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Do state of nature arguments provide a compelling justification for the existence of the state? 
[bookmark: _Hlk133902472]According To Hobbes
On first reflections on the State of Nature’s existence, I assumed this to be a moot point!! How can we use a non-existence scenario to justify another. Thomas Hobbes state of nature is a pointless thought experiment to assess what existence would be like if the state did not exist. It would be synonymous with the question “What would life on earth be like if Martians existed?”!! It is also subconsciously bias as it was a theory that was borne out of a state of war in his own country, (English Civil War), that existed at the time where he was a royalist supporter who, through fear of reprisals, eventually fled to France[footnoteRef:1]. [1:  Duncan, Stewart, “Thomas Hobbes”, The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Summer 2022 Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.),  https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2022/entries/hobbes/. Accessed 25th April 2023] 

 According To Hobbes
It is made on assumptions about the human psyche at the time that all humans are equal in strength and skill with the capacity to kill each other[footnoteRef:2] in the pursuit to desire or felicity. To achieve this, he further states that they would seek out the power to achieve the desires and attacking others would be the best way, creating a constant state of war[footnoteRef:3]. He further applies Galileo’s theory of momentum on inert objects to the human mechanics of movement[footnoteRef:4] where he assumes humans are constantly moving to achieve the aforesaid objectives and denies the existence of morality within the human psyche that would halt the assumed constant motion[footnoteRef:5]. Last of all he makes another assumption that there is a scarcity of goods, likely borne out of the actual situation that was prevalent and created by a country that was at war for nine years, (1642-1651). It is my argument that Hobbes saw the state of his country at the time as a state of nature because of the lawlessness the war created when in fact it would be better described as the convergence of 2 states with opposing views on the divinity of the sovereign as agued by Sir Robert Filmer[footnoteRef:6]. The state of nature could never exist in our modern world as there is nowhere on the planet currently that is not controlled, albeit uninhabited, by the existing nations and therefore subject to that nations’ legislation. [2:  Wolfe, Johnathan, An Introduction To Political Philosophy, p11, 4th Ed, 2023, Oxford University Press]  [3:  Wolfe, Johnathan, p10 ibid]  [4:  p9 ibid]  [5:  P10 ibid]  [6:  Cuttica, Cesare. “Reputation Versus Context In The Interpretation Of Sir Robert Filmer’s ‘Patriarcha.’” History of Political Thought, vol. 33, no. 2, 2012, pp. 231–57. JSTOR, http://www.jstor.org/stable/26225768 . Accessed 25 Apr. 2023.] 

If we look further into Hobbes application to his theorem, he contradicts himself. On one hand he states that the existence of a state of nature would perpetuate a constant state of war. He then goes onto say that in a state of War, there would not be constant fighting but in a constant state of ready to fight[footnoteRef:7]. He argues that there is no existence of right or wrong, that there is only injustice, as to have these acknowledges the existence of Laws and consequently a lawmaker / giver[footnoteRef:8], (and Hobbes acknowledges the existence nineteen laws of nature), which if there was an overseer of the laws, would again exclude the existence of the state of nature. [7:  Hobbes, Thomas, Leviathan, Ch 13, p185]  [8:  P13 ibid] 

Further opposition to Hobbes theory of a constant state of war is the existence of individual and collective rationality where the application of collective rationale against individual rationale would nullify the need to engage in war through mutual cooperation, as with the example of the peasant farmers response to increasing their individual plots usability[footnoteRef:9]. At the end of Hobbes’ assumptions, he still advocates a way out by the creation of a ruler or sovereign to administer the law and punish the dissidents. Whatever theory you subscribed to, Hobbes was contentious, to the point that copies of his Leviathan were condemned and destroyed in 1683 by Oxford University; the very university where he was educated[footnoteRef:10]. [9:  P16 ibid]  [10:  Thornton, Helen. “Good and Evil.” State of Nature or Eden?: Thomas Hobbes and His Contemporaries on the Natural Condition of Human Beings, NED-New edition, Boydell & Brewer, 2005, pp. 16–45. JSTOR, http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.7722/j.ctt1f89shd.5 . Accessed 25 Apr. 2023.] 

According To Locke
John Locke, another philosopher of that period, from the outset sounds like he is agreeing with Hobbes in that he acknowledges that a state of nature is a state of perfect freedom, a state of equality and all bound by the laws of nature, but the interpretation by Locke is the different[footnoteRef:11]. In Locke’s opinion, Hobbes interpretation lacked the recognition of a divine sovereign whose laws of nature removed the necessity for a feudal view for a natural hierarchy. It was Locke’s view that no one person ought to harm another in life, health, liberty or for their possessions[footnoteRef:12]. He further argues that humans have a clear duty to not to harm each other and extends that duty to help others if it is not detrimental to themselves. Although he does advocate the use of punishment to offenders of the laws of Nature as he does not accept, unlike Hobbes, that the laws would be in vain and could be applied to preserve the innocent and restrain offenders[footnoteRef:13] whilst making it clear, in his arguments, there is a difference between the right to punish against the right to self-defence. [11:  P18 ibid]  [12:  P19 ibid]  [13:  P20 Ibid] 

Johnathan Wolfe in his analysis of Hobbes vs Locke does state that they have significantly different views. However, my interpretation of these two philosophers’ initial interpretations, whatever my views of the state of Nature, is that there are many similarities. Both argue for equality and in lack of a state, revert to the laws of nature. Hobbes does not advocate war but suggests that humans would revert to violence to protect themselves and Locke, according to Wolfe, is not against violence to defend oneself[footnoteRef:14]. The only significant difference is their application of the laws of nature where Locke invokes a moral clause that would trigger a different response than Hobbes’ belief of perpetual forward motion. It strikes me that Hobbes and Locke are glass half full / half empty philosophers on the same issues with Locke making references to God in his assessment of humans’ response to the state of nature. Wolfe argues that as all things are God given, and he would not put humans on Earth to starve, there would be an abundance of goods and supplies for everyone which supports Lockes’ argument to the right to claiming private property by labouring on it which would exclude others by right[footnoteRef:15]. [14:  P19 ibid]  [15:  P21 ibid] 


According To Rousseau
In his writings ‘Discourse on the Origin of Inequality’, Rousseau agrees with his two adversaries in that humans have the natural psyche for self-preservation and desire to exist in a state of Nature, however he throws additional characteristics into the mix, those of pity and / or compassion[footnoteRef:16]. The presence of these other traits, along with Rousseau’s presumption of solitary lifestyle, would negate the need for the human to steal from others. However, he attributes these to the earlier savage rather than a civilised more modern human as it is his contention that modern society has corrupted the human responses as they have developed far more needs than those of the savage. He does not favour a return to a state of Nature, just that if it existed the savage human would demonstrate more pity or compassion to his fellow being than that of the modern version. [16:  Macherey, Pierre, ‘Rousseau: Vital Instincts And Pity’,p83 in Systems Of Life, (United States) Fordham University Press, 2018.] 

Rousseau further argues that within the state of Nature, the human would be a more solitude figure with few desires gleaned from hunting and gathering rather than from taking property from others[footnoteRef:17]. I have to question the basis of his theory that humans would be solitary figures with little or no contact as nature equipped him to be sociable, although I concur with his list of needs as food, sex and sleep, fearing only pain and hunger.[footnoteRef:18]. Again, I do speculate that his theorem has a bias in his reticence for comparison in his writings[footnoteRef:19] as well as his disenchantment with his modern society[footnoteRef:20].  [17:  P27 ibid]  [18:  P27 ibid]  [19:  Alpert, Avram. “‘Melancholy Wildness’: The Failure of Cross-Cultural Engagement in Rousseau’s ‘Discourse on the Origin of Inequality’ and ‘Brown’s Edgar Huntly.’” Early American Literature, vol. 49, no. 1, 2014, pp. 125. JSTOR, http://www.jstor.org/stable/24476589 . Accessed 25 Apr. 2023.]  [20:  Alpert, Avram. “‘Melancholy Wildness’: p128] 

According To Anarchy
‘Anarchy’ comes from the Greek Anarkhia which means without ruler, or contrary to authority. It was used as a derogatory term until 1849 when Pierre-Joseph Proudhorn used it to describe his political and social ideology. He argued that organisation without government was both possible and desirable.[footnoteRef:21] [21:  Ward, Colin, Definitions and ancestors, Anarchism: A Short Introduction, 1st edn, Very Short Introductions (Oxford, 2004; online edn, Oxford Academic, 24 Sept. 2013), Accessed 1st May 2023] 

A Further definition of anarchy according to the dictionary comes in two explanations. “A state of disorder due to absence or non-recognition of authority or other controlling systems” and 
“The organization of society on the basis of voluntary cooperation, without political institutions or hierarchical government”. Both are correct but their tone suggests that they were written by opposing philosophies. The first by an advocate of the State and the second by belief in the state of Nature.
Wolfe argues some anarchists believe that a state of Nature is achievable as there are no bad humans and if they exist, they are a product of governments that are created to suppress anti-social behaviour. This is countered by the argument that if we are all inherently good, why do we need government. His answer to this is that a few greedy individuals have managed to take control of the power through deception. If this is the case, and these people existed before the state, then we are not all inherently good.[footnoteRef:22] It would appear that anarchy is a chicken and egg argument with utopian tendencies. [22:  Ibid 31] 

According To Me
To begin with, I challenged the need to acknowledge a state of nature when it is non-existent. However, to expand on the hypothesis, the state of nature did, and still does, exist in the animal kingdom. Take a troop of primates and see the parity with some of the philosophers’ arguments. There are no laws, they are territorial but hunter gatherers using the land resource for sustenance. They have a hierarchal set up with one overseer whose position is the protection of and maintenance of the troop. There is conflict but not a constant state of war when the hierarchy is challenged or there is outside interference from outsiders. They live by the laws of nature, show compassion to their own with needs akin to those described by Rousseau, that of sex, sleep and food. They are not geographically mobile as they are adapted to the environment in which they survive. All of this and without the existence of a state within their communities.
 This example species is no different to any other within the natural world and it works. So why do I use primates as my example? Well, they were, according to Darwin, the precursor to man. It is only when man emerges AND decides no longer to be a hunter gatherer but instead starts to stagnate and possess and work the land around him, that laws and agreements are drawn up and states are created from which there is no return. These systems are supposedly developed in the name of civilisation and become established with more control and restriction. To complicate their evolving lives further someone, somewhere, decided to create religion which took on many forms and challenged the hierarchal position of the mortal. There was no religion in the state of nature and there still isn’t. It plays a large part in the philosophical arguments and it is my belief that it was established to exercise more control over the masses. It is my argument that there is no god and humans are just another animal species on the planet who have suppressed their natural instincts that are still prevalent in all other species, and have become reliant on the state. 
So, do the state of Nature arguments present compelling justification for the existence of the state? No, they do not. The existence of the state restricts natural freedoms and tells you what you can’t do. The world in a state of Nature would on occasions be brutal but is it really any better under the state? The arguments of the state of Nature are defined by the philosophers with varying views because they were trying to establish an understanding of why the state was like it was at their time of reflection. What they could not grasp was how, as society supposedly developed and advanced, could it become more volatile. Even Rousseau’s reflections on solitude are borne out of his contempt for his view of modern society. The state is man made and, like all things man made, is not enough for man. The greed and search for power and control of the world’s resources will eventually implode and the state will return to a state of nature where, as the supposedly dominant world species, humans will perish. 
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