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Abstract

This article attempts to provide a correction te #xclusive realist
interpretations of Thomas Hobbes. It makes thetgbat Hobbes is not as
close to a realist understanding of internatiomddtions as it has been
prevalently held. Given Hobbes’s conception of naand the state of
nature, the formation of Leviathan and the law atune, it is here argued
that Hobbes gives us a perception of internatioel@tions which is not
always conflictual and comprises the adjustmentsoaflicting interests,
leading to the possibility of alliances and coofierain international
relations.
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1. Introduction

In International Relations (IR), Hobbes’s politibas widely
been considered to be providing a basis for théstaanderstanding
of international relationisAlthough Hobbes himself did not say much
about the relations between states, in his wordsiatlgans or
Commonwealths, his name, together with Machiawllis cited
almost in all treatments of what has come to benknas ‘realism’ in
the academic IR. One may detect two ways in thehstethe theorists
of international relations have made of Hobbesta&d The first one is
that Hobbes’s theory of politics supplies a modelirgernational

1 The origins of this article go back to the lat@f@ssor Muharrem Tiinay's graduate
class,Classical Political Thoughtl attended in Fall 1987. | would like to recorgy m
thanks and commemorate his memory. An earlier oprsif this article has been
published inAustralian Journal of International AffaiflSummer 2006).
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relations. The second one is that internationaties do indeed
seem to be similar to the relations among individuaman beings
that Hobbes depicts in the nature, or in the sthteature, which is a
state of war. The students of IR have thus madeusebbes both in
logical and descriptive terms.

As to the logical or model use, it is argued tha# model
Hobbes provided or the students of IR made of hitings is what
has come to be called a realist model. Hobbeser as the central
figure when it comes to the origins of realist swhon IR,
Furthermore, it is claimed that there are simikesitand continuities
between Hobbes’s ideas and many realist scholar$Rofn the
twentieth century such as E. H. Carr, Hans Morganthnd Kenneth
Thompson, to name but a few. In a widely read tokb of
international politics we have been assured that ‘thcent realist
thinking derives especially from the political pisbphies of the
Italian theorist Niccolo Machiavelli and the Engligheoretician
Thomas Hobbes’ (Kegley, Jr. and Wittkopf, 1995:.22feven Forde
is no less sure in arguing that Hobbes was ‘thendeu ... and a
principal contributor’ to the classical realist ditton (1992: 75).
Identifying three traditions in modern internatibtlaought —namely
realism, rationalism and revolutionalism, Wight nted Hobbes
among the great realists (1991: 17, 20). Beitz \Afadzer have even
taken the Hobbesian argument as constituting aatgmatic case’
for the realist students of IR, a paradigmatic dasté of them want us
to reject (Beitz, 1979: 8, 27-28; Walzer: 1977: According to
Hoffman, Hobbes’s version of realism is the moslical formulation
of that view and has a narrow focus (1981: 11, 14).

Continuities have been discovered from Hobbes'ssd® the
writings of the twentieth century scholars. Fortamee, while Berki
argues that there is continuity in ‘the traditioh Realpolitik from
Machiavelli and Hobbes to Thompson and Morgentl{a@81: 142),
Wight finds the basic arguments of Hobbek&viathanand E. H.
Carr's Twenty Years’ Crisiso be the same. For Wight, ‘E. H: Carr’s
Twenty Years’ Crisis.. is essentially a brilliant restatement of the
Hobbesian themes’ (1991: 6, 7; 1966: 121). SinyjaBull considers
Morgenthau’s work as ‘an attempt to restate thev\oé international
relations contained in the works of Thomas Hoblzexl he further
adds that Hobbes’s views have been ‘refurbishetieénwritings of E.
H. Carr, Reinhold Niebuhr, Hans Morgenthau, Herligutterfield’
(1981: 717, 719). Vincent and Hanson identify atidcs and
recognizable ‘Hobbesian tradition’ in the twentietbentury
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international relations (Vincent, 1981; Hanson, 498\No need to
extend these examples. There seems to be a genaxdttion among
many students of IR to regard Hobbes to be ondefdrefathers of
the realist model.

Hobbes is also used in order to describe the prestennational
relations. It is a description derived from Hoblsesbnception of the
state of nature, the natural condition that memragsl to have lived
before the establishment of body politic, Leviathém the state of
nature, men lived without a common authority togké®eem in peace
and each man only took care of himself and thers tha constant
possibility of war. | shall deal with Hobbes'’s ception of the state of
nature later. Let me first give some examples af tloe students of
IR depicted the present international relationsilaimo Hobbes'’s
state of nature. The Hobbesian tradition, Vinceli us, characterizes
international relations as such: ‘Internationalifped is a struggle for
power; war is inevitable in the international amgrcthere is no right
and wrong, only competing concepts of right; theseno society
beyond the state; international law is an emptyapér (1981: 93).
‘There is no such thing as international societyight, 1966: 92;
1991: 32). ‘No ethical standards are applicableetations between
states’ (Carr, 1964: 153) ‘International politid&e all politics, is a
struggle for power’ (Morgenthau, 1960: 27) ‘Coercis and always
has been inseparable from all politics’ (Aron, 19481). It is well-
known that Waltz characterized international sysesma ‘self-help’
system (1979). The epithet ‘Hobbesian’ is commoniyed to
designate the structure of international relatahsre there is the lack
of authority and cooperation, disorder is rule ander is exception,
the actors always try to maximize their own intesed the expense of
the others and peace is temporary and can only gbithere is a
common or hegemonic power, or if the balance of grous
maintained.

By letting Hobbes speak for himself, | shall arghat this so-
called logical and descriptive account of HobbedRndoes not do
justice to hint. In what follows, | shall first review Hobbes'’s
conception of man and based upon this concepti®madtount of the
formation of the Leviathan, that is, body politic commonwealth.
Then how Hobbes characterized international reiatioand

2 |n presenting my argument, | shall mainly rely ldnbbes’sLeviathan published in
1651, which expresses his ultimate standpoint,ghdhere may be some references to
his two earlier political texts as well, namédiie Elements of Lay1640) andDe Cive
(1642).
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implications for IR of his politics will be reviewle Finally | shall
conclude that Hobbes, unlike Machiavelli whom couightly be
considered as a realist, may be considered as ahareationalist than
a realist.

2. Man and the state

Hobbes begins his account of the formation of theyipolitic,
the state, with a conception of man. In the initelapters of
Leviathan man is basically described as just one kind a@hah Yet
he is an animal which is different from other anlsnd®y his passions
and reason. His passionate side is not really réifte from other
animals. As in all animals, the passions of marhpgum towards the
things that appear to be pleasurable and away fhase things that
appear to be painful. Man is thus drawn towardsehthings that give
pleasure and retreated from those that give disptea This
endeavour, ‘when it is towards something which eaus, is called
Appetite or Desire...And when the endeavour is fromirsomething,
it is generally called Aversion’ (Hobbes, 1651/1983). This account
of desire and aversion as imminent motions of neavatd and away
from something does not really differentiate hiranfr other animals.
However, it is significant for two reasons: Fiflsipbbes uses it when
he defines the ‘good’ and ‘evil’. In his words: ‘Bwhatsoever is the
object of any mans Appetite or Desire; that isvitjch he for his part
calleth Good: And the objects of his Hate, and Aiar, Evill’
(Hobbes, 1651/1983: 24). There is thus no suchlgtbood or evil as
separate from their usage by man. The terms godewhare relative
and depend upon the persons who use them. It iextoal; nothing
is inherently good or evil. Secondly, the accouwntremarkable in
terms of depicting man as full of activity; man shadpes not, as rightly
observed by Forsyth, have a static ‘essence’ ang€1988: 130).
He is an active, assertive and dynamic being.

Although Hobbes characterizes man’s passions ambealistic,
there is, he argues, one passion/desire that glissines man from
other animals, namely curiosity, -the ‘desire t@knwhy and how’.
Unlike other animals, man, by getting pleasure ajuihe continuous
production of knowledge, was able to exceed theimant pleasures
(Hobbes, 1651/1983: 26) Curiosity together withsoea distinguish
man from other animals. Man has thus both passmwindliberation
(1651/1983: 28) Man is drawn towards and away ftbenthings, but
he has got the capacity to calculate the effectshisf motions.
However, Hobbes makes it that ‘the passions of arencommonly
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more potent than their reason’ (1651/1983: 98).sBeahere means
taking into account the rights of others, calculgtthe choices. Yet,
man’s passions, which by definition do not involilee rights of

others, are more influential than his reason. phiges the way for his
famous conception of the ‘state of nature’.

On the way to constructing the concept of the stéteature,
Hobbes makes some additional assumptions and atsery about
man. First comes man’s the ‘right of nature’. Is barlier works the
right of nature is defined as man’s natural und=tisight to all things:
In The Elements of Lawe read as follows: ‘Every man by nature
hath right to all things, that is to say, to do vgo&ver he listeth to
whom he listeth, to possess, use, and enjoy aljghhe will and can’
(Hobbess, 1640/1969: 72). Leviathan the right of nature is defined
as ‘the Liberty each man hath, to use his own ppwsrhe will
himselfe, for the preservation of his own Natuhgttis to say, of his
own Life; and consequently, of doing any thing, evhin his own
Judgement, and Reason, he shall conceive to betest means
thereunto’ (1651/1983: 66). In both definitions wisacommon is that
man has the right and capacity to decide whaiist &and good. The
difference is that while in earlier works this righ vaguely linked to
man’s survival, inLeviathanman'’s right of nature is based upon the
preservation of his own life. When Strauss argined, tfor Hobbes,
self-preservation is the only absolute right addo#ier rights derive
from that right (1965: 12-13), he indeed makes rilgat point. To
Hobbes, self-preservation is the basic right ardsthongest desire of
man and each man is capable of taking his own idesind making
distinctions between what is right and what is vg.oim other words
individual is a sovereign being. It should herenbéd that Hobbes'’s
man does not just simply want to live, but he wdotéve well. He
has ‘desire of such things as are necessary to caoioos living’
(1651/1983: 66).

The second assumption/observation Hobbes makes$ afawuis
that all men are naturally equal in terms of merdaad bodily
capacities. Men are physically equal in the sehae‘the weakest has
strength enough to kill the strongest, either byretemachination, or
by confederacy with others’. Men are mentally eqoahe sense that
‘howsoever they may acknowledge many others to beemwitty, or
more eloquent, or more learned; Yet they will hatoktlieve there be
many so wise as themselves’ (1651/1983: 63). Hobbksowledges
the differences between men both in terms of meatal bodily
capabilities, yet for him these differences are sotconsiderable
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given the basic equality he defined as such. Ifrah are equal and
each man has a natural right to all things in otdgrreserve his life
and have a good life as well, then, how is thiggoteed?

Man assures his survival and obtains a good lifenisypower
and ‘the power of a man...is his present means, taimlsome future
apparent good’ (1651/1983: 43). Hobbes arguesehelh man seeks
for power not just to assure for his life and obtaigood life, but also
to make it permanent. The ‘object of mans desgr@ot to enjoy once
onely, and for one instant of time; but to assuredver, the way of
his future desire’. Based on this, Hobbes boldlglales: ‘So that in
the first place, | put for a generall inclinatiori all mankind, a
perpetuall and restlesse desire of Power after pothat ceaseth
onely in Death. And the cause of this, is not alegthat a man hopes
for a more intensive delight, than he has alreatireed to; or that he
cannot be content with a moderate power: but hexataassure the
power and means to live well, which he hath presesthout the
acquisition of more’ (1651/1983: 49-50). This isléed the passage
that led to the realist interpretation of Hobbegnifar to man’s
endless and restless desire for power, statessateanad to be in a
situation of constant struggle for power in theernttional arena.
However, it should be kept in mind that the endissire for power,
in Hobbes’s view, results from not the greedy angba@sionist
character of man, but from the fact that he dodsfew secure with
what he already has. It is obvious that the soafdais feeling is the
equality of men.

Based on such characterizations, it is widely adghat Hobbes
conceives a common human nature (Hanson, 1984; 38€)man’s
nature is apolitical, asocial, in other words, isblfand self-interested
(Strauss, 1965: 3). It is indeed true that Hoblmseives a common
human nature. In the Introduction béviathan he speaks of ‘the
similitude of Passions which are the same in all metesire, fear,
hopé and in the Conclusion, of ‘the known naturall linations of
Mankind" (1651/1983: 2, 390). From the Introductido the
Conclusion, we are very often told common natuemmon desire,
common passions, and common fear of men. Althougibbis
conceives a common human nature as such, it mustieenoted that
his conception of man is not a static being; thereothing inherent or
essential in man, except the desire to preservevinislife and have a
better life.

On the basis of such a conception of man, Hobbddsbhis
conceptualization of the state of nature. Sinceiradividuals are
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selfish, self-seeking and self-interested, eacingryo promote his
own self-fulfillment, and all have equal mental gpigysical ability;

then, no one can be secure and as long as therat i@ ‘common
power to keep them in awe’ and to regulate theaber, they would
be in constant war. This situation, the state afinea is really a state
of war, ‘a war of every man against every manisitvorth to quote
here the much-cited description:

‘during the time men lived without a common Powerkeep

them all in awe, they are in that condition whisltalled Warre;

and such a warre, as if of every man against eney... the
nature of War, consisteth not in actuall fightingit in the
known disposition thereto, during all the time #heis no
assurance to the contrary... In such condition, thereo place
for Industry; because the fruit thereof is uncertaand
consequently no culture of the Earth, no Navigatiwor use of
the commodities that may be imported by the Sea; no
commodious Building; no Instruments of moving, aachoving
such things as require much force; no Knowledgthefface of
the Earth; no account of Time; no Arts; no Letters;Society;
and which is worst of all continuall feare, and glanof violent
death; And the life of man, solitarity, poore, yadirutish and
short... The notions of Right and Wrong, Justice bmadstice,
have there no place. Where there is no common Rdhexe is
no Law: where no Law, no Injustice... there be nopRety, no

Dominion, noMine andThinedistinct; but onely that to be every

mans, that he can get; and for so long, as he eap ik’

(1651/1983: 64-66).

This description of the natural condition of menfdoe the
establishment of a common power, i.e. the Levigthdaes not refer to
a historical fact. It is not the actual fightingutbits constant
possibility. Indeed Hobbes clearly states thatréh&@as never such a
time, nor condition of warre as this’ (1651/198%).6The state of
nature is then for Hobbes a logical postulate dgped in order to
account for the establishment of the body polifibough it is not
conceived as an actual situation, but a logicalytason, how Hobbes
conceptualized such a condition has been the dubjatter of a
dispute among the students of politics. While soamgued that
Hobbes just reflected the ‘anarchy of the markéictvtends to be the
form of all social relations in capitalist societfMacpherson, 1965:
174); others disagreed with this view contendirgf the seventeenth
century England did not have the characteristica oépitalist market
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society (Thomas, 1965: 236). No doubt it is truet tHobbes reflected
his time. The seventeenth century England could haste had an
anarchy of the capitalist market, however, it cowertainly be
characterized with an anarchy of the politicaligielis and economic
crisis among various segments of the society, sasctiat culminated
in the English Civil War of 1640s, which Hobbes betf experienced.
At the end ofLeviathan Hobbes expresses these circumstances when
he tells us that the book had been ‘occasionedhéydisorders of the
present time’ (1651/1983: 391). Moreover, Hobbes wary much
familiar with the Classical Greek authors who héds tnotion of
conflict before the government. As if echoing Halbeconception of
the state of nature, Plato, for instance, makeereml observation
that ‘humanity is in a condition of public war ofexry man against
every man, and private war of each man with himgPlato, 1964:
626d). Similarly, when saying that competition,fidénce (mistrust)
and glory are the principal causes of conflict lve thature of man
(Hobbes, 1651/1983: 64), Hobbes clearly relies tmcYydides, for
whom the motives of the Athenians to expand weag, fleonour and
interest (Thucydides, 1910: 49-50yVhether he derived it from the
observation of his time or the writings of claskiaathors, what is
significant for Hobbes is that the state of naiara conceptual tool to
explain the emergence of the Leviathan. How doeddé or what
makes men to leave the state of nature and establisommon
power?

If each man ardently pursues his own interesthesdo in the
state of nature, then, it leads to the destructibthe very basis of
man’s interests, i.e. his life itself. In a waresfery man against every
man, given the mental and physical equality of nmean is doomed to
self-destruction. Hobbes argues that the samegrestiat led men to
the state of nature —fear of death and the desirecémmodious
living- get him out of it. This is the beginning tife way out of the
state of nature. Then comes man’s reasoning cgpatie experience
of the state of nature makes man to use his cgpaciteasoning and
this leads to the formulation of what Hobbes cé#tle ‘Articles of
Peace, upon which men may be drawn to agreememt’.afticles of
peace are nothing but the laws of nature or thacyies of the
Natural Law, which men find out through his reasbime principles or
articles are those which are required for the pedfervation and
commodious living of men if they are to coexist fiHes, 1651/1983:

% | must here note it that Hobbes translated Thigegis History of the Peloponnessian
Warto English.
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66). The laws of nature are actually the laws ahln co-existence.
In chapters 14 and 15 béviathan,Hobbes lists nineteen of them and
in the Conclusion he adds a twentieth. He sumshapaws of nature
in the principle of ‘doing to others, as we woul@ lklone to’
(1651/1983: 87, 144).

Man'’s passions of the fear of death and the désiliee a good
life and his reasoning capacity make man to seekhi® way out of
the miserable condition of the state of nature @nfbrm the laws of
co-existence. If man is capable of formulating agteeing upon
some rules of co-existence, then, why to create
commonwealth/Leviathan? First of all, the laws @fture do not
abolish man'’s the right of nature. Secondly, Hohtegeeatedly makes
it that covenants/contracts without a common powannot be
expected to be effective (1651/1983: 69-70, 74) 8Men there is no
common power with force and right sufficient to queh men to
perform their contracts, the passions of men cealsily lead to the
breach of promises. Men therefore come togethergiwvel up their
freedom and the right to govern themselves and gubra sovereign,
state, or society in return for the security of umak rights. By
submitting a sovereign each man transfers his alatght to it -
Leviathan. As seen, for Hobbes, the body politi@ismeans for the
self-interest of man; it was deliberately creatgdnien. The state is
created in order to guarantee the conditions fan’snaurvival and a
peaceful better life. The Hobbesian state comesheing out of the
dual need for security and welfare.

Here, the important thing is that the individualeg up his
freedom and natural rights on the condition th&ert do the same.
They come together and contract. Hobbes exprelsseas such:

‘I Authorise and give up my Right of Governing mglfe, to

this Man, or to this Assemble of men, on this ctiodi that

thou give up thy Right to him, and Authorise al$ Aictions in
like manner. This done, the Multitude so unitedme Person, is
called a COMMON-WEALTH, in Latin CIVITAS. This ishe
generation of that great LEVIATHAN, or rather (jpesk more
reverently) of that Mortal God, to which we owe endhe

Immortal God, our peace and defence. For by thithéitie,

given him by every particular man in the Common-Weéae

hath the use of so much Power and Strength codfemehim,
that by terror thereof, he is inabled to forme s of them
all, to Peace at home, and mutuall ayd against &@emies

abroad’ (1651/1983: 89-90).

a
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This is how the Leviathan has been created. lbis better to
note some points regarding the individual and thebb¢sian
Leviathan —the state.

Firstly, for Hobbes, the individual is ontologigalprior to the
state/society. The state is deliberately constducéad it is an
‘artificial body’. The individual human being isndhe other hand, a
real being, capable of deciding by and for himelére we see that
Hobbes disagrees with Aristotle who consideredstiage to be prior
to the individual and to be a natural, not a catsed, being. That
Hobbes considered the individual as ontologicatipmpto the state is
quite obvious from his writings. As Strauss pointed (1965: 15), the
contention that there had been a state of naturehventedated civil
society clearly shows the primacy of the individual

Secondly, the ground for the construction of sgctetthe state
is the individual self-interest. Society/state isnceptualized as a
means to this end. Men created the state only secthe state of
nature was unbearable. The state was constructediar to provide
men with internal peace and protect them against e¢kternal
enemies. Then, the legitimacy araison de’tatof a state are based
upon whether it fulfills these tasks. Men are expécto obey the
sovereign/state so long as it is capable of detigethose services,
namely conditions of a secure and peaceful lifebliés argues that if
a sovereign is conquered by another sovereignjniteiduals can
withhold their obedience and transfer it (1651/19836). When
government does not possess sovereignty or had,ladiedience is
no longer required, because, without sovereightyam not protect the
rights of its subject.

Thirdly, Hobbes Leviathan is sovereign, because giaes up
his sovereignty in the formation of the state. Seigmty is for
Hobbes is both actual and contractual or legal. $tage achieves
sovereignty with the covenant of all men. Soversgigf the state is
just the projection of the natural right of manoithe Leviathan. The
‘Libertie of the Common-wealth [is] the same wittat, which every
man then should have, if there were no Civil Lamst Common-
wealth at all’ (1651/1983: 112). Individuals argpased to obey the
commands of the sovereign, if they are to peagetdtexist. Though
sovereignty is based upon the covenant, it musadbeal, because,
‘Covenants, without the Sword, are but Words, ahdoostrength to
secure a man at all... For he that performeth firas$, no assurance the
other will performe after; because the bonds ofdsare too weak to
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bridle mens ambition, avarice, anger, and othesiBas, without the
feare of some coercive Power’ (1651/1983: 87, 70-1)

Hobbes sovereign has effective authority and ithisrefore
indivisible, no mix government, nor an autonomousirch. The
governor must be one, if there is more than orer rthen, it may lead
to factions and civil wars between ‘t#urchand theState between
Spiritualistsand Temporalists between th&Sword of Justiceand the
Shield of Faith (1651/1983: 252-253). However, for Hobbes,
sovereignty is not absolute. Man had absolute soyety via his
natural right, yet, even it had been limited by ¥leey condition of the
state of nature. The state’s sovereignty is limitedt just by the
existence of other states, but also by the covemamthich it is based.
Individual natural rights constitute the basic domsts upon the
Hobbesian sovereign. If a sovereign does not peothé protection of
individual-natural rights or commands their viotetj the individual
has the right to disobey. In Hobbes's words: ‘I tisovereign
command a man... to kill, wound, or mayme himsedfeno to resist
those that assault him; or to abstain from the oldood, ayre,
medicine, or any other thing, without which he aanlive; yet hath
that man the Liberty to disobey’ (1651/1983: 1I@jis is the reason
why some argued that Hobbes’s sovereign is a waak(Warrender,
1957: 317).

Finally, the chief purpose in the construction loé¢ tState is to
assure peace. When presenting his descriptioreasttiie of nature in
his earlier work,De Cive Hobbes writes that ‘no man can esteem a
war of all against all to be good for him’ and selis that the
overriding purpose of his exposition is to show‘the highway to
peace’ (1642/1836-45: 12). In his mature work,fiftle law of nature
is declared to bethat every man strive to accommodate himselfe to
the restand ‘the fundamental Law of Nature... commandeetiseek
Peacé (1651/1983: 78-79). Hobbes did not glorify therves Hegel,
for instance, later did.

To sum up so far, Hobbes’s conception of man htdmttman is
the primary being in the world and the state/Lénhaatis just a means
to peace and interests of the individual. How abihgt relations
between states, does he, as claimed, presents achmal and
conflictual situation similar to the picture degdtin the realist school
of IR? In other words, does he provide us with aamse to
international/world peace?
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3. Relations between states

As already said, Hobbes did not write much aboetrtiations
between states. He basically dwelt on the dompstitics and tried to
show the security and welfare to be obtained framnsttutional
order. Yet, he had enough reason to talk aboutnat®mnal relations.
Bull indicated that in Hobbes’s time as in ours réhewere
interdependence between civil conflicts and intates conflicts,
foreign interventions in the civil conflicts andligious loyalties
linking the parties across state frontiers (BuB81: 718). In other
words, the Hobbesian Leviathan was not in an iedlaituation and
took place together with other Leviathans. Hobhessélf was indeed
aware of this international interactions and inégpehdences. In his
history of the English Civil WarBehemothhe mentions the links of
various groups in England with those in Scotlahé, tow Countries
and France (Hobbes, 1680/1969: 144). His silencehenrelations
between the states may be explained by his prin@tgrest in
domestic politics. As well-known, until the twerthecentury, none of
the great political thinkers of the past devotedself primarily to the
study of international relations. Hobbes was by means an
exception.

However, he himself did depict international relati as a state
of nature. The much-cited passage is worth to qagéen:

‘But though there had never been any time, whapaiticular men

were in a condition of warre one against anothet;ily all times,

Kings and Persons of Soveraigne authority, becanfseheir

Independency, are in continuall jealousies, andhim state and

posture of Gladiators; having their weapons pointand their eyes

fixed on one another; that is, their Forts, Gamssand Guns, upon
the Frontiers of their Kingdomes; and continualy&pupon their
neighbours; which is a postulate of War. But beeahgy uphold
thereby, the Industry of their Subjects; there doatsfollow from
it, that misery, which accompanies the Liberty aftgular men’

(1651/ 1983: 65).

This is one of those famous passages that led & Whave
called the logical and descriptive uses by the esitsl of IR of
Hobbes’s writings. When taken out in itself, thesspage and the one
about the state of nature, together with his emphas power could
easily be interpreted in what is called the reafistdel. What is more,
while he considers the state of nature betweerviohakl persons
(interpersonal state of nature) to be a logicaltywate, he takes the
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state of nature between the states (internatica#d ©f nature) as a
factual situation.

It seems certain that Hobbes describes interndtretaions just
like the state of nature before the formation &f tieviathan. It could
be argued that when Hobbes himself and especladiyet who made
use of his writings in terms of the realist modetide the conclusion
of international relations being a state of waegytlapply the inter-
personal state of nature to the sphere of inteynatirelations and
make an analogy between the individual persons statés. With
regard to this analogy, Hobbes provides textuapstip In Leviathan
chapter 21, titled ‘Of Liberty of Subjects’, Hobbatributes the states
with the same rights as individuals had beforeetstablishment of the
Leviathan. In fact, it is this analogy between théividuals and the
states, between the state of nature and interdticriations that
constituted the basis for the realist interpretetioof Hobbes.
However, the analogy cannot be maintained for eetyaof reasons.

First of all, although Hobbes described both thetidnal
interpersonal state of nature and the factual matgonal state of
nature to be a state of war of everyone againstyeme, he put
forward a significant difference between the two.hi& the
interpersonal state of nature is unbearable, tternational state of
nature is bearable. In the interpersonal stateatfira man has no
culture, no industry, no art, no navigation, nal@ation and his life
is poor, solitary, nasty and brutish. But, in tidernational state of
nature as the states uphold the industry of thabjests, then,
individuals do not have the misery that they exgwe in the
interpersonal state of nature. That is why Hoblmesdot suggest the
establishment of a world/international Leviatham.order to escape
from the misery of the interpersonal state of ratman gives up his
right to govern himself and create a Leviathan. eehanism for the
establishment of peace is the establishment oframaan power to
keep human beings in awe. If the states in theriatenal state of
nature are like the individuals in the interpersatate of nature, then,
the logical conclusion of the analogy could haverbée creation a
world Leviathan in order to end the internationabichy. Indeed,
Hobbes is criticized by the twentieth century r&alMorgenthau
(1960: 501) for not having followed the logical ctrsion of the
analogy. Indeed, the hegemonic stability argumédnthe twentieth
century realists may be considered as the extrapoleof the
Hobbesian Leviathan to the international system.
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Secondly, the analogy cannot be maintained due h® t
differences between the individuals and the stétethe international
state of nature, the entities (actors) in conceennat individuals, but
states. As there is a difference between the reabopalities
(individuals) and institutional personalities (st the question
whether a conception of self-preservation for statauld be advanced
as it is for individuals (Beitz, 1979: 52) cannaisidy be dismissed.
Whose self-preservation is it any way, of the state of the
individuals within the states? Plus, do the staige the kind of life
that individuals have? Let us agree with Hellet,timmHobbes'’s view,
‘life’ for the states is ‘the maintenance of sovgnty -the ‘artificial
soul’, which gives life and motion to the whole lgodAnd Death for
states comes ‘not when some critical proportiontofopulation or
infra-structure is destroyed, but when force digsel the
commonwealth and ‘there is no further protectiorsabjects in their
loyalty’ (Heller: 1980: 25-6). Nevertheless, theesains a difference
between state sovereignty and individual sovergigiiten it comes to
the establishment of a common power. By sacrifi¢ciregsovereignty,
the individual gains his security. But when stagnaunces its
sovereignty (say, to a world government), instelagaining security,
its very existence is eliminated. This makes atgiggerence between
interpersonal state of nature and internationdé st nature and thus
there does not follow an international Leviathan.

A third reason why the analogy cannot be maintaredagain
be given via the difference between the individuaisl the states.
Hobbes’s conception of mental and physical equalitsnen does not
hold for the states. The states are stronger tidigiduals in the state
of nature. As Vincent said, states are not ‘vulbkr@o a single deadly
blow as individuals are; the death of the kingmna the death of
kingdoms’ (1981: 94). For Hobbes, the state of maamong men is
intolerable because men are equal in the sensdhhateakest can
defeat the strongest. Such equality has nevereekigong states.
‘Disparities in size and resources have been teatgr [so that] the
universal insecurity of individuals in the state rafture has..been
absent in international relations’ (Heller, 19805).2 Moreover,
Vincent argues that there is the possibility ofesrtly strong states
(1981: 95). In sum, since states are not equdg sfanature for them
is not equally intolerable.

Finally, the analogy between the interpersonalestdt nature
and the international state of nature falls duethe differences
regarding the constraints upon the individuals tred states. In the
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interpersonal state of nature, man has the undkrnght of nature,

absolute sovereignty conditioned only by man’s ewith others.

However, the sovereignty of the state in the irddomal state of

nature is doubly conditioned. On the one hand.ettae constraints
resulting from the co-existence of states. On ttreerohand, there
come constraints imposed by the natural rights eh.nDespite the
seemingly similar characterizations of the indiaiuand the states in
some passages, given his basic arguments, it isefaugh to

conclude that for Hobbes states are not as fréeeaiadividuals.

That the analogy between the interpersonal stateatfre and
the international state of nature -the core ofredist interpretations
of Hobbes- cannot fully be held via Hobbes’s oVeaatjument and
the empirical observation of the states, | thinKfisiently refutes the
exclusivist realist categorization of Hobbes. Farthore, a closer and
more comprehensive look at Hobbes’s conceptionhef $tate of
nature rather than the famous selective descriptimken out of
Chapter 13 inLeviathanwill reveal that, contrary to the prevalent
view, even the conception of the state of naturesdwot exhibit the
characteristics attributed to it by the realistaahn IR.

At a first glance, Hobbes'’s state of nature reapipears to be a
war of all against all as he boldly declared. la #tate of nature there
is said to be no rules between individuals exdeptselfish and egoist
wishes of each individual. Individual persons aa& g0 live a self-
centered life with no regard for, and without ampuping with,
fellow men. This presents us a picture of men sinmib billiard ball
model of the realist school. However, Hobbes’'s alfeargument
makes room for the rules and allies in the stateatdire.

Hobbes'’s state of nature is not fully lawless. tFansd foremost
there are the rules of natural law. Laws of naturdgich he calls the
‘articles of peace’, apply to both the state ofuna@tand state of
society/commonwealth. In the state of commonweattbn have,
besides the laws of nature, laws of sovereignwrlaws. The laws of
nature are not the laws issued by a sovereigneasabe with the civil
laws, but they are the laws found out by man’soeaxg capacity. As
| have already said he enumerated twenty or so tdwsiture. Some
of them are worth to cite here. The first law ofuna for Hobbes is
that ‘every man ought to endeavour Peace, as farre dsmbhéope of
obtaining it; and when he cannot obtain it, ... heyreaek and use ...
Warre (1651/ 1983: 67). It is clear that for Hobbes wsonly a means
of last resort. The second and third laws of natwesrespectively stated
as Whatsoever you require that others should do to yoat do ye to
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them and ‘ that men performe their Covenants madé51/ 1983: 67,
74). In other laws of nature, for example, each madvised tostrive to
accommodate himsefe to the rest; ... acknowledge fathhis Equall by
Nature; ... [and] look not at the greatnesse of twdl gpast, but the
greatnesse of the good to followw taking revenge (1651/ 1983: 78-80).
As seen these are the rules of peaceful co-existtarcmultiple men,
who are capable of erecting them by their reasois true, as already
noted, the rules of natural law are not at all Sreffective due to man’s
proneness to breach them as a result of his passian make them
effective one needs a common power, the need #wisl to the
construction of Leviathan.

Nonetheless, what this conception of the laws aineathe laws
that are valid at all times, tells us is that thates of nature is not
devoid of common rules among men. Now, if interoradl relations
are conceived to be similar to the state of natinen, men can make
the rules of peaceful co-existence in the inteamati system through
their reason. And these rules as seen have a legapigasis on peace,
very unlike the realist picture of internationalateons as a structural
positioning of states within a lawless situationcoinstant struggle.
Moreover, in his works Hobbes expressly identitfes laws of nature
with the laws of nations. Earlier he wrote: ‘Foattwhich is the law
of nature between man and man, before the conetitutf the
commonwealth, is the law of nations between sogarand sovereign
after’ (1640/1969: 190). Later he confirmed: ‘Comirg the Offices
of one Soveraign to another, which are comprehenmdetat Law,
which is commonly called theaw of Nations| need not say any
thing in this place; because the Law of Nations] éme Law of
Nature, is the same thing’ (1651/ 1983: 189). Tiles of the law of
nations are open to violation just like the ruléghe natural law in the
state of nature. As already stated, Hobbes did suggest an
international Leviathan to make the laws of natiobging
implemented. Like Rousseau (1970) and Kant (196 | he found
an international Leviathan to be impractical (1653483: 87-88).

In the state of nature man does not live alone.iHaot an
isolated, atomistic being living by himself and lmseractions with
others are not like the clashing billiard ballsth®ugh Hobbes says
that there is no mine and yours distinction in skege of nature, the
chief reason why the Leviathan is constituted &uss internal peace
and defense against external enemies. If thereexernal enemies,
this means that there has already been a distmbidween us and
them. He also speaks of confederacies. That shbatsmen have
allies and groupings in the state of nature. In ohbis early works,
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Hobbes precisely states this: ‘And so it happemsuigh fear of each
other we think it fit to rid ourselves of this cation, and to get some
fellows; that if there needs must be war, it may yei be against all
men, nor without some helps. Fellows are gottemeeiby constraint
or by consent’ (1642/1836-45: 12). lreviathanhe repeats: ‘In a
condition of Warre, wherein every man to every mfan,want of a
common Power to keep them all in awe, is an Enéhgye is no man
can hope by his own strength, or wit, to defend Seifie from
destruction, without the help of Confederates’ (/6%983: 75-76).
Even before the construction of the proper statan rthus forms
alliances and confederations. In Hobbes'’s stateatire, there are not
merely —as widely assumed- a multiplicity of indivals engaged in a
war of all against all, but also security-commuestiof allies and
confederations. It is not hence surprising that bésbconsidered that
‘Leagues between Common-wealths, over whom ther®m iBumane
Power established, to keep them all in awe, arenely lawfull, but
also profitable for the time they last’ (1651/ 19834).

The state of nature is, then, to Hobbes, not mexelar of all
against all as the famous Chapter 13 Lefviathan described. It
includes both the rules of peaceful co-existence, the laws of
nature, and the means and mechanisms for the atatizof peaceful
co-existence, i.e. the alliances and confederatidrasyth very
persuasively suggests that it would be better fferéntiate the
Hobbesian state of nature into two: a conditiorwimch individual
men are solely and entirely governed by self-de@gassions (raw or
bare state of nature), and a condition in whichldles of peaceful co-
existence derived by reasoning are at work (sthteature modified
by natural laws) (Forsyth, 1979: 197). The foregaamalysis supports
such an argument.

4. Conclusion

In this article | have argued that neither the agglbetween the
state of nature and international relations nor dbeception of the
state of nature as a war of all against all —the tmajor contentions
through which Hobbes has been considered withimdghkst school of
IR- can be justified on the basis of Hobbes’s wgt. Hobbes’s man
is not simply a passionate being, but has a reagorapacity. Men
can thus form alliances and unions and formulagertires of peaceful
coexistence. States too may form alliances andiEsagnd agree upon
common rules, i.e. international law. As Navarihtly observed
Hobbes belongs to the tradition of government biesiu unlike
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Machiavelli who belongs to the tradition of govemmh by men

(Navari, 1982: 210). It is better to recall thathBes’s first two laws

of nature —hence laws of nations- dictated to geekce as far as
possible and to treat others as you wish to beeted his is not the
kind of discourse we see in realism.

Hobbes’s political theory entails a journey frone thtate of
nature to the state of society, from a state of waa state of peace.
This is an extremely radical transformation negatihe status quo
and establishing a totally different state of affaVery unlike of the
realists! Hobbes does not speak of structural jpogitg of the units
and he reifies neither the past nor the presentast thinking does.
Hobbes’s Leviathan is an artificial body existiray the security and
welfare of man. The real actors are then individuahan beings, not
the institutions. His chief purpose is prevalence pgace and
attainment of welfare. His radicalism and emphasigpeace are not
usefully summarized by the realist discourse inltRs true there are
here and there descriptions and statements whigh beataken to
place him within realist tradition together with Btaavelli. Yet,
unlike Machiavelli whom can rightly be consideresl arealist, as |
have shown above, Hobbes can justifiably be takdretcloser to the
rationalist or natural law tradition rather thae tiealist tradition.
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Ozet

Thomas Hobbes ve Uluslarardisskiler: Bir degerlendirme

Bu makale Hobbes'un realist yorumlamalarini reviggneyi amagliyor. Hobbes’'un
Uluslararasi liskiler literatiiriinde yaygin sekilde kabullenildgi gibi bir realist
kavramsallstirmaya yakin olmagi savunulmaktadir. Hobbes’un insan,gdohali, devletin
olusumu ve tabii hukuk analizleri dikkate alininca; slararasi ifkiler algisinin daimi bir
¢atsma durumundan cok, ¢sdin cikarlarin uzkmasi haline ve dolayisiyla da ittifaklara ve
dayangmaya yer veren bir nitelik arzettigosteriimektedir.

Anahtar kelimelerinsan, devlet, Leviathan, ga hali, tabii hukuk.



