[image: image1.png]Hobbes acknowledged that nation-states between themselves remained in a
“posture of war.” But because they thereby protected the industry of their
subjects, “there does not follow from it that misery which accompanies the
liberty of particular men.” In other words, a world of states necessarily tolerated
some wars and much preparation for war, but these preserved havens of peace
within each state. In the primitive condition, there was no peace anywhere.

Hobbes never claimed that humans were innately cruel or violent or bio-
logically driven to dominate others. The condition of war was a purely social
condition—the logical consequence of hunum oqu:.lny in needs, desires, and

cive institutions of enforcement. War v would recur only 1[ these covenants were
broken or if the police powers of the central state waned. His argument was
certainly intended as an apology for absolute monarchy; but later, yielding to
circumstance, he admitted that it applied equally well to other forms of strong
central government, even republics. Whatever his views on the ideal form of the
state, the point of central relevance here is that Hobbes considered the inertial
“natural” state of humanity to be war, not peace.

or the past two centuries, the most influential critic of Hobbes’s view of
primitive society and “man in a state of nature” has been Jean-Jacques Rous-
seau (1712-1778). Rousseau disdained the logical rigor of the philosopher, the
plodding empiricism of the historian and the scientist, and the unbridled inven-
tion of the romancer, but he combined a semblance of all three with an assertive
style to become an intellectual sensation. Like Hobbes, he constructed an origin
myth to explain the human condition, but his denied civilization its humanity
while proclaiming the divinity of the primitive.

" Rousseau, like Hobbes, asserted the natural equality of mankind but saw
humans in their natural state as being (justly) ruled by their passions, not their





[image: image2.png]!I'l a wm'ld without the “unnal\ll'al” institutions of monogamy and pnvate pmp-
erty. Any tendency toward violence in the natural condition would be sup-
pressed by humans’ innate pity-or ¢ compassion. ‘This natural compassion was
ovcrwhelmcd tmly ‘when envy was created by the origins of marriage, property,
education, social inequality, and “civil” society. He claimed that the savage,
except when hungry, was the friend of all creation and the enemy of none. He
dnecﬂy attacked Hobbes for having “hastily concluded that man is naturally
cruel” when in fact “nothing could be more gentle” than man in his natural
state.3 Rousseau’s Noble Savage lived in that peaceful golden age “that man-
kind wa}TMnﬁ%:n ‘War only became general and terrible when
people organized themselves into separate societies with artificial rather than
natural laws. Compassion, an emotion peculiar to individuals, gradually lost its
influence over societies as they grew in size and proliferated. When artificial,

2




