
obbes’ 

argues that Hobbes’ political philosophy can 

“good/bad” to “peace/war” and subordinating morality to the 

Hobbes’ theory thus inaugurated a modern political rationality that 

https://doi.org/10.21680/1983-2109.2023v30n63ID29583


a guerra civil, deslocando a oposição de “bem/mal” para 
“paz/guerra” e subordinando a moralidade à primazia da segurança. 

is a curious feature of Hobbes’ mainstream 
—

—

interpretation. First, Hobbes’ project was read as a scientific inquiry into 



philosophy. As he states in De Corpore Politico: “utility of 

war, but chiefly from civil war” (HOBBES, 2008, p.190). 

—
—they fail to capture Hobbes’ broader historical significance and why 

Nonetheless, striking events took place between Agamben’s 

Walter’s best seller How Civil Wars Start is an exe



historian “demonstrated how inept democracy is, and how 
much wiser is the rule of a single man than that of a multitude,” 
and decided to translate him to “make him speak to the 

were at that time planning to consult.” (HOBBES, 1961, 

Bishops’ War of 1639, which triggered the English Civil Wars. 

effaces, fundamental features of Hobbes’ political philosophy. 
This paper argues that Hobbes’ thought can only be properly 

—

—

“[u]nder no circumstances could politics be only a means to protect society.” 



To clarify this paradigm, Hobbes’ understanding of the 

Hobbes’ Leviathan within the wider context of the religious 

to a concrete historical problem, many aspects of Hobbes’ 

understanding Hobbes’ political thought.

examines Hobbes’ diagnosis of civil war and its 

reconstructs Hobbes’ solution in terms of security and the 

Hobbes’ paradigm of security with alternative, more agonistic 

of traditional Aristotelian politics and the emergence of “social philosophy.”



In a striking fragment of Thucydides’ narrative, several 
aspects of Hobbes’ concern with civil war appear in close 

In a passage from Hobbes’ translation, Thucydides writes

[στάσις]; and quarrels arose 
everywhere between the patrons of the commons [τῶν δήμων], that 
sought to bring in the Athenians, and the few [τοῖς ὀλίγοις], that 
desired to bring in the Lacedaemonians. […] [2] And many and 

[στάσιν], 

[φύσις ἀνθρώπων] 
calm and of different kinds according to the several conjunctures […] 

an than he. [5] […] 

. […] [7] And dishonest 



[…] (HOBBES, 1999, p. 347

aspects of Hobbes’ understanding of civil war. First, 

human beings, as such conflicts will occur “as long as human 
nature is the same.” Hobbes similarly offers a foundational 

condition of war is “necessarily consequent […] to the natural 
Passions of men”

This natural propensity is tied to Hobbes’ emphasis on 

— —

The concept of civil war must be distinguished from Hobbes’ myth 

—
—



“perpetuall and restlesse desire of Power after power, that 
ceaseth onely in Death.” (HOBBES, 2017, p.161).

Hobbes’ anthropology has long occupied a central place 

le for recognition in contrast to Hobbes’ 

Under this view, Hobbes’ anthropology seems to preclude any 

This interpretation of Hobbes’ anthropology has been 

— —

“causes of quarrel”: competition, diffidence, and glory—“The 

the third, for Reputation” (HOBBES, 2
observes, these causes closely paraphrase Thucydides’ account 
of the Athenian ambassadors’ justification for Athens’ 
expansionism: “So that at first we were forced to advance our 

chiefly for fear, next for honour, and lastly for profit” 



p.81). This analogy underscores Hobbes’ classical inheritance: 
—

—

that will prove central to Hobbes’ understanding of the 

The second aspect of Thucydides’ passage illuminates 

conflict manifests chiefly in individuals’ vain attachment to 

arena, “inconsiderate boldness” comes to signify manliness, 
while “provident deliberation” is treated as cowardice. Civil 

since “all those aspects of social life that might appear to be 

existence to the latter.” This conventional basis of language 

As Thucydides’ passage suggests, the disruptive force of 

“the tongue of man is a trumpet of warre, and sedition” 



“a certain phantasm … a little like philosophy” 
whose professors “taught, instead of wisdom, nothing but to 

” (HOBBES, 1999, p. ix).

as the problem of “moral pluralism” or 
the “right of subjectivity,” a theme examined more closely in 

debate. Hobbes’ definition of human beings as desiring bodies 

to regulation. Hobbes’ civil philosophy, therefore, presupposes 

For Hobbes’ generation, the religious wars of the



religious faith was “not of great antiquity in the world” 

Catholic Christians under the “temporal dominion 
of the Bishop of Rome” were similarly shielded from such 

Calling this text “historical” is debatable, as it does not meet 
modern standards of historiography. Here, “historical” simply denotes the 

in Hobbes’ 

and civil matters were entrusted to the sages “lest by the disputations of 
private men, it might be defiled” (HO

and civil law, as in Sophocles’ , where Antigone’s claim to divine 
law confronts Creon’s civil authority. On this idealization, see also Lund 



everyone a “Judge of Religion”

“and is not that kingdom 

as give occasion of offence and breach of peace?” (HOBBES, 

and public beliefs and civil matters were left to the sages “lest by the 
led” (HOBBES, 1983, p. 29)



—

—

“pretense of right”: the belief that individuals

“to reforme and innovate, on this way, another that way; and 
thereby bring it into Distraction and Civill warre” (HOBBES, 

that one “faction” of society could act in the name of “the 
people.”



—“what other end could they 

should make it the Rule of my Actions”?

Hobbes’ anthropological argument suggests that mental 

ἀγαςὸν ἁπλῶς, that 

—

ensures “discord and strife,” keeping humans in a state of war as long as 



—

Strauss (1968, p.171) notably situated Hobbes’ project within 

Following this insight, Tuck (1987; 1989) read Hobbes’ 
Montaigne’s 

relevance of epistemological skepticism to Hobbes’ civil 
er. From this perspective, Hobbes’ reduction 

politically irrelevant in Hobbes’ framework. Even if a universal 



VIII’s break with Rome placed the monarchy in a precarious 

divine right, like Robert Filmer’s 

dimension of Hobbes’ political philosophy. Strauss links Hobbes to 
Machiavelli’s “revolt against tradition,” showing a shift from the primacy of 

foundationalist reading of Hobbes’ natural law, which does not presuppose 
—or even of “right”—



the “primacy of the religious” (KOSELLECK, 1983, p.13). 

Hobbes sought a “good” capable of 

—
criterion, akin to a “moral formula,” broad enough to admit 

subjectivity, abolished the distinction between desire and “free” will, and 

ality as the only public standard. Kant’s response to the same 

utilitarianism’s embrace of subjective inclinations, Kant transplants the 



opposition “good/bad” with the political alternative 
“peace/war” (KOSELLECK, 1983, p.20). The primacy of the 

motion. Hobbes’ notion of (fo

—
since they distrust one another’s intentions, fear becomes the 

, “[b]ut the equality 
of mutual fear is the only band of faith in leagues” (HOBBES, 

—



parliament’s laws, sovere

Hobbes’ reasoning aligned closely wi

The logical outcome of Hobbes’ argument is that only a 

—



expresses the sovereign’s will: 

when issued under sovereign authority: “Authentique; not 

Authority of the Sovereign” (HOBBES, 2017, p.323). In this 

Hobbes’ contractarian absolutism seeks a rational, formal, and 

—

individual to “authorise all his Actions in like manner,” 

Hobbes’ project required an extra

obedience? The controversy over Hobbes’ foundationalism 

but in his “beginnings”—
primitive natural passion, fear of death. In Strauss’ apt phrase, 



“[d]eath takes the place of the telos” (1968, p.181). The 

elevates to natural reason itself: “that every man may preserve 
his own life and limbs, with all the power he hath” (HOBBES, 

Warrender (1957, p.299) noted in grappling with Hobbes’ 

—a kind of “provisional morality,” to 

“qualities that dispose men to peace, and to obedience” 

—
—

clear, the “Interpretation of the Law of Nature, is the Sentence 
Sovereign Authority” (2017, 



Hobbes’ “moral” law is formal enough to stand outside 
morality itself, serving only to expose morality’s limits. It 

—

of fear. As he states, “Of all Passions, that which enclineth men 
least to break the Lawes, is Fear.” Fear doe

though a fictional construct born of anxiety, keeps men “in 
awe” and thereby obedient (on the origin of religion, see 

appear as a “Mortall God” to fulfill its purpose. The modern 

— —
the premise of general obedience. Law’



skepticism but by Hobbes’ unwavering commitment to the 

reasoning was, in this sense, “demoralized.” In Hobbes’ 



Hobbes’ thought. The reduction of all conceptions of the good 

deserves inherent respect. On the contrary, Hobbes’ logic 

—

that “whatsoever a man does against his Conscience, is Sinne” 
(HOBBES, 2017, p. 366). Substituting the “public conscience” 



close to Hobbes, “Every subject's duty is the king’s; but every 
subject’s soul is his own” (CHABOT, 1995, p. 403). Public law 

Hobbes even evokes the words of Jesus: “Give to Caesar what 
belongs to Caesar, and to God what belongs to God.” In this 

for salvation is thus reduced to “Faith in Christ and Obedience 
to Laws,” meaning obedience to the laws of

and democratic reading of Hobbes. For him, Hobbes’ aim was 

Habermas observes, “The laws have 

citizens freedom in the sense of liberality” (HABERMAS, 1973, 

evidence of a democratic impulse in Hobbes’ thought, but 

Hobbes’ program of political philosophy sought to 



security. As he wrote, “[t]he cause, therefore, of civil war is, 
that men know not the causes neither of war nor peace” 

response to “the dreaded realization that ci

inasmuch as it is precisely communal” (LORAUX, 1997, p. 95). 

This idea appears with particular clarity in Machiavelli’s 

. These are not sociological groups but “irreducible 
elements of political life” (BIGNOTTO, 2008, p. 89), whose 

—



41) observed, Hobbes “w
manner of Aristotle, but rather social philosophy,” 

The core of this interpretation is that Hobbes’ civil 

solely toward the prevention of conflict. In Hobbes’ hands, 
“peace” does 

raison d’état



preservation of each subject’s life, a mechanism born from fear 

Hobbes defines the “Power of a Man” as the “present 
means, to obtain some future apparent Good.” He further 

mind, from instrumental powers, which are “means and 

Luck” (HOBBES, 2017, p. 150). The greatest instrumental 
power is “that which is compounded of the Powers of most 

Wealth” (HOBBES, 2017, p. 150). 

construct, the aggregate of transferred powers. Hobbes’ 

(2012) shows, Hobbes’ solution is radically novel in 
ue bearer of sovereignty in the “artificial 

person of the state.”

, the sovereign’s body itself becomes the “organic 
moment of the state,” emptied of substantive will and reduced to the mere 
form of “I will,” signing off laws like dotting the “i” (Hegel 1991, p. 316–



where Hobbes’ influence remained profound, though it met 

Hobbes’ political philosophy emerges from the visceral 

—
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