The Great Boxing Match

Assessing the Viewpoints of Thomas Hobbes and John Locke

And How They Relate to the Foundations of U.S. Government
Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679), the son of a Church of England clergyman, was educated at Oxford University and spent the years between 1608 and 1637 chiefly as a tutor to aristocratic families. His Leviathan, written in 1651, discusses the condition of human nature and the need for the control and government of mankind.

John Locke (1632-1704) was, along with Hobbes, ones of the two greatest English political theorists of the seventeenth century. Unlike Hobbes, however, who provided justification for monarchial absolution, Locke’s Second Treatise of Government, published anonymously in 1690, argued that government is an agreement between governors and the governed. Which man had it right? And how did the Founding Fathers take Hobbesian and Lockean ideology and apply it here? Read excerpts from each man’s writings below and answer the questions. 
PART I - THOMAS HOBBES’ LEVIATHAN

Thomas Hobbes is obsessed with the nature of man, and the “Leviathan” (leader) who rules over them all. But he addresses the faults and sins of man. Read below.
Nature hath made men so equal in the faculties of the body and mind…yet…from this equality of ability, arises equality of hope in the attaining of our ends. And therefore, if any two men desire the same thing which nevertheless they cannot both enjoy, they become enemies; and…endeavor to destroy or subdue one another. 

So…in the nature of man, we find three principal causes of quarrel. First, competition; secondly, diffidence; thirdly, glory. The first makes man invade for gain; the second, for safety; and the third, for reputation. The first use violence;…the second, to defend them; the third, for [useless things], as a word, a smile, a different opinion, and any other sign of undervalue.
1. According to Hobbes, why does mankind fight with one another?

He goes on to say that,

The passions that incline men to peace are fear of death, desire of such things as are necessary to [create a comfortable] living, and a hope by their [hard work] to obtain them….And because the condition of man…is a condition of war of every one against every one,…it follows that in such a condition every man has a right to everything, even to one another’s body. 
And therefore, as long as this natural right of every man to everything endures, there can be no security to any man…
2. Hobbes discusses “meaningful freedom” here. Why is there “no security” in the relationships of all mankind?

So! Obviously we need a solution:

[I]f there be no Power erected…every man will and may lawfully rely on his own strength and art, for caution against all other men. The only way to erect such a common power,…is to [give] all their power and strength upon one man, or upon one assembly of men, that may reduce all their wills, by [variety] of voices, unto one will….[E]very man should say to every man: I authorize and give up my right of governing myself to this man, or to this assembly of men, on this condition; that thou give up, thy right to him, and authorize all his actions in like manner. This done, the multitude so united in one person is called a commonwealth; in Latin, civitas. 
3. This seems to be the opposite of democracy. According to Hobbes why must every man “give up [his] rights] in a true commonwealth?

PART II – John Locke’s Treatise
John Locke appears not to have the same “pessimistic” attitude about humanity, that humans, left to their own devices will rob, kill, and steal. Rather, he thinks that mankind is intelligent enough to “opt out” of that “jungle lifestyle” and live in harmony in civilization.
Man being born…has by nature, a power, not only to preserve his property,…life, liberty and estate…but to judge of, and punish the breaches of that law in others….[Yet in the most perfect societies],…all private judgment of every particular member being excluded, the community comes to be umpire, by settled standing rules, indifferent and the same to all parties;…Those who are united into one body, and have a common established law and judicature to appeal to…are in civil society one with another.

4. Finish the sentence: “Locke makes it clear that true “community” does NOT rest on the surrendering of rights to a leader or a group of leaders, bur rather results when _____.”
Locke is not immune to the preachings of Hobbes. After all, The Leviathan came out long before he was even born! Locke knows that “the law of nature”, that is, man’s selfishness and greed, can be difficult, but he has a solution:
[When a man surrenders his] executive power of the law of nature, and [surrenders] it to the public.…under one supreme government;…he authorizes the society…to make laws for him, as the public good of the society shall require…And this puts men out of a state of nature into that of a commonwealth, by setting up a judge on earth, with authority to determine all the controversies, and redress the injuries that may happen to any member of the commonwealth; which judge is the legislative, or magistrates appointed by it. 

5. Thomas Hobbes says that mankind must surrender their rights to a leader. But Locke disagrees. Yes. They both talk about “the law of nature”, but according to Locke, how does a person enter in a commonwealth?
6. Therefore, what is the fundamental difference between the philosophies of Hobbes and Locke? (HINT: Be sure to use the word “freedom” in your phrasing about Locke…)
And lastly, Locke comes to the conclusion that monarchies are, in fact, the opposite of a civil society:
Hence it is evident, that absolute monarchy…is indeed inconsistent with civil society, and so can be no form of civil-government at all. [A monarchy] [sets] up a known authority, to which every one of that society may appeal upon any injury received, or controversy that may arise, and which every one of the society ought to obey;…[T]hose persons are still in the state of nature; and so is every absolute prince, in respect of those who are under his dominion.

[F]or wherever any two men are, who have no [common laws of equality]…there they are still in the state of nature, and under all the inconveniencies of it…For he that thinks absolute power purifies men's blood, and corrects the baseness of human nature, need read but the history of this, or any other age, to be convinced of the contrary.

7. Why does Locke believe that with an absolute monarchy, the “state of nature” (meaning mankind’s greed, sins, and vices) still strongly exists?
8. CONCLUSION: Where do the philosophies of Hobbes and Locke differ the most?
