, a considerable group of political writers,
all contemporary with Hobbes, adopted precisely the so-called hobbist
views that so disquieted Hobbes’ more conventional critics. Moreover,
several of these writers explicitly relied on Hobbes’s authority in setting
~out their hobbist views, especially on the topic of political obligation.

,‘ .maocz% :gmﬁ Em Sns, mo«ﬁ;:gmﬁ was vmmnm on: mnnnﬁﬂsm ﬁrm @mo_&o s
" ultimate sovereign power, and stemmed from the removal of a ruler. s&o
had: QQE@%E sought to deny their rights.-This was the direction. ow
“ John Milton’ s EEWEW in his Tenure e‘, Kings and Ea.mﬁg.&a in H@Eu and of
John Locke’s in his. Tuwo Treatisés of Q@Q:Eaa in'16g0. But 4 second and’
: oo:s.mmﬁ:m answer; also put forward in &A‘w and: 1689, claiméd that the .
" ‘new.goverriment should be obeyed even ifit couldnotbe shown to nomaoﬁ
 the will of the people or to have been rightfully’ instituted. This reaction.,
_has Umab ruch less studied, _9: was. mnmchJ\ of miore. :Euoﬁmson m:”...
. ‘the time; since the: m&owusos of the mw,ﬁ answer. - mwoﬁsm_sm Huo_:uow_”
. ovwmmcos on a theory of natural rights = was a moﬁ?wcnmnna as:well as
“aradical step to take in'a sociéty so widely oo:am.::m& to. ﬁrm _unr&. Emﬁ
-l _uo:ﬁnm: power is 980&% oaman& by God. .
' The second' suggestion was in.turn ammﬁa& in two- 9@.085 ém&a .
~ One consisted. of v_mezm a mc,ozm on,%rmﬂm on the @35@05:& origins .
of every kind of regime. The Pauline i injunction to obey. ‘the | powers; that.,
be’was Ewg to include all mﬁnaamm?:% constituted _uorzom_ authorities; -
: S&nﬁrmn or not 93, could be shown to possess a ;cmﬂ or.evena _mm& E.,_m .
to rule. .Hwo:. san was taken to lie mu:aﬁ? in their nm_umo_Q 10 mosw.n for -

_ this nm@meg it was said, must H.nmwnﬂ the: S.E and wonom be the gift of God.

. The Q,&m for originating ' this i Eman:m 85@55_% ‘between @mmm_ﬁ..
obedience and revolutionary ‘change appears to be due to- Francis- Rous,
a _mmaEm Huuomvﬁnzms member of the Tong. Parliament who Smbﬁ over.
.3 the Emmmmuansﬁ party in H@E 67 Rous’s brief tract of .38.; HE@“ Hmmm
. ha%\mma&q of Obeying the muw&ma“ Q%S:S%w présents- ‘exactly. this argument,
- and was followed by an nxﬁnum:& ﬁmEﬁEnﬁ literature dévoted to exam- .
ining whether or not one nocE in conscience sweat: m:a%mzon to the.
new Commonwealth regime.® The revival of the same argiment m@mn. _
168g was :55@ the work of 5::53 Sherlock, the. Uomb of St Paul’s, -
- whose Case of the ma.m,mS:& Due to _m.e%wamw: Powers was v;vrmw& in-16gr .
. order to _:m:@ his decision, i cornmon with many other clergymen, ‘to.
take the new oaths of allegiance ‘after so _o_._m a an:mm_u This too gave.
: zmo to an extensive va@Eﬁ war;in which. ﬁvo Bo_ﬁm om n_.m Ra&a :Soznm
ow owrmmaos were again.debated at _nsmﬁw S E

~This ﬁwoSQo:z&Hma defence of de  facto woion Smm Obm om 5@ mnmcgnbﬁm :
n_m:bmm t0.be hobbist in ormnm.oﬂmw The acéusation was ma:ﬁ@ embar--
HmmmE@ n%mnﬁ&% to mrnu_onw m:m Em oHnEnmﬂ msEqun% “and Sherlock

s

Iy

The problem of political obligation became a major issue at two moments -
inthe constitutional upheavals of the seventeenth century. The first was in
1649, immediately after the execution of Orm&nm Iand the amﬁmwrmraosﬁ .
of the Commonwealth. The second was in 168g, HEB&EQQ after the
removal of James IT and the acceptance of. William and Mary. At both
these rE:nEHmm the new government raised the issue in an acute form
by requiring oaths of allegiance to be sworn to its NEEOEQ This made.
the question of the grounds on which it might be mﬁ?oﬁimﬁm to swear.
or withhold allegiance an inevitable topic of debate. :

One suggested answer, put forward in1649 and again in Hmwmu was .
that everyone should Hmmm& ﬁrmgmn?mw as @o::nm:% o“u:mmm on Em :

57 [Sherdock] 18g1a, p. 38: hc&ﬁ quotes this 33&% in H_._n n.uBEa:EQ ‘he wiote on mrnn_onr.
book. See Locke _mwu: . 314, . .o ST e

58 Lowde 1694, Sig A, 57 and Sig, A, 6. o R T St T

3 Locke 1988, 11, 19, p. 280; m_asﬁ _mmo pp. um 0, 432; [Tyrrell} 16g2—4, p. ‘d‘q (where he appears
to agree); Mead 168g, Sig. B, 3¥—+". - . L e

b0 Lampracht _fo p-32. : L T e

. J chmm no:”:,c:ro: to H:n an_uwﬁ mvo:n p«a .\Es voina w a_mncmmna Eo_,a ?E‘ in nrmvﬂn.. 10
“helow, -0 0
62 mg <<m.=mnn _w@r U mmo m&. Hﬂo:u (] n,mn, .u.:a vv mmodmou m,on. :.n ensuing ﬁminan war.




. . ’ ' -;. .
Ceva . Visions of Politics: mega aa& Q@& h«ﬁz& R

himself ﬁoor some @Ezm t6 counter it: >m rn mQB:m moBm QEE Emﬁ :
is Hobbism! to defend the right of possessors to Um o_omﬁm 83 w:ﬁ Em
n&cz:? he insists, can H,mm&&\ be msmimﬂnm

.. : ‘Hromn who say this-do not understand EH. movwm or me: on He Ew_ﬁm m.os.aw
and nothing else, to give Right to Dominion; mdn_ therefore asserts; That God

himselfis the N mE_.m.w Lord and Ooﬁwao_ﬁ of the World, not vmnm:mn He Bm.&.n
it; but hecause he is Ommnipotent; but I say, That Government is founded. mu ,

Right, and that Qoa is the Natural Lord of the <<an _uncmcmn Ea Bm&n it. 3

, _mwnlonw addressed the issue still more mrnno% na ?2:3 wmﬁonﬁ
published later in the same year, in which he not only declared Emﬁ
‘their present majesties government’ is 908:@5? settled’, but that ‘we.
may submit to it, without asserting the principles of Mr. Hobbs’.%

Such disclaimers did not prevent the ‘engageérs’ of the ﬁmmom or the de -

Jacto theorists of the 16gos from being energetically charged with hob-
bism by their enemies. Sherlock and his followers may tell us, it. Emm
‘said, that they are mDQoH,Ebm the principles of the Church of msm_mba
but in fact they are reviving arguments from ‘the Rebels in the Year *42
and from the Advocates of Cromwel’s Usurpation’.% They may-claim
to be corroborating the doctrine of o@rmmﬂos found in the Chnvocation -
Book, but that text offers them ‘but little service’, whereas there are ‘other
Writings that would have done the trick to an hair, such as Hobs, Baxter,

Owens, and Jenkins, ete.’ .7 Hobbes, moreover, is seeni as the detet-.
mining influence. Several of the assaults on Sherlock :rm Doctor’ to.

his more sarcastic opponents) seek to establish by textual mum:,m:&m that,
Hcsm before the Doctor’s time, ‘Mr. Hobbes hath taught the same’. “.H.:n
question’, as one critic puts it, ‘is whether Mr. Hobbes and the. Doctor

teach not the same doctrine’ about the legal right and possession of .

wo<nw9ms§ and the transferring of allegiance to usurpers? The answer
is that, on the question of H.uo::nm_ obligation, Hobbes and Sherlock are
‘fratres fratrerrimi, and it is not within the power of metaphysics to &Hmﬂs-
guish them’.*® A similar comparison was mounted by another critic who.

claimed to show that ‘Mr. Hobbs makes Power, and nothing m_mm give

Right to Dominion. And pray does not the Doctor do the same?- I am:
much mistaken if this be not the Qoﬂm: of his Whole Book.”® A more

b3 F:E_oai 16g14, p: 5. 5 [Sherlack] ibg1a, _u 15. )

©3 This is the full title ::w?.:on_@ tbg1h, ﬂo., the attribution see OoE_n _wmo ﬁ mmm

66 Ansuwer 16g1, p. 1.

b7 :N.r:m&vc:d 16g1, pp. 4-5. ﬁon the m::_u::o: see OoE_n ﬁmc P- 555

8 Exanrinetion 16g1, pp. 14, 15. : :

o Shherlock’s Cuse of m&nasﬂ..& 1691, p. “..m“ Q. also pp. Go— for m_unmnn ﬁm:,w:n_m S_:: hm&n_ssu

) QEON_ critic nown_cam& Emﬁ Hobbes’s muzzna&mm had moﬁcmEN _uand sur-

: ou@ as a 5:83@:9, Euob wzbnﬁmom om Bﬂd anmon Eomn Hm:mm..mmu\ .

. of refusing w:omﬁsoo to any mo<m§5msn om@m_&n of- @aomnncum us will.

_reason for.paying it allegiance. This was the H.mnoz&umﬁ and utilitarian.
- _wozﬂ of de facto theory regarded by noEmEﬁonEmm both: as. Hobbes’ L
. own-view of Huo_:_om._ o_u:mwmos mma as Ea view- om a mﬂEE% wc_ugm_w
: wo:oSEm i

“not much ¢ited, but nor- was any other. nosHoBﬁoBQ political writer,
.\ The mmm?os ‘was-to treat too much quotation as.slavish, too much ‘read-
_ing as a waste of time. Hobbes ‘hinself boasted to .uE,Unn% Emﬁ “if he, .
- had read as much as other men,’ he should have knowne no. more. then -

‘moowmu you-should cite only “such. ,Pﬁwo_,m as are E:m:% ﬁmma_ -advig-

E&ma ) .38@ a& @&a&& %&%&Sa

Hummmma For while ‘Mr. Hobbes: ﬁmzm:ﬁ the Absolute Huoéﬁ, of all wHEnnm?

Huo_mzmom:% HH.H@mHmSEm = 8 ﬁanmw the owm:,mm 0w hobbism’ m <wrm505n€
But there was aniother muo:w of writers who &Qﬁ_o_umm a'more authenti--
cally hobbist ling of thought, om_umﬂm:% in the aftermath ow En ﬁnmwo&n..
of Hmm‘wu anditis on this group. that Tnow Samw to concentrate. >ooo_d5m .
to these writers, mcwaamuob is owed to any. powers ﬁrmﬁ be— 5&:&5@
merely de faito powers—on ﬁrn mwoﬁsam of self-i interest. Hrm nosmoﬂcgom .

always be worse than the apparent inconvenience of ceding our. zmra to
that government. The capacity of any government, Rmm:ﬂ:mmm of its tide
" to rule, to. offer such protection’is accordingly t taken to bea m:wu_nuo:ﬁ .

It is true that nrn list Ow ﬁwuaoﬁma s&o nmﬁoﬂmm& E_w view, mba Hrocmwﬁ
Om themselves.as followers of mo_“_.vnm is short and contains no writer of
the first rank. But the oi% way o compile. such a Tist is on ‘the basis of
direct quotation and sympathetic Qmosmws: of Hobbes’s Huor:nw_ Eolnm -
"It needs to be : recognised at the outset that these are ﬁm&oﬁ_m&\ rigor--
ous tests to. ﬁuﬁ@ to the conventions of wnésnnm:ﬁwqon:ﬁzé debate. The

trénd of the times was’ ﬁoémwam Emom.gmraw even-anonymity. Hobbes was..

-other men’.”* Francis Oshorne E:.Emaw argued that * mz.om:msﬁ wits stifle.
‘their own natural fertility Q:,ozm: a too_ long and’ m:w@cni COTIMETcE. .
with: wooﬁ and ridiculed the rm@: of constantly Qaw@wzﬁm to m:Euomna..
wcﬂrozﬂow .\_n John Selden faid it down as a makim that ‘in- @Sosbm of.

Em Emﬁ oﬁrmmm %os Bm% wmma woﬂ w.oE. os.b mmﬁ_mwmnscba UE boﬁ mem .

70 b?w__ﬁ__ﬁf .ﬁ% E_@:mmh h ...:..: ..»....U,..Q _.mww, vol 1, wh.www
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thern’.”3 Another of Hobbes’s friends, Sir E&Hma Hunﬁw offered similar
advice in a hyperbolical letter of 1653 to Robert Boyle. Not only does .
he warn Boyle against ‘continual reading’, which ‘weakens the brain’,
but roundly informs him that, if he occupies himself with contempo-
rary scribblers, he will merely be ‘corrupted with rmm m:mmcmﬁm& 459
mUmEaEmm and tired with impertinencies’.7* -

It seemns likely, moreover, that even among Eomo s&o may’ ‘have felt
Hobbes to be worthy of citing as an authority, the number may have:

been further diminished by considerations about Hobbes’s dangerous

reputation. A man who had been named in Parliament as the author
of works that ‘tend to Atheism, Blasphemy, or Profaneness’ was not a_
wriier to cite without good cause as an authority on msﬁwﬁm 75 "This
type of mcﬁuemmmyo: is of course HB@omEEn to prove. But it was nmmmwan&
at the time as beyond dispute that, among prudent writers who would
‘scarce simper in favour or allowance’ for Hobbes, there were many :
" who were none the less hobbists for that.78 It is nnimﬁq clear.that.
ur seventeenth-century England there were political opinions that one

mught entertain, even discuss, but much prefer not to see printed. Some -
argued that Hobbes hiniself had acted too boldly in publishing. doctrinés

which ‘though he thought them to be true” were ‘too dangerous to be
wﬁowg aloud’.77 There are mn<nwm_ signs ‘that those who sympathised.
with Hobhes’s views felt able to say so more readily in privaté than in
published form. We find ‘Hobbism” msmﬂoﬁzmnm without commentary
only in personal commonplace books.” William Rand is one: example
ofan early reader of Leviathan who confessed hisadmiration for IHobbes'in
glowing terms, but only in the pages of his private correspondence.”® Sir
William Wmn,\ provides another example of a contemporary who quoted
Hobbes in his private memoranda and singled him out as:a leading. =
writer on political theory,* UE never once anﬁwosna moEumm in- mﬂ% of:.
his published works. -

‘When such considerations are mEm: mcn sxwmrﬂ : is U< no means

necessarily tendentious to suggest that there may have been more silent -

reliance on Hobbes by oObﬁmeOamQ writers than appears in their H“EU- :
lished works. The Hobbesian muwmnumﬁ wo_»mxmgm&ﬁ ﬂvmﬁ ES_ mmm.oe.msobw

73 Mm_ao: 1927, p. 24, - ¢ Filzmaurice 1895, pp. 45-6.

78 [Eachiard] 1674, “The Author to the Reader’ , Sig. A, 4.

7 Plerce 1658, Sig ¥, 34" ¥ BL Sloane me 904, 1458

78 See, for example, Rand to Hartlib, _w.?:\ 1651, Hartlib Papiers Amrnﬁmn_&mﬁwoﬁ.\w s._._m_.n Ww:n_
writes that Hobbes ‘s the only protestant T know of whom for i _:wﬂ.:o:m & free. m_um:._:m_.. notions

7 u%;% _mm?ﬂ n. mmm col, 2 ;

I dare compare to Sir Kenelme Digby, White or Des. Dm:mm SR R L

o ﬂur:u__ 1927, vol. 1, PP 122, 355, 219; vol. 2, p. .m ; o e

must vo ,Ummmm on Hrn Bnmhmno:. of Umm_o,&@ msc-woemm Eﬁ:_mam nmﬂdn
foundin several of the * engagement’ tracts of the early _mmom 8 Ttcanalso, .
be founid in a number of treatises from the same period on the need wo_.
absolute powen,? as well as'in the works of Francis Osborne,®s: H.wonamm
2?8? and Matthew Wren m,oHd later in- Qﬁ same mmnmmo 8 The im=:
plication that, as Hobbes puts it in Zeviathan, there is a. B:.Emh Relation:
~between’ Protection and Obedience’®0 is. Tikewise aorona in- several of
~the ‘engagement’ tracts.¥ We also encounterthe mamcanmﬁ in Lewis de -
- Moulin’s Power of the Magistrate, in ‘which he claims that ¢ @ommomm_os is: En
B .mﬂwmﬁ condition required for the QGJ\ of Allegiance’® . - <
- Among these writers, moreover, we do in fact finda HEE_UQ, ow nﬁurﬂ
. mnwnoé_aamoansmm of mozu.wm $ MEEOZQ The earliest citations éan be
. found in an msosﬁﬂocm tract of 1649 entitled- The Original & m,zm_ of Civil -
Power,® and i in John Hall of Durham’s treatise of 1650, The Grounds E&
. Reasons of K__\?gﬁ@‘ QQES.%& 9 We also find Hobbes. cited in a:similar--
.Em% by a nuriber of writers. from the later 1650s.9". Tt is true Emﬁ these
 citations tend to fall ‘away after the. Hﬂaﬁo.,mﬂow from which’ point: we -
. may Huﬂ,rm_um date the beginnirigs of Hobbes’s merely m_Em.:ﬁ. reputation,
- But as late as 1660 we still find him E<ow..u)m by John Eﬂ&on in ﬂx Q«a
: @q the Law as an authority on the law of nature and nations.% .
.- The most significant of these. mEuom_w to Hobbes’s: mcﬁroﬁa\ can’ _un
wocsa in the ‘éngagement’ controversy-of H:m early 1650s. One view that .~
“the engagers.associate with Hobbes’s name is that everyone is nm_umgn ow
reckoning the necessity of submission, since 9&56% sharesa paramount *
~ desire for mn_m ﬁuomnwcmzos and Hummhm On the. one. rmbm as. gnwmﬁ_
- Hawke maintains in Killing Is Murder, ‘thie natural State.of man, before
" they were mnEma in a Society, as. Master Hobbs truely mm:w was a meer:;
-warre’.9 But-on the other hand, as Hawke had earlier. mnm.cnm n Em
Right en Dominion, the Hnoowﬁ_cos oﬁ this fact means that © ‘every one wmﬁw
mcmmﬂma @022, to 35 mbn_ anmﬂm_ﬁ ?w ocﬁama &nanmnoy. SO’ that

maga, & &%Q @\. ?ER& e&ﬁ&%x

~

Br m,c_. nxm:.in in mﬁawgah Snaré.& Hmuc PP mlm in. EuE.ﬁ hmucm Eu mm S msa in HUE.E
. 1650h, pra2o. ’
8 Bor. nxmBEﬁ in Confitsion @%a:%m wmm? P mu E&_ [of Ucnrm_.:“_ _mm? w &1:? @m
8 [Oshorne] 1811, pp. i58-9.° ™ White ~mmm%_u 4 |m S5 <<8= _mm@, 28 A.wlmc
+38 Hobhes mem Conclusion, p. 491. "~
m... See, for’ QEEEn. QE&E%E&K m Hm_.moh P buﬁsﬁm Hmmo,
P47, B
8 Ec::: Hmmo w 29, mw H\.Eon_na_:w H@E_ p- G g0 Em& mmma m_m A AT<
o example, Scot Hmmo% 140; Harrington. 1977, pp: qE 716,722, 724-5." BEE
- "% Heydon 1660, pp. 125, 151. See also. Treatise of Hunmian Reason, 1674, pp- 44-5: .H:n n_.wncwm_o.. in-
Heydon 1660, js taken <=.Em:w So:_ _,9. ic& m.o_.: Zmﬂrms n_ Oc_é:aa:.m btaaam @ﬁ e.s hﬁi @\
Nature {1652).". PER A .
93 mms_wn _mm? u u

mmno: _muo. _u 8 Eno&n &m_
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‘in this sense 15 Mr. Hobs. wm;::m true, that En law ow nature is nmm&\ :

w%ﬁ_.ﬁ The basic point, as an m:o:uzdocm writer adds, is that in Hobbes’s:
view political obligation arises because rmen are*“forced mﬁanﬁo by & kind
: of necessity for prevention of those evills, which would necessarily be

the consequents of rmS:m all mﬁmmm common’# In the Right of ‘Dominiori -
the same contention is expressed in even moré hobbist terms. Citing

‘Mr. Hobbes, Philosophical Rudiments’ as his source, Hawke declares that
it is the law of nature that nien live @mmnmmwg that they may tend the
preservation of their lives, which whilst they are in war they cannot, mb&

which is the first and fundamental law of nature’, To which he m&% -
again citing Hobbes as his authority. — that what this shows us 1§ Emﬁ

‘Humane nature it mm:,o is ‘the Mother of the :mﬁcw& law’. 96

. The ‘Corollarie’ of this view, Hawke goes on, is that ‘possession is Hw@ .
great condition for our obedience and allegiance’. For ‘as Master Hobbes
saith’, we cannot doubt that ‘a sure and unresistable power conferres the-

W:mrﬁ of Dominion’.9” The same inference had already been drawn by

:+

Albertus Warren in his Fight Reasons Categorical of 1653, >oooa5m to

Warren ‘the question’ during the revolution ‘never was whether we or.
any other people ought to be mosww:m& by an Arbytrary ﬁos\ow ‘There

must always be some such power in any state if its citizens. are to be -

‘protected. “To know who holds that power, moreover; is equivalent in

Warren’s view to knowing whom we ought to’obey. It follows that ‘our’
present Governours, I say, without more adoe, do not offend the letter of -

the Law in rationally providing for the people: because 5@ are above

the Law of men and (taken collectively) to those ends aforesaid; else we .

should be in an WOmEm 859205 as Mr. mowdm Emz ovmn.?mﬁrv %

,4.

v

As well as being n:na.vw a number of avowed admirers, Eowd,.nmuw name
1s invoked by several contribuitors to the ‘engagement’ nonﬁoe.nﬁu\ who'

~arrive at their conclusions E%vn;%sm% of mEnEEm Hobbes’s works.
“They quoéte him not as the source of their opinions, but rather:in cor
roboration of a number -of views they already hold. ,Hrm% @85&@ the
best evidence that Hobbes’s theory was by no means ‘an isolated phe-
nomenon ‘in English thought’.% Rather it H.ﬂunmmmsﬁmn_. a contribution

. ANSQ was perhaps intended as a contribution) toa vmﬁﬂoﬁmw ms.mza om .

94 Hawke _omm. pos 9 Hur__oam_.:_cv 1645, p.15. 7
95 Hawke 1655, pp. 27, 2g; <l also p. 0. . 9 Hawke’ Hmuq P12
9% Warren 1653, p. 5 % Trevor-Roper 1957, p. 233. .

Visions of Nu&a?,h Hobbes and ﬁ.ﬁi Seience

amcmﬁm m&o_: the Emrmm ow &m uwn% ﬁoéna mﬁ En nramx ow H:m mu.m:mv.
: Sﬁm;ﬂoz
The most _Bﬁoﬁmnﬁ ow these- % Ha&a Hrno:mnm is: >zﬁro=< >morm5
who' wcg_mrma A’ Discourse in 1648,; concerhed {in" the. words-'of its
subtitle) with What is ﬁaﬁﬁﬁ%@ lmewfull &:ﬁaw. the Confusions and. N%&SSE :
of Governmerits.'* ‘Ascham begins in hobbist vein by Qmmodgbm ‘the cho-"
lericknesse of war’ as a tempest: continually ﬁrﬁm_ﬁobﬁm to' overwhelm’
civil mOQaQ_E His equally hobbist conclusion is'that'a S;r:mzawm to’
‘owné” and obey whatever Huos.oa BmQ be capable of protecting us ?.o- 3
vides us with the sole means of cscaping from the mutability of things.'*
~Part 1 of the Discourse: argues for this conclusion from the m_Bomﬂ -parod:
ically Hobbesian premise that ‘there is soﬁgsm ini the sk (as'they mmé -
-which S% ‘ot doe its best to save 1t’.’®3 ‘This Homn_m o Q_mocmm~05 in
chapter 3, of “first-Possessors’, who, were able, ‘without scruple of &oEm.
other wrong’ to ﬁ_moo their. momﬁm where ‘they would’.'04 “This-account
is then modified in nrmwﬁnw 4 = very much in’the manner of - Grotiu 1§ !
by positing a. situation ‘of extreame or naturall necessity’ in which') men:
- were obliged to revert to-a more communal’ system.'? Two oonnﬁmmcsm :
.oob&cmyonm are then said to follow, Os the one hand, mﬁ?o@ﬁmﬁom has .
m_EmJa ans accepted since ?.EE:& times as a’ moo& enough basis’ for.-
- civil. association. The best title, in short; has ‘always been. taken' to.be -
Uommnmmmow._em But on the other hand, even rights.of ﬁommomaoz can never:
be ‘absolute, for they lose &n:. _uzoEJ\u in nBom ow agﬂ,mmnn& 8 a vmm_n :
: Eo_uvnﬂms Emrn to life. .. : { SR
_ These. mmmsﬁwﬁonm lead, in Humﬁ 2 cw >mnwm5 s bagaa,m 8 a v\m” more -
- hobbist argument about:the- ‘mutual relations, Umgonn ﬁaoﬁogoap and-.
‘obedience, The: %nﬂmn issue on which Ascham ﬂ:mEﬁH 1gly-focus
1is s&ﬁwﬂ. a trué subject can mEsm@ take oaths and pay wzmmﬂmznn
usurping power.-Here he exhibits complete disregard for.any mcnm:osm
“about the :m:%& origins or the best form of government. For: r:z the ™
only question is whether’ m.m ro_&mmm of power are capable-of ?.oﬂnn ing:
our lives. If 93\ cannot protect us, then our ogmmmosm are at an-end.:
“Nature’ ooBEonam me'to Bﬁn:, for r my own:protection and wwnmﬂdm- .
- tion’ when no one else is- -able to. ?,oﬁnom me, so that ‘he who hath sworne .
. Z—nm_mnnm and fidelity to. his Prince; is absolved, NEQ set at :,UQ.Q if
his Prince abandon his WSonBo_ o7 If] however, our government. is.
.om%mEn of mmmE,Sm our E.o msa Eu@:% Hrus we rmé a QcJ\ to o_on%.

m&w% 5. 3%@ @q ﬁ&“&a& a&ﬁ&%@

oo >mn:m_.a umk*m Lo >mnrm5 _m.mm m_w N_. “1o2 >mnrm3 _@E Eu E*lm_ mqlm
103" Ascham. 1648, pig. | - 1% Ascham 1648, pp. 10-14. 105 >mnrm3 _m\*m _uﬁ 14, _miq
._o_m >mnrm=._ _m\_.m pp-. nwlw Coer >mnrm3 Mm*m PP qmzu
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it, regardless of any questions about the _nmm_.o&wﬁw of its power. The

touchstone throughout Is necessity; and especially ‘necessity of warre’.
We must obey if we are protected, although we are H&nwm& ‘of all i usmm.
inable duty’ when such protection fails,'*®

 Ascham’s view of the inescapably conditional nature of all _uo:snm;
covenants might appear to be in contradiction to the other work he wrote

on contractual relationships, his manuscript tract of 1647 entitled Qf

“Marriage."" T'here he begins by stressing that, after a man ‘hath engaged
himself in that flellowship of souls and bodies, which must last till death,
 hee is noe longer himself, and makes use of his Liberty but once; to loose:

;. for ever after all his life’. But >mow53 makes it clear that he Rmmam .

the marriage contract as unique, arguing that ‘all other’ contracts may -
‘cease by mutual dissent’. It is only the connubial A&Nﬂﬁﬁ?? as he
‘rather gloomily puts it, that ‘répresents the fluneral of our Liberties’.""®

‘The language as well as the assumptions of Ascham’s Discourse are

strongly hobbist in character. So is the language of his tract Of Marniage .

when he speaks about ordinary covenants: But Hobbes is never. men-
tioned in either of these works, nor Is his authority ever. inyoked.: ,H_rnﬂm
is, in short, no evidence that at this stage Ascham had any wsoimn_mn
of Hobbes’s only published wotk of political theory, his De Cive of 1642:
In 1649, however, Ascham reissued his Discourse in.a second edition, its-

length augmented by ten chapters, its title shortened to Of the Qe@mtsa .

and Revolutions of Govermenis.""' Ascham now reverts (at the end of part 2).to
his earlier discussion about the ‘natural’ state and character of man, Not -
only does he expand his earlier account, but he now corroborates it by
reference to the authority of Hobbes. First he adds a _cwﬂmowSEH of his-
views about political o_urmmcos by oosmanddm the origins of magistracy..
and civil government in a state of hature. He now deduces the - obligation
of chmnﬁm to obey whatever power is capable of m@oaﬁm 9@5 protec- -
tion from the typically Hobbesian assurnption that no civil monJ\ would
otherwise be possible. Such Iiberty would be ‘4 great prejudice to us; for
hereby we were clearly left in a state of warre, to make good this naturall
free state of the world, which refer’d all to the. tryall of force, and not of
 law, against which no one could offend’. The only solution is to m:gs:“

_ to a single sotirce of Huosﬁw for ‘Mr. Eogum Em m:EuomEou E. .&mam Un

198 Ascham 1648, 0p. 92—, .

"% Alscham] Qf Marriage, Qnac:amn, CES_:_Q CUEQ NS Om L f fo. 1. The :,mnﬂ is- .E:;nn_
but E have used as a tide its opening words. -

"% Alscham)] Qf Merriage, Cambridge G:Eﬂﬂ&. Library MS Gg 1. 4, fos. 1, +

" Ascham :ﬁ.@r The :an reads *goverments” in m: the roﬁ_nmw _._N<n seen,.

m&&a s S@Q Qa @&&S& aEﬁ&Sa :

- two. OEE@cS:Q ao&pﬂ. would be ovrmd to ovou\ En oﬁrna is. 42%__
pertinent and conclusive to this. subject’. Finally, Ascham adds further:
corroboration of his views about the mutual Rmmcos between’ wESnsos :
and obedience. He wn@nmﬁm ‘his earlier.contentjon-that any failure of our .
rulers to protect us automatically licenses a shift of mznmwmbon. But he .
“now calls in two greater authorities to undérline his _point, The owmnmn
is hcmnmm& whenever ‘(as Grotius and. Mr. Hobbes say) there- bea dere-
liction of command inthe person of Erc:a we speak, or if the: couniry -
be so subdu’d, that the Congquerourscan no longer be. womwmﬁn% AL
A further use of Hobbes’s authority-to lend ‘weighttoan &nnm&% com- ._

; .EQ& mﬂw.:bpnsﬁ can be found in' the Szﬂsmm ‘of Marchamont Nedham.
. So close indeed is: Hobbes’s acéount of ﬁorﬁ_nm_ oEHmmﬁos to-the’ E,mc.- x
ments used by Nedham and other.de facto theorists to ._cmc@ the’ rule of
- the Rump. that, in the pages of %\%&3& Politicus, the official newspaper B
: Emﬁ Z&rﬁd om:& H.Hovvam § n,_oQan mnn_cz.oa the moans&mﬁ ESQ_- o
ous status.of ?.owmmmumw for the new Commonwealth. Ucauum.umncmn< .
16512l four of the nmEoE&m En@.ﬁ: g\ edham’s inoEu\ news-sheet con- .
sisted of ::ﬁmnnm Gnﬁmoa from Hobbes’s De Corpore Politico.""3 Nedham
started with the passage. in 'which Ecvwnm had, mﬁo_ﬁb of En Fi&:mmm.;
. of subjecting ourselves to E<m&5m powers in the name of pre o?Em our -
lives."' In the second week he. ?,58& Hobbes’s defence. of the reason-.
_..u.Enﬂnmm of S:ﬂmEmrEm our: Smrﬁm in -order’to, obtain protectior and -
Qnmmboa.:.m In the Q:& week.he; m&&o& moEunm 5 mooosz_“ of the. EH& 8 _.
‘ transfer as ‘much power as possible to our rulérs if we are to receive secu=
rity in return.'’® Finally he printed- Hobbes’s assurance ‘that we om:ﬁoﬁw
be said to be acting against our conscience if we ovo‘...\ QEHSW laws, since.
E ?:ogsm En _mi we. mrm.: Un mo=9<5m our oosmn_nbno at En mmEn..“.

: Zan:pmﬁ Ecmﬁmﬁm in Em own sﬁasmm as Enu asin Em EEB&EB woi
‘ Rm%:\ his vorcnmm stance can be mzﬁuowﬂma by the authority of Hobbes.
* This can best be ovmﬁd& in his OE.N  of the. QQSuS:S&EN eq m.a.m&am Stated,
.s&ﬁr S.mi zﬁ.o:mw two. naﬁosm n. Hm.wé. Z&rmﬁ s mEB isto ?.oSmn...

o 2&.53&39 Eu Sm :w : S S

.13 Frank gL, pp. 257-8 noes; ﬂrmn Eor_ummu mcmroza.. s &mo :.Eoroa Oﬁ mn _nmmﬁ two omwnﬂ
-oceasions in Nedharin's newspaper = = SN k S
g4 -Mreurins Politicus 16518, p.. momvnm mognm _mmc Pp- mq w

15 Mercuring Politicus 1651b, p. 519; cf. Hobbes 1650, p: 64,

8 Mersurius Politicus 1651¢, pp. 535-6, ef. Hobbes 1650, pp. mm:q
e ?_.&ﬁ_aﬁ QESE ~mm=“_ mﬁ mWTﬁ cf. Ec_u_gnm ﬁmmo. PP 1401
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new Commonwealth regime. The central ¢ontention of his. Soﬁw as
of Ascham’s, is the Hobbesian claim that all government stems. from
our need to protect ourselves from each other by way of yielding our |
rights to some common power. The maintenance of such a power is”
said to be the sole alternative to anarchy. In part 2*of the Case Nedham
uses this claim to denounce the changes _H,owomma by the Su\m,rmﬂm the
Levellers and all other enemies of the new regime. In the central chapter
of part 1 he simply states it as-axiomatic that ‘there Uﬂsm a necessity of
some government at all times for the maintenance of civil conversation -
and to avoid confusion, therefore such as will not submit, because they.
cannot have such a mosww:oﬂ as themselves Emm are in some senise mere .
anarchists’."® . R

Nedham is thus led, like >mnrm5 to ﬁrm Emmw nonn_zﬂos ﬁwmﬁ since
government is an absolute necessity, political obligation must be owed.
to any regime capable of sustaining political order. He has no qualms
about the implication that allefiance may shift with events. The wheel .
of fortune, as his opening chiapter observes, turns in cEﬁ&ESEn but .
irrevocable ways. Once it has turned against a _umﬁﬁﬂma government,,
its citizens will Emwnq be UEEE@ ‘castles in the air against fatal ne-
cessity” if they tey ‘to maintain a mmzﬁm&\ of wwnﬂnzana loyalty’."*9 .Hrﬁ.a.
“tan be no duty to remain loyal to a rightful as opposed to a success-
ful de facto power. Nedham insists at the end of chapter 2 that no such
distinction can usefully be upheld, On the one hand, ‘the power of the -
sword ever hath been the foundation of titles to government’. And on
the other hand, the people have ‘never ?dm::ann_ to spurn at those pow- .
ers’, but have ‘for public peace and Q:Hoc Hum:a a @mﬁmﬁ mc_uBHmEom 8
::wEv 120

Nedham’s defence of de \m&a pOwWer is mounted émwocﬁ R,mn_,nnna to
Hobbes. Asin the case of Ascham, however, Hobbes’s authority is subse- .
quently invoked to corroborate the argument. When N edham issned the
second edition of his book latér in 1650, he added an mEumnn:M explaining
that, although he believed his conclusions tobe mcmmoﬁ:&\ proved’, he
had decided ‘to fasten them more surely upon the reader’ by * inserting .
some additions” from Salmasius and ‘out of Mr., Hobbes, his late book
De Corpore Nu%a%, '#! The closing pages of the mEugn_E moooaimq
consist of extracts from Hobbes’s book, m,oﬁ which a Ho?n.& NEQ S&OE\
Hobbesian moral is QE% drawn:

' Zna:wi 1969, p._14.
! Nedham 1980, p. 12g. |

18 Nedham 196g, p. 30.
'*¢ Nedham 1969, pp. 27-8,

self ?.oﬂnnﬂon and m.EE gitup to any oﬂw@a voénﬂ beside Ea mwnmnuﬁ Eanmmoﬁ i
it is very unreasonable in m=< man o vE EBm&m oE om &5 ?dﬁaﬁou om H_Fa... :
_-power by oﬁ@omﬁm iR :

Stated @om&ég Z&rmE m&m En EE,& ow mognm 5 mooo:ﬂ 18 %m_n.u
_‘since" there is no other possible way to wwomo?.n the. Som-wﬂsm om this -
nation but by a submission to the @nnmgﬁ powers’, it follows that ‘we may
pay ngnncon to them in order to our wmncEQu 125 2;: Hr@mn E<0nmﬂo:m :
~of Io_u_omm ] w:m._oﬂn% 20%55 H.nmnm Em nmmm : : g o

<<rns m: WOUQ.H H.. ;Eﬂ, came. to 558 ?m mrgsi oEﬁ@sn of H.Ho_udnm ’s.
political theory, he Hvozmwﬁ of it not in isolation - as Hobbes’s more recent
-commentators have tended to do '~ but rather as the expression of an .
outlook common to ‘M. Selden, H,E. Hobhes, Mr. Ascham and all others .
of %mﬁ va\_ 24 The appropriateness-of &Ennm these names — to which:
- 'we may now add those of Nedham, Hawke, Emz.os and o?o..m |.wmm T
‘hope, been Eﬁoﬁ:& Sz%om_“& But it rémains to’ ws_m_ my promise m_n.....
the outset and try to indicate how a failure to take mnno:sﬁ of this context. .
 has mam.:m&q hada ngmm:\_m effecton the exegesis of Hobbes’s ﬁorsg_
-thought, and. zoﬁmvd\ on Eo csanqmﬁmsgﬁm cm Em EmoQ of: _uo:ﬂn&.;..

obligation. ~ S

- One recent ﬁ.mwaam in ﬁrm 58%35&05 ow H.Ho_uvom s 9&03\ ow obli-
mmﬂos rmm consisted of EQnmEbmAWm mﬁ%vmm_m on his coninections with a.
more traditional moral outlook. The mzmmamsos has. Uuns thdt. his Hrncg.‘.‘,
‘can mbm ought to be’ detached fromits “scientific* premises and grounded
Smﬁnma on a doctrine of Bmgnm_ law. Howard Warrender, the most per-
suasive commentator to. follow- this @mﬂp has reformulated Hobbes’s .
account of Huorso& oEHmmsos in the _mzmsmmo of moral’ ng A subjeet
corfies to feel obliged, on’ this _.nmmEmu not primarily by making cal- -
AEmﬁo:m of “oblique m&TEoﬁmﬁ ‘but_rather- by. mnwsoimm%bm a. prior -
ovwmmcos to obey the laws of 1 natiire in virtue of recognising:then to be
Hwn ooEEEEm ow Qo& mozunm is Ecm Q.om:wa as- Ommasc&:\. a bmnE.m._”

12z Zna:mS Gmm e _mm 133 Z&rma _wm
24 Filmer. 1991, p. 281; ¢f; m_wov 2977 A TRt R Dl

_wm The trend:is no, _asmn_, TECENt, 28 it wis s.:mn T'originally wrote thia nrmﬁnwu..w.m.ﬁ:m_. it.can now

* be seen; as Tuck 1980, pp110-11 points out his survey of the: “historiography, to. be-a phase:

ol discussion particulaily n—_m..mnnn:m:n of the 19508 m:& Gmcmv at :._o nna on. s&_n: vn:oa 5_

: n:w_unm: was m_.mn pub -_nn_ S

._wm._.. h
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law @W:Omowurﬂ. who believes that ‘the laws of nature are anow:& mda
unchangeable’ and that, ‘as the commands of God, they oblige all men"
who reason properly, and so arrive at a _un:mw in an oEE@oﬁm:m vnﬁm
whose subjects they are’.'25"

Warrender’s reading has Gnam endorsed by uorb Emanbmﬁwsq m:&

further elaborated by E. C. Hood. According to Hood there is'a. di- -

nroﬁo:@ in Hobbes’s theory between an ‘artificial’ and a ‘real’ system
of obligation, a dichotomy only resolved when Hobbes ‘goes behind his
philosophic fiction of command' without a commander to_the, Ham_:..w
from which the fiction was derived, when he- says that the second law |
of nature is the law of the Gospel’. 128 ‘The basic contention underlying |
these accounts can best be summarised in the words of A. E. Taylor, the
first interpreter to put forward this view of Hobbes’s ﬁrmog of o@:mmcob
Hobbes, we have to assume, ‘meant quite seriously what he so often says,

“that the “natural law?” is the ooBmem of God, and to be o,cﬂ\nn_ w&nz& .

it is God’s ¢ornmand’.'2% .
I cannot myself find a single | vmmmmmn at least in’ hmﬁam@aa in. $&Hor
Hobbes presents the &monﬁoHomﬁmH argument that, according. to ‘Taylor,

he ‘so often’ enunciates. But it is not my intention to ask n:wmnﬁ_& as .

a matter of textual mxmmmma whether this nterpretation offers: the best
account of Hobbes’s meaning. What I want to suggest is ‘that the rela-
tionship between Hobbes’s argument and the context in which he wrote
it bears on this issue more directly than has been supposed. For. the view.
of Hobbes’s intellectual relations implied by these accounts seems to me

EmﬁoznmE\ incredible. My suggestion is that the weight of this testimony - .

- 1s perhaps sufficient (somewhat as Hume m:.w&aa in the case of B_nmo_wmv
for any such interpretation to stand discredited. : .
If Hobbes intended to ground political obligation on'a ﬁzom. duty to

obey the commands of God, then it follows that every nObRE@DEQ —

every follower, evéry opponent, every sympathiser — equally. missed the
point of his theory. Furthermore, they were all mistaken in-exactly the
same way. Consider first the hobbist followers I have discussed.- They.
‘all locate the grounds of vo:ﬂom_ obligation in the paramount need. .
for self- ~protection, and trace this paramount need to man’s nasty and
brutish nature. Many of them, moreover, specifically cite Hobbes as-
an mEﬁoEQ on both these nEQm_ @oﬁem H.Em was &mo 2.5 woﬁsmm«?

26 Warrender 1957, p. 322. ~

7 See Plamenatz 1965,.2 partial- mzao_.mngo:n mmm see also S_wz.ncaa_. ém? a _.nmwczmm to

Plamenatz,
8 Hood 164, p. g7. For a er EQ:» of Hood’s ﬁnwn_:ﬁ af gﬂnksz see Skinner ﬂmmﬁ
= q,wﬁo_. 1965, p. 49.

H ) m? Thatt-all HSOB,_ Wﬁrﬂno:mm:ammn is mosu&am O:F in 9.,.“ HN._E mw Hrn QE_._._

“gly, That thé Holy' mn.ﬂﬁawnm are Emmn FE os@ by QS: ?:roﬂg
~4ly Thatt whatever the Civill gm@ﬁﬁ.ﬂa commands is’ 10 bee ovoﬁa

. sly .H__,En Hrﬂ.n s a Ummu.omrmn Qwod\ in wﬁzm mnm being 3@58& an m&ﬁﬁ 13

- We mﬁnocsﬁow ﬁrn same’ mmmEEuao:m oanm mmmE s&n UmEn_ mamam.E
-the ‘penitent Hobbjst’, was forced to recant his views: nwo_.n the Uni:
.<9.2E of Omﬁvzmmn in 1669. ‘The tenéts that vn and his accusers both

‘minion is founded only in power”; ‘and that ‘all moral Emrﬁno:msmmm is-
. founded only in the ﬁom.:uad law of the civil ‘magistrate’. 32

“Hobbes no element of a traditional moral outléok. .H.Wm% see only a'dan-
-gerous iconoclast, soncone ‘who (in .Hoss Bramhall’s words) ‘taketh 2

“Man’.3¢ All ﬁrnma critics mmw@n 30395, on the form that mogam m

Kingdom Hwﬁ.osmr S0 many ages’.'35.

“tion on calculations of rational- self-interest, and. nozmmm_:nb% Unroﬁwa
that mm_c._aoa become owrmaa 1o any: ﬁoéﬁ. vommomﬂbm the. nmﬁmﬂQ to
‘Eoﬁnnﬁ thern. His: HuoEH of an@mzﬂa in- Em nﬁm Om Hrnmn critics is not

S o mawmm: &%Q Gn ?EH& a&ﬁ&sﬁ wmm

Ron:\nm :Euwmmﬂos of mognm ] 58253 mﬁobwmﬁ his noaﬁnn%oﬁmzmm
One commonplace book in'which ‘Mr. Hobs treed’ is anatomised sum-

‘marises him as having ﬁmcmwﬁ ‘that the | prime | law of nature’ in ﬁrn moE of

man is that of temporal self-love’ and ‘that the law of the civil mo<mumwm: 15
the.onely ov:mﬁm rule of just and dnjust’.'s° A further s E:.Eﬂm@ _uummozﬂm
us sﬁr The mzso_@_nm of HSH. H.Hovm Eﬁﬂ, m<m _‘znmmﬁmu S :

1 H.Wmn m.: Right of Uo:E:cn Is mOE&.nQ OE% in woﬁnm ’

Magistrate

, no?ﬁﬁrﬂmb&:m contrary to Divine Morrall laws

w

_.omm&mm as pre-eminently’ ﬁwomn ‘of Hobbes were that ‘all right of do-"

Oosm&ou next the position of EOEUQ 5 no:naawom.mj\ critics. .H.Womo
éﬁﬁmum were themselves Ghristian EoE:ﬂm who Eumrﬁ have been ex-"
pected to be: Humaﬁos_mw_% attuned to seeing: m:ﬁnma overtones in mov_umm m
ﬁc_nﬁm_ works. Most of them, however, go out of their way-to nB@Wm-
sise what O_wanumon calls Hobbes’s ‘thorough 595:% 133 .Hr@ see in

pride in removeing all ancient land-marks, betweén Prince and m:gonﬂ
Father and child, Husband and Wife, ?Hmmﬁaw ‘and servant, Man mba

iconoclasm takes. Thiey associate him with two particular doctrines, both
of which Amm Clarendon. _,ogmanmv would ‘overthrow or E&nﬁzﬁm all

those’ Principles of Government, S._ﬁnw rmsw _unmmmjxa En mnmom ow z‘:m

HW@ assume in the first place Emﬁ movcom mEﬂ:am ﬁo__ﬁom__ ovrmm..

\ i .,,._uo EL Sloane MS Sum fo: wu
i 7% See Axtell 1965 and refs ‘there.
T Lo B wnw_.::m: .mmw ﬁ mm.u

_u_ wﬁ m_om:a gm oo» wo 4",
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with the requirements of natural law but with the fears and snoam of -

natural man. When the University of Oxford issued its condemnation
of heterodox books in 1683, Hobbes was mentioned and denounced by
name as the writer who had invented the claim that “Self preservation
is the fundamental law of nature and supersedes the obligation of all
others.'3 This was also the view of Hobbes’s contemporary readers, As

Filmer, Warwick and’others cswﬁmmmz:m:\ declare, Hobbes believes EE..
there is an equal ‘right of nature’ in everybody, and that civil society can .
only ‘arise from necessity and fear’ Euos Emmo %:moiam ow mn_:m:Q.

and Self-preservation’.'37

The other doctrine that Hobbes’s critics @mwsoimn@ mamoﬂmﬁma 455

his name was that, when citizens are not adequately protected, their

obligations mzﬁoBmSnmzw cease. Hobbes intended no less, as Clarendon -
maintains, than to give subjects ‘leave to withdraw their obedience’ from
their sovereign at the very moment ‘when he: hath most need .of their

assistance’."3" This was seen as final proof that, mm_ﬁaoamm Tenison puts

it, Hobbes has no belief in the ‘obligation laid upon us by Fedility (fhe Law

of God Almighty in our pature) antecedent to'all humane covenants’.'39
He instead makes ‘civil laws the rules of good and evil’.'¥® Far from -

seeing in Hobbes any element of their own natural law doctrine, these
critics treat his account of voraom_ oE_mmﬂos as the most &mzmgoﬁ

assault on 1t. “‘Where these Principles prevaile’, as Brarnhall concludes,: -

3

mm_m:womosamsmrosoma\,mn& manrg mza 5%&3\ m: Ezmﬁ mEm @_mon.
to self-interest.’*#! . ”

Some modern commentators have Swmd the heroic course of szv::m
' thatany of this evidence matters, on the grounds that ‘any modern reader
can se¢ the general irrelevance’ of these critics.#* But to concede this

claim is to complete the paradox. Hobbes himself is turned into the least

credible figure of all. He has to be represented-as articulatinga traditional
theory of natural law in a manner so convoluted that it was everywhere

taken for the work of a man prepared (in BramhalP’s memorable phrase).
to ‘take his Soveraign for better, but not for worse’.'3 And despite hiswell- .
known predilection for the quict life, despite his terror at being arraigned

for heresy, he has to be représented as failing m,:om,n%mw to disown the

alarmingly heterodox writers who cited his authority, or to disarm his
E:ss.ﬁnmgm critics by NuoEnEm out &oz, nou.:u_mnn Bpmcbmmﬁﬁmnn::m ow -

135 YJudgement . . cm..:ﬁ C:.En_ii i Wilkins Gm?.ﬁ; 4, Pp- o_o;.ﬁ

37 Tilmer 1991, pp. 87-8; Warwick 1664, p. 55, Great Lot of Nature; P8 .
##* Clarendon 1676, p. go. '3 Tenison 1670, p. 147~ 4° Exeminat Ne..smhﬂaﬁsﬁ % 15.
' Brambhall 1658, p. 519. 4 Brown 196z, p. 3370, ' w_ﬁ:_:m _omm ﬁ m_m

:
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his arguments: Hﬁ _unooEnm nxqmoa_smw% mpmﬁ movvmm :mqom Q& m:«. ow -
these things. : : : i
Hobbes’s followers and: D,Eom are _..E.nna 58 momao&% _nmm Q.nnEu_
figures: It becomes difficult in the first place to understand why his.op-
ponents should have felt so. threatened. ‘A more careful wnm&_bm of his -
“works would have shown thein; as Hood insists, that there i ﬁo_&asm
that is original in Hobbes’s moral thought’."#4 A reading of any of the
writers who invoked his authority, however, would have revealed a EmE% N
original view. of political and moral o_u:mwsos. of: mxmn& the kind that
- they. claimed ?ﬁmmmwgg we are 5_& to find in Hobbes’s own ‘works. It
,._u,nno:anm hard. to ‘understand SE it mro:_n_ have been Hobbes, rather-
than these other writers,.on whom they continued to focus. &8:. attacks.
-Finally, it becomes even harder to understand why:any .of mov_uom s
avowed followers mwocE have troubled to cite his- authority. All. of ﬂrauﬂ_
..r.ma worked out:a view of ﬁoﬁﬁom_ owurmwson of an- m<o€n&< anti
deontological character. Al of them (we are assured).-had in dny case :
-completely misunderstood: the-writer whom they all continued (without -
eliciting any protest) to cite’ as a leading exponent of their own belief: -
that _uo:mn& oc:mm:o: and ?,oﬁmoﬂos are mutually related. It becomes
_clear; ‘in short, that however Ewcﬁ_&m the Qoozﬁo_omun& Eﬁo%_,nﬁmsos
of Eovwnmm theory of omurmmcos may be as a reading of Leviathan, the:’
price of accepting it is to remove most.of the points, of contact between-
mmo_uwmm mbm_ ﬁrn ER:anEm_ EEnc in S&Hnr rm Fﬁa ms& Eonwm&

.?@ 58255 i this Hu_,nEEme m:an%ﬂ to mﬁ_.w.o:am mocvmm 5. 583\ 3
of political obligation with its appropriate _amo_omuom_ context, has been:
_,8 argue a methodological as well as an historical case..T am. Suggesting

that'a knowledge of the sort of historical Emﬁdﬁﬂog I have provided:s.
not merely desirableas. n_umnwmwossmu to the mE&\ ofa given writer. It can-
Emo be aﬂu_oﬁm as a further test of Ems&UEQ apart from: the evidence
f a writer’s own works; for any msmmmm:wm interpretation: of those Soanm I
-am suggesting, ﬁrmﬂ is, that ithas been a mistake to assume, in the case Om
Hobbes; that the © as%cos of whathis EnoQ is” (as Warrender puts itycan-
properly be H.owNamQ as ‘prior” to, and movmmmﬁm from; 9@ @ﬂomso= ofits.
intellectual relations mﬁ& the climate of opitiionin S&Er itwas formed.'45
55% Eﬁmﬂunnﬁmsos Eﬁmn E:u? some E:G vognmu a md_ds %noﬁﬂ msm ﬂ?m g

R ‘., _.x. Iooa Gm?v G
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circumstances in and for which it was Hu..oacnma ?.F mmsaamm oObnEEos .
is that one of the conditions for accepting any- mcmmmmﬁma Enmﬁwwﬁmco:n

of a political theory should be that. these links must themselves be of an-
?mﬁozom:% credible kind. My @mEo&&. coriclusion is that this condition .
is so much lacking, in the case of thé deontological. reading of Hobbes’s -

 theory of political obligation,; that the validity of this i Eﬁaﬂumﬁmﬂos Ecm.d....

- for this reason alone be Rmm&mm as @:mWSOBmEa L

+

e o@@n g Eo:ﬁrm ow Hm@ saw thie anmx ow %n m:m:mr 35_555.
e king was executed, the 5059.%% and House of Hoﬂam mcormrna the
SJommonwealth of. mﬂmymsa vnon_mnb& ‘But Ea outcomie was far more
dical than most moderates in the Huunmvﬁadmm party. rm& immﬁmm and
r more wn<o_caoﬁma\ _&mﬁ the instinctive royalism of most’ wbm:m
m.no_u_o could Sm.m&\ counténance;. One of the immediate tasks of the -
W government was mooo&usm:\ to. vowmcmao sach anﬁ.m_nm m:& hostile
oups that the. Hn<o_zsow was really over. They had to'be - given reasons

r ‘engaging’ with’ the :aé@ establishe: OoEEouinm:r monnﬁﬁﬁm_
and swearing. m:nmumsoo to it tather than 5:5@ to continue the mmwn b
here was a need, . in ompmu ‘words; for a mﬁo@ of @oEEm_ o_u:mmwow in
: rms ow s&ﬁr _&o new, mO<mw=EoE nocE Wo Hnmm:.mmﬁnn,_ And it s..mm

o_, an amv.%\ :ﬁ: o_,.w.:mzw mvvnmnnn_ SEQ. "_5 mw:ﬁ
Aitle in 77 g&%.ma..% The Quest for Settlement; ed. GE, Aylmer {London, _wuwv PP 79-98.> .
ith the new government was 8 acéept: the odth. of *engageinent’ 10.its authorit
eé Declaration 1649, and forits m_mn_maw:nn in'the’ ensuidg ncEnoﬁu.m« see SE ce 1968 Eu 3 m
m.oﬂ. 5@ n_mg o“. pul ign Cm —ﬂnvn:w 3




