
Leviathan, by Thomas Hobbes 

Introduction 

NATURE (the art whereby God hath made and governs the world) is by the art of man, as in many other things, 
so in this also imitated, that it can make an artificial animal. For seeing life is but a motion of limbs, the 

beginning whereof is in some principal part within, why may we not say that all automata (engines that move 
themselves by springs and wheels as doth a watch) have an artificial life? For what is the heart, but a spring; and 
the nerves, but so many strings; and the joints, but so many wheels, giving motion to the whole body, such as 

was intended by the Artificer? Art goes yet further, imitating that rational and most excellent work of Nature, 

man. For by art is created that great LEVIATHAN called a COMMONWEALTH, or STATE (in Latin, 

CIVITAS), which is but an artificial man, though of greater stature and strength than the natural, for whose 
protection and defence it was intended; and in which the sovereignty is an artificial soul, as giving life and 

motion to the whole body; the magistrates and other officers of judicature and execution, artificial joints; reward 

and punishment (by which fastened to the seat of the sovereignty, every joint and member is moved to perform 
his duty) are the nerves, that do the same in the body natural; the wealth and riches of all the particular members 

are the strength; salus populi (the people's safety) its business; counsellors, by whom all things needful for it to 
know are suggested unto it, are the memory; equity and laws, an artificial reason and will; concord, health; 

sedition, sickness; and civil war, death. Lastly, the pacts and covenants, by which the parts of this body politic 
were at first made, set together, and united, resemble that fiat, or the Let us make man, pronounced by God in the 

Creation. 

To describe the nature of this artificial man, I will consider 

First, the matter thereof, and the artificer; both which is man. 

Secondly, how, and by what covenants it is made; what are the rights and just power or authority of a sovereign; 

and what it is that preserveth and dissolveth it. 

Thirdly, what is a Christian Commonwealth. 

Lastly, what is the Kingdom of Darkness. 

Concerning the first, there is a saying much usurped of late, that wisdom is acquired, not by reading of books, 
but of men. Consequently whereunto, those persons, that for the most part can give no other proof of being wise, 

take great delight to show what they think they have read in men, by uncharitable censures of one another behind 

their backs. But there is another saying not of late understood, by which they might learn truly to read one 

another, if they would take the pains; and that is, Nosce teipsum, Read thyself: which was not meant, as it is now 
used, to countenance either the barbarous state of men in power towards their inferiors, or to encourage men of. 

low degree to a saucy behaviour towards their betters; but to teach us that for the similitude of the thoughts and 

passions of one man, to the thoughts and passions of another, whosoever looketh into himself and considereth 

what he doth when he does think, opine, reason, hope, fear, etc., and upon what grounds; he shall thereby read 

and know what are the thoughts and passions of all other men upon the like occasions. I say the similitude of 
passions, which are the same in all men,- desire, fear, hope, etc.; not the similitude of the objects of the passions, 

which are the things desired, feared, hoped, etc.: for these the constitution individual, and particular education, 

do so vary, and they are so easy to be kept from our knowledge, that the characters of man's heart, blotted and 
confounded as they are with dissembling, lying, counterfeiting, and erroneous doctrines, are legible only to him 
that searcheth hearts. And though by men's actions we do discover their design sometimes; yet to do it without 

comparing them with our own, and distinguishing all circumstances by which the case may come to be altered, is 
to decipher without a key, and be for the most part deceived, by too much trust or by too much diffidence, as he 
that reads is himself a good or evil man. 

But let one man read another by his actions never so perfectly, it serves him only with his acquaintance, which 
are but few. He that is to govern a whole nation must read in himself, not this, or that particular man; but 
mankind: which though it be hard to do, harder than to learn any language or science; yet, when I shall have set



down my own reading orderly and perspicuously, the pains left another will be only to consider if he also find 
not the same in himself. For this kind of doctrine admitteth no other demonstration. 

Chapter VI 

Of the Interior Beginnings of Voluntary Motions, Commonly Called the 

Passions; and the Speeches by which They are Expressed 

THERE be in animals two sorts of motions peculiar to them: One called vital, begun in generation, and 
continued without interruption through their whole life; such as are the course of the blood, the pulse, the 

breathing, the concoction, nutrition, excretion, etc.; to which motions there needs no help of imagination: the 

other is animal motion, otherwise called voluntary motion; as to go, to speak, to move any of our limbs, in such 

manner as is first fancied in our minds. That sense is motion in the organs and interior parts of man's body, 

caused by the action of the things we see, hear, etc., and that fancy is but the relics of the same motion, 

remaining after sense, has been already said in the first and second chapters. And because going, speaking, and 

the like voluntary motions depend always upon a precedent thought of whither, which way, and what, it is 

evident that the imagination is the first internal beginning of all voluntary motion. And although unstudied men 

do not conceive any motion at all to be there, where the thing moved is invisible, or the space it is moved in is, 

for the shortness of it, insensible; yet that doth not hinder but that such motions are. For let a space be never so 
little, that which is moved over a greater space, whereof that little one is part, must first be moved over that. 

These small beginnings of motion within the body of man, before they appear in walking, speaking, striking, and 
other visible actions, are commonly called endeavour. 

This endeavour, when it is toward something which causes it, is called appetite, or desire, the latter being the 
general name, and the other oftentimes restrained to signify the desire of food, namely hunger and thirst. And 
when the endeavour is from ward something, it is generally called aversion. These words appetite and aversion 

we have from the Latins; and they both of them signify the motions, one of approaching, the other of retiring. So 

also do the Greek words for the same, which are orme and aphorme. For Nature itself does often press upon men 
those truths which afterwards, when they look for somewhat beyond Nature, they stumble at. For the Schools 
find in mere appetite to go, or move, no actual motion at all; but because some motion they must acknowledge, 

they call it metaphorical motion, which is but an absurd speech; for though words may be called metaphorical, 
bodies and motions cannot. 

That which men desire they are said to love, and to hate those things for which they have aversion. So that desire 

and love are the same thing; save that by desire, we signify the absence of the object; by love, most commonly 

the presence of the same. So also by aversion, we signify the absence; and by hate, the presence of the object. 

Of appetites and aversions, some are born with men; as appetite of food, appetite of excretion, and exoneration 

(which may also and more properly be called aversions, from somewhat they feel in their bodies), and some 

other appetites, not many. The rest, which are appetites of particular things, proceed from experience and trial of 

their effects upon themselves or other men. For of things we know not at all, or believe not to be, we can have no 

further desire than to taste and try. But aversion we have for things, not only which we know have hurt us, but 

also that we do not know whether they will hurt us, or not. 

Those things which we neither desire nor hate, we are said to contemn: contempt being nothing else but an 
immobility or contumacy of the heart in resisting the action of certain things; and proceeding from that the heart 
is already moved otherwise, by other more potent objects, or from want of experience of them. 

And because the constitution of a man's body is in continual mutation, it is impossible that all the same things 
should always cause in him the same appetites and aversions: much less can all men consent in the desire of 
almost any one and the same object. 

But whatsoever is the object of any man's appetite or desire, that is it which he for his part calleth good; and the 
object of his hate and aversion, evil; and of his contempt, vile and inconsiderable. For these words of good, evil, 

and contemptible are ever used with relation to the person that useth them: there being nothing simply and 
absolutely so; nor any common rule of good and evil to be taken from the nature of the objects themselves; but 

from the person of the man, where there is no Commonwealth; or, in a Commonwealth, from the person that



representeth it; or from an arbitrator or judge, whom men disagreeing shall by consent set up and make his 
sentence the rule thereof. 

The Latin tongue has two words whose significations approach to those of good and evil, but are not precisely 
the same; and those are pulchrum and turpe. Whereof the former signifies that which by some apparent signs 
promiseth good; and the latter, that which promiseth evil. But in our tongue we have not so general names to 
express them by. But for pulchrum we say in some things, fair; in others, beautiful, or handsome, or gallant, or 
honourable, or comely, or amiable: and for turpe; foul, deformed, ugly, base, nauseous, and the like, as the 
subject shall require; all which words, in their proper places, signify nothing else but the mien, or countenance, 
that promiseth good and evil. So that of good there be three kinds: good in the promise, that is pulchrum; good in 
effect, as the end desired, which is called jucundum, delightful; and good as the means, which is called utile, 
profitable; and as many of evil: for evil in promise is that they call turpe; evil in effect and end is molestum, 

unpleasant, troublesome; and evil in the means, inutile, unprofitable, hurtful. 

As in sense that which is really within us is, as I have said before, only motion, caused by the action of external 
objects but in appearance; to the sight, light and colour; to the ear, sound; to the nostril, odour, etc.: so, when the 
action of the same object is continued from the eyes, ears, and other organs to the heart, the real effect there is 
nothing but motion, or endeavour; which consisteth in appetite or aversion to or from the object moving. But the 
appearance or sense of that motion is that we either cali delight or trouble of mind. 

This motion, which is called appetite, and for the appearance of it delight and pleasure, seemeth to be a 
corroboration of vital motion, and a help thereunto; and therefore such things as caused delight were not 
improperly called jucunda (a juvando), from helping or fortifying; and the contrary, molesta, offensive, from 
hindering and troubling the motion vital. 

Pleasure therefore, or delight, is the appearance or sense of good; and molestation or displeasure, the appearance 
or sense of evil. And consequently all appetite, desire, and love is accompanied with some delight more or less; 
and all hatred and aversion with more or less displeasure and offence. 

Of pleasures, or delights, some arise from the sense of an object present; and those may be called pleasures of 
sense (the word sensual, as it is used by those only that condemn them, having no place till there be Jaws). Of 
this kind are all onerations and exonerations of the body; as also all that is pleasant, in the sight, hearing, smell, 
taste, or touch. Others arise from the expectation that proceeds from foresight of the end or consequence of 
things, whether those things in the sense please or displease: and these are pleasures of the mind of him that 

draweth in those consequences, and are generally called joy. In the like manner, displeasures are some in the 

sense, and called pain; others, in the expectation of consequences, and are called grief. 

These simple passions called appetite, desire, love, aversion, hate, joy, and grief have their names for diverse 
considerations diversified. At first, when they one succeed another, they are diversely called from the opinion 
men have of the likelihood of attaining what they desire. Secondly, from the object loved or hated. Thirdly, from 
the consideration of many of them together. Fourthly, from the alteration or succession itself. 

For appetite with an opinion of attaining is called hope. 

The same, without such opinion, despair. 

Aversion, with opinion of hurt from the object, fear. 

The same, with hope of avoiding that hurt by resistence, courage. 

Sudden courage, anger. 

Constant hope, confidence of ourselves. 

Constant despair, diffidence of ourselves. 

Anger for great hurt done to another, when we conceive the same to be done by injury, indignation.



Desire of good to another, benevolence, good will, charity. If to man generally, good nature. 

Desire of riches, covetousness: a name used always in signification of blame, because men contending for them 
are displeased with one another's attaining them; though the desire in itself be to be blamed, or allowed, 

according to the means by which those riches are sought. 

Desire of office, or precedence, ambition: a name used also in the worse sense, for the reason before mentioned. 

Desire of things that conduce but a little to our ends, and fear of things that are but of little hindrance, 

pusillanimity. 

Contempt of little helps, and hindrances, magnanimity. 

Magnanimity in danger of death, or wounds, valour, fortitude. 

Magnanimity in the use of riches, liberality. 

Pusillanimity in the same, wretchedness, miserableness, or parsimony, as it is liked, or disliked. 

Love of persons for society, kindness. 

Love of persons for pleasing the sense only, natural lust. 

Love of the same acquired from rumination, that is, imagination of pleasure past, luxury. 

Love of one singularly, with desire to be singularly beloved, the passion of love. The same, with fear that the 

love is not mutual, jealousy. 

Desire by doing hurt to another to make him condemn some fact of his own, revengefulness. 

Desire to know why, and how, curiosity; such as is in no living creature but man: so that man is distinguished, 
not only by his reason, but also by this singular passion from other animals; in whom the appetite of food, and 

other pleasures of sense, by predominance, take away the care of knowing causes; which is a lust of the mind, 
that by a perseverance of delight in the continual and indefatigable generation of knowledge, exceedeth the short 

vehemence of any carnal pleasure. 

Fear of power invisible, feigned by the mind, or imagined from tales publicly allowed, religion; not allowed, 

superstition. And when the power imagined is truly such as we imagine, true religion. 

Fear without the apprehension of why, or what, panic terror; called so from the fables that make Pan the author 
of them; whereas in truth there is always in him that so feareth, first, some apprehension of the cause, though the 

rest run away by example; every one supposing his fellow to know why. And therefore this passion happens to 

none but in a throng, or multitude of people. 

Joy from apprehension of novelty, admiration; proper to man, because it excites the appetite of knowing the 

cause. 

Joy arising from imagination of a man's own power and ability is that exultation of the mind which is called 
glorying: which, if grounded upon the experience of his own former actions, is the same with confidence: but if 
grounded on the flattery of others, or only supposed by himself, for delight in the consequences of it, is called 
vainglory: which name is properly given; because a well-grounded confidence begetteth attempt; whereas the 
supposing of power does not, and is therefore rightly called vain. 

Grief, from opinion of want of power, is called dejection of mind.



The vainglory which consisteth in the feigning or supposing of abilities in ourselves, which we know are not, is 
most incident to young men, and nourished by the histories or fictions of gallant persons; and is corrected 
oftentimes by age and employment. 

Sudden glory is the passion which maketh those grimaces called laughter; and is caused either by some sudden 
act of their own that pleaseth them; or by the apprehension of some deformed thing in another, by comparison 
whereof they suddenly applaud themselves. And it is incident most to them that are conscious of the fewest 
abilities in themselves; who are forced to keep themselves in their own favour by observing the imperfections of 
other men. And therefore much laughter at the defects of others is a sign of pusillanimity. For of great minds one 
of the proper works is to help and free others from scorn, and compare themselves only with the most able. 

On the contrary, sudden dejection is the passion that causeth weeping; and is caused by such accidents as 
suddenly take away some vehement hope, or some prop of their power: and they are most subject to it that rely 
principally on helps external, such as are women and children. Therefore, some weep for the loss of friends; 
others for their unkindness; others for the sudden stop made to their thoughts of revenge, by reconciliation. But 
in all cases, both laughter and weeping are sudden motions, custom taking them both away. For no man laughs at 
old jests, or weeps for an old calamity. 

Grief for the discovery of some defect of ability is shame, or the passion that discovereth itself in blushing, and 
consisteth in the apprehension of something dishonourable; and in young men is a sign of the love of good 
reputation, and commendable: in old men it is a sign of the same; but because it comes too late, not 
commendable. 

The contempt of good reputation is called impudence. 

Grief for the calamity of another is pity; and ariseth from the imagination that the like calamity may befall 
himself; and therefore is called also compassion, and in the phrase of this present time a fellow-feeling: and 
therefore for calamity arriving from great wickedness, the best men have the least pity; and for the same 
calamity, those have least pity that think themselves least obnoxious to the same. 

Contempt, or little sense of the calamity of others, is that which men call cruelty; proceeding from security of 
their own fortune. For, that any man should take pleasure in other men's great harms, without other end of his 
own, I do not conceive it possible. 

Grief for the success of a competitor in wealth, honour, or other good, if it be joined with endeavour to enforce 
our own abilities to equal or exceed him, is called emulation: but joined with endeavour to supplant or hinder a 
competitor, envy. 

When in the mind of man appetites and aversions, hopes and fears, concerning one and the same thing, arise 
alternately; and diverse good and evil consequences of the doing or omitting the thing propounded come 
successively into our thoughts; so that sometimes we have an appetite to it, sometimes an aversion from it; 
sometimes hope to be able to do it, sometimes despair, or fear to attempt it; the whole sum of desires, aversions, 
hopes and fears, continued till the thing be either done, or thought impossible, is that we call deliberation. 

Therefore of things past there is no deliberation, because manifestly impossible to be changed; nor of things 
known to be impossible, or thought so; because men know or think such deliberation vain. But of things 
impossible, which we think possible, we may deliberate, not knowing it is in vain. And it is called deliberation; 
because it is a putting an end to the liberty we had of doing, or omitting, according to.our own appetite, or 
aversion. 

This alternate succession of appetites, aversions, hopes and fears is no less in other living creatures than in man; 
and therefore beasts also deliberate. 

Every deliberation is then said to end when that whereof they deliberate is either done or thought impossible; 
because till then we retain the liberty of doing, or omitting, according to our appetite, or aversion. 

In deliberation, the last appetite, or aversion, immediately adhering to the action, or to the omission thereof, is 
that we call the will; the act, not the faculty, of willing. And beasts that have deliberation must necessarily also



have will. The definition of the will, given commonly by the Schools, that it is a rational appetite, is not good. 

For if it were, then could there be no voluntary act against reason. For a voluntary act is that which proceedeth 

from the will, and no other. But if instead of a rational appetite, we shall say an appetite resulting from a 

precedent deliberation, then the definition is the same that I have given here. Will, therefore, is the last appetite 

in deliberating. And though we say in common discourse, a man had a will once to do a thing, that nevertheless 

he forbore to do; yet that is properly but an inclination, which makes no action voluntary; because the action 

depends not of it, but of the last inclination, or appetite. For if the intervenient appetites make any action 

voluntary, then by the same reason all intervenient aversions should make the same action involuntary, and so 

one and the same action should be both voluntary and involuntary. 

By this it is manifest that, not only actions that have their beginning from covetousness, ambition, lust, or other 

appetites to the thing propounded, but also those that have their beginning from aversion, or fear of those 

consequences that follow the omission, are voluntary actions. 

The forms of speech by which the passions are expressed are partly the same and partly different from those by 

which we express our thoughts. And first generally all passions may be expressed indicatively; as, I love, I fear, I 

joy, I deliberate, I will, I command: but some of them have particular expressions by themselves, which 

nevertheless are not affirmations, unless it be when they serve to make other inferences besides that of the 

passion they proceed from. Deliberation is expressed subjunctively; which is a speech proper to signify 

suppositions, with their consequences; as, If this be done, then this will follow; and differs not from the language 

of reasoning, save that reasoning is in general words, but deliberation for the most part is of particulars. The 

language of desire, and aversion, is imperative; as, Do this, forbear that; which when the party is obliged to do, 

or forbear, is command; otherwise prayer; or else counsel. The language of vainglory, of indignation, pity and 

revengefulness, optative: but of the desire to know, there is a peculiar expression called interrogative; as, What is 

it, when shall it, how is it done, and why so? Other language of the passions I find none: for cursing, swearing, 

reviling, and the like do not signify as speech, but as the actions of a tongue accustomed. 

These forms of speech, I say, are expressions or voluntary significations of our passions: but certain signs they 

be not; because they may be used arbitrarily, whether they that use them have such passions or not. ‘The best 

signs of passions present are either in the countenance, motions of the body, actions, and ends, or aims, which 

we otherwise know the man to have. 

And because in deliberation the appetites and aversions are raised by foresight of the good and evil 

consequences, and sequels of the action whereof we deliberate, the good or evil effect thereof dependeth on the 

foresight of a long chain of consequences, of which very seldom any man is able to see to the end. But for so far 

as a man seeth, if the good in those consequences be greater than the evil, the whole chain is that which writers 

call apparent or seeming good. And contrarily, when the evil exceedeth the good, the whole is apparent or 

seeming evil: so that he who hath by experience, or reason, the greatest and surest prospect of consequences, 

deliberates best himself; and is able, when he will, to give the best counsel unto others. 

Continual success in obtaining those things which a man from time to time desireth, that is to say, continual 

prospering, is that men call felicity; I mean the felicity of this life. For there is no such thing as perpetual 

tranquillity of mind, while we live here, because life itself is but motion, and can never be without desire, nor 

without fear, no more than without sense. What kind of felicity God hath ordained to them that devoutly honour 

him, a man shall no sooner know than enjoy; being joys that now are as incomprehensible as the word of 

Schoolmen, beatifical vision, is unintelligible. 

The form of speech whereby men signify their opinion of the goodness of anything is praise. That whereby they 

signify the power and greatness of anything is magnifying. And that whereby they signify the opinion they have 

of a man's felicity is by the Greeks called makarismos, for which we have no name in our tongue. And thus 

much is sufficient for the present purpose to have been said of the passions. 

Chapter XIII 

Of the Natural Condition of Mankind as Concerning Their Felicity and 

Misery



NATURE hath made men so equal in the faculties of body and mind as that, though there be found one man 
sometimes manifestly stronger in body or of quicker mind than another, yet when all is reckoned together the 
difference between man and man is not so considerable as that one man can thereupon claim to himself any 
benefit to which another may not pretend as well as he. For as to the strength of body, the weakest has strength 
enough to kill the strongest, either by secret machination or by confederacy with others that are in the same 
danger with himself. 

And as to the faculties of the mind, setting aside the arts grounded upon words, and especially that skill of 
proceeding upon general and infallible rules, called science, which very few have and but in few things, as being 
not a native faculty born with us, nor attained, as prudence, while we look after somewhat else, I find yeta 
greater equality amongst men than that of strength. For prudence is but experience, which equal time equally 
bestows on all men in those things they equally apply themselves unto. That which may perhaps make such 
equality incredible is but a vain conceit of one's own wisdom, which almost all men think they have in a greater 
degree than the vulgar; that is, than all men but themselves, and a few others, whom by fame, or for concurring 
with themselves, they approve. For such is the nature of men that howsoever they may acknowledge many others 
to be more witty, or more eloquent or more learned, yet they will hardly believe there be many so wise as 
themselves; for they see their own wit at hand, and other men's at a distance. But this proveth rather that men are 
in that point equal, than unequal. For there is not ordinarily a greater sign of the equal distribution of anything 
than that every man is contented with his share. 

From this equality of ability ariseth 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 in the way to their 
end (which is principally their own conservation, and sometimes their delectation only) endeavour to destroy or 
subdue one another. And from hence it comes to pass that where an invader hath no more to fear than another 
man's single power, if one plant, sow, build, or possess a convenient seat, others may probably be expected to 
come prepared with forces united to dispossess and deprive him, not only of the fruit of his labour, but also of 
his life or liberty. And the invader again is in the like danger of another. 

And from this diffidence of one another, there is no way for any man to secure himself so reasonable as 
anticipation; that is, by force, or wiles, to master the persons of all men he can so long till he see no other power 
great enough to endanger him: and this is no more than his own conservation requireth, and is generally allowed. 
Also, because there be some that, taking pleasure in contemplating their own power in the acts of conquest, 
which they pursue farther than their security requires, if others, that otherwise would be glad to be at ease within 
modest bounds, should not by invasion increase their power, they would not be able, long time, by standing only 
on their defence, to subsist. And by consequence, such augmentation of dominion over men being necessary to a 
man's conservation, it ought to be allowed him. 

Again, men have no pleasure (but on the contrary a great deal of grief) in keeping company where there is no 
power able to overawe them all. For every man looketh that his companion should value him at the same rate he 
sets upon himself, and upon all signs of contempt or undervaluing naturally endeavours, as far as he dares 
(which amongst them that have no common power to keep them in quiet is far enough to make them destroy 
each other), to extort a greater value from his contemners, by damage; and from others, by the example. 

So that in the nature of man, we find three principal causes of quarrel. First, competition; secondly, diffidence; 
thirdly, glory. 

The first maketh men invade for gain; the second, for safety; and the third, for reputation. The first use violence, 
to make themselves masters of other men's persons, wives, children, and cattle; the second, to defend them; the 
third, for trifles, as a word, a smile, a different opinion, and any other sign of undervalue, either direct in their 
persons or by reflection in their kindred, their friends, their nation, their profession, or their name. 

Hereby it is manifest that during the time men live without a common power to keep them all in awe, they are in 
that condition which is called war; and such a war as is of every man against every man. For war consisteth not 
in battle only, or the act of fighting, but in a tract of time, wherein the will to contend by battle is sufficiently 
known: and therefore the notion of time is to be considered in the nature of war, as it is in the nature of weather. 
For as the nature of foul weather lieth not in a shower or two of rain, but in an inclination thereto of many days 
together: so the nature of war consisteth not in actual fighting, but in the known disposition thereto during all the 
time there is no assurance to the contrary. All other time is peace.



Whatsoever therefore is consequent to a time of war, where every man is enemy to every man, the same 

consequent to the time wherein men live without other security than what their own strength and their own 

invention shall furnish them withal. In such condition there is no place for industry, because the fruit thereof is 

uncertain: and consequently no culture of the earth; no navigation, nor use of the commodities that may be 

imported by sea; no commodious building; no instruments of moving and removing such things as require much 

force; no knowledge of the face of the earth; no account of time; no arts; no letters; no society; and which is 

worst of all, continual fear, and danger of violent death; and the life of man, solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and 

short. 

It may seem strange to some man that has not well weighed these things that Nature should thus dissociate and 

render men apt to invade and destroy one another: and he may therefore, not trusting to this inference, made 

from the passions, desire perhaps to have the same confirmed by experience. Let him therefore consider with 

himself: when taking a journey, he arms himself and seeks to go well accompanied; when going to sleep, he 

locks his doors; when even in his house he locks his chests; and this when he knows there be laws and public 

officers, armed, to revenge all injuries shall be done him; what opinion he has of his fellow subjects, when he 

rides armed; of his fellow citizens, when he locks his doors; and of his children, and servants, when he locks his 

chests. Does he not there as much accuse mankind by his actions as I do by my words? But neither of us accuse 

man's nature in it. The desires, and other passions of man, are in themselves no sin. No more are the actions that 

proceed from those passions till they know a law that forbids them; which till laws be made they cannot know, 

nor can any law be made till they have agreed upon the person that shall make it. 

It may peradventure be thought there was never such a time nor condition of war as this; and I believe it was 

never generally so, over all the world: but there are many places where they live so now. For the savage people 

in many places of America, except the government of small families, the concord whereof dependeth on natural 

lust, have no government at all, and live at this day in that brutish manner, as I said before. Howsoever, it may be 

perceived what manner of life there would be, where there were no common power to fear, by the manner of life 

which men that have formerly lived under a peaceful government use to degenerate into a civil war. 

But though there had never been any time wherein particular men were in a condition of war one against another, 

yet in all times kings and persons of sovereign authority, because of their independency, are in continual 

jealousies, and in the state and posture of gladiators, having their weapons pointing, and their eyes fixed on one 

another; that is, their forts, garrisons, and guns upon the frontiers of their kingdoms, and continual spies upon 

their neighbours, which is a posture of war. But because they uphold thereby the industry of their subjects, there 

does not follow from it that misery which accompanies the liberty of particular men. 

To this war of every man against every man, this also is consequent; that nothing can be unjust. The notions of 

right and wrong, justice and injustice, have there no place. Where there is no common power, there is no law; 

where no law, no injustice. Force and fraud are in war the two cardinal virtues. Justice and injustice are none of 

the faculties neither of the body nor mind. If they were, they might be in a man that were alone in the world, as 

well as his senses and passions. They are qualities that relate to men in society, not in solitude. It is consequent 

also to the same condition that there be no propriety, no dominion, no mine and thine distinct; but only that to be 

every man's that he can get, and for so long as he can keep it. And thus much for the ill condition which man by 

mere nature is actually placed in; though with a possibility to come out of it, consisting partly in the passions, 

partly in his reason. 

The passions that incline men to peace are: fear of death; desire of such things as are necessary to commodious 

living; and a hope by their industry to obtain them. And reason suggesteth convenient articles of peace upon 

which men may be drawn to agreement. These articles are they which otherwise are called the laws of nature, 

whereof I shall speak more particularly in the two following chapters. 

Chapter XIV 

Of the First and Second Natural Laws, and of Contracts 

THE right of nature, which writers commonly call jus naturale, is the liberty each man hath to use his own power 

as he will himself for the preservation of his own nature; that is to say, of his own life; and consequently, of 

doing anything which, in his own judgement and reason, he shall conceive to be the aptest means thereunto.



By liberty is understood, according to the proper signification of the word, the absence of external impediments; 
which impediments may oft take away part of a man's power to do what he would, but cannot hinder him from 
using the power left him according as his judgement and reason shall dictate to him. 

A law of nature, lex naturalis, is a precept, or general rule, found out by reason, by which a man is forbidden to 
do that which is destructive of his life, or taketh away the means of preserving the same, and to omit that by 
which he thinketh it may be best preserved. For though they that speak of this subject use to confound jus and 
lex, right and law, yet they ought to be distinguished, because right consisteth in liberty to do, or to forbear; 
whereas law determineth and bindeth to one of them: so that law and right differ as much as obli gation and 
liberty, which in one and the same matter are inconsistent. 

And because the condition of man (as hath been declared in the precedent chapter) is a condition of war of every 
one against every one, in which case every one is governed by his own reason, and there is nothing he can make 
use of that may not be a help unto him in preserving his life against his enemies; it followeth that in such a 
condition every man has a right to every thing, even to one another's body. And therefore, as long as this natural 
right of every man to every thing endureth, there can be no security to any man, how strong or wise soever he be, 
of living out the time which nature ordinarily alloweth men to live. And consequently it is a precept, or general 
rule of reason: that every man ought to endeavour peace, as far as he has hope of obtaining it; and when he 
cannot obtain it, that he may seek and use all helps and advantages of war. The first branch of which rule 
containeth the first and fundamental law of nature, which is: to seek peace and follow it. The second, the sum of 
the right of nature, which is: by all means we can to defend ourselves. 

From this fundamental law of nature, by which men are commanded to endeavour peace, is derived this second 
law: that a man be willing, when others are so too, as far forth as for peace and defence of himself he shall think 
it necessary, to lay down this right to all things; and be contented with so much liberty against other men as he 
would allow other men against himself. For as long as every man holdeth this right, of doing anything he liketh; 
so long are all men in the condition of war. But if other men will not lay down their right, as well as he, then 
there is no reason for anyone to divest himself of his: for that were to expose himself to prey, which no man is 
bound to, rather than to dispose himself to peace. This is that law of the gospel: Whatsoever you require that 
others should do to you, that do ye to them. And that law of all men, quod tibi fieri non vis, alteri ne feceris. 

To lay down a man's right to anything is to divest himself of the liberty of hindering another of the benefit of his 
own right to the same. For he that renounceth or passeth away his right giveth not to any other man a right which 
he had not before, because there is nothing to which every man had not right by nature, but only standeth out of 
his way that he may enjoy his own original right without hindrance from him, not without hindrance from 
another. So that the effect which redoundeth to one man by another man's defect of right is but so much 
diminution of impediments to the use of his own right original. 

Right is laid aside, either by simply renouncing it, or by transferring it to another. By simply renouncing, when 
he cares not to whom the benefit thereof redoundeth. By transferring, when he intendeth the benefit thereof to 
some certain person or persons. And when a man hath in either manner abandoned or granted away his ri ght, 
then is he said to be obliged, or bound, not to hinder those to whom such ri ght is granted, or abandoned, from the 
benefit of it: and that he ought, and it is duty, not to make void that voluntary act of his own: and that such 
hindrance is injustice, and injury, as being sine jure; the right being before renounced or transferred. So that 
injury or injustice, in the controversies of the world, is somewhat like to that which in the disputations of 
scholars is called absurdity. For as it is there called an absurdity to contradict what one maintained in the 
beginning; so in the world it is called injustice, and injury voluntarily to undo that which from the beginning he 
had voluntarily done. The way by which a man either simply renounceth or transferreth his right is a declaration, 
or signification, by some voluntary and sufficient sign, or signs, that he doth so renounce or transfer, or hath so 
renounced or transferred the same, to him that accepteth it. And these signs are either words only, or actions 
only; or, as it happeneth most often, both words and actions. And the same are the bonds, by which men are 
bound and obliged: bonds that have their strength, not from their own nature (for nothing is more easily broken 
than a man's word), but from fear of some evil consequence upon the rupture. 

Whensoever a man transferreth his right, or renounceth it, it is either in consideration of some right reciprocally 
transferred to himself, or for some other good he hopeth for thereby. For it is a voluntary act: and of the 
voluntary acts of every man, the object is some good to himself. And therefore there be some rights which no 
man can be understood by any words, or other signs, to have abandoned or transferred. As first a man cannot lay 
down the right of resisting them that assault him by force to take away his life, because he cannot be understood



to aim thereby at any good to himself. The same may be said of wounds, and chains, and imprisonment, both 

because there is no benefit consequent to such patience, as there is to the patience of suffering another to be 

wounded or imprisoned, as also because a man cannot tell when he seeth men proceed against him by violence 

whether they intend his death or not. And lastly the motive and end for which this renouncing and transferring of 

right is introduced is nothing else but the security of a man's person, in his life, and in the means of so preserving 

life as not to be weary of it. And therefore if a man by words, or other signs, seem to despoil himself of the end 

for which those signs were intended, he is not to be understood as if he meant it, or that it was his will, but that 

he was ignorant of how such words and actions were to be interpreted. 

The mutual transferring of right is that which men call contract. 

There is difference between transferring of right to the thing, the thing, and transferring or tradition, that is, 

delivery of the thing itself. For the thing may be delivered together with the translation of the right, as in buying 

and selling with ready money, or exchange of goods or lands, and it may be delivered some time after. 

Again, one of the contractors may deliver the thing contracted for on his part, and leave the other to perform his 

part at some determinate time after, and in the meantime be trusted; and then the contract on his part is called 

pact, or covenant: or both parts may contract now to perform hereafter, in which cases he that is to perform in 

time to come, being trusted, his performance is called keeping of promise, or faith, and the failing of 

performance, if it be voluntary, violation of faith. 

When the transferring of right is not mutual, but one of the parties transferreth in hope to gain thereby friendship 

or service from another, or from his friends; or in hope to gain the reputation of charity, or magnanimity; or to 

deliver his mind from the pain of compassion; or in hope of reward in heaven; this is not contract, but gift, free 

gift, grace: which words signify one and the same thing. 

Signs of contract are either express or by inference. Express are words spoken with understanding of what they 

signify: and such words are either of the time present or past; as,I give, I grant, I have given, I have granted, I 

will that this be yours: or of the future; as, I will give, I will grant, which words of the future are called promise. 

Signs by inference are sometimes the consequence of words; sometimes the consequence of silence; sometimes 

the consequence of actions; sometimes the consequence of forbearing an action: and generally a sign by 

inference, of any contract, is whatsoever sufficiently argues the will of the contractor. 

Words alone, if they be of the time to come, and contain a bare promise, are an insufficient sign of a free gift and 

therefore not obligatory. For if they be of the time to come, as, tomorrow I will give, they are a sign I have not 

given yet, and consequently that my right is not transferred, but remaineth till I transfer it by some other act. But 

if the words be of the time present, or past, as, I have given, or do give to be delivered tomorrow, then is my 

tomorrow's right given away today; and that by the virtue of the words, though there were no other argument of 

my will. And there is a great difference in the signification of these words, volo hoc tuum esse cras, and cras 

dabo; that is, between I will that this be thine tomorrow, and, I will give it thee tomorrow: for the word I will, in 

the former manner of speech, signifies an act of the will present; but in the latter, it signifies a promise of an act 

of the will to come: and therefore the former words, being of the present, transfer a future right; the latter, that be 

of the future, transfer nothing. But if there be other signs of the will to transfer a right besides words; then, 

though the gift be free, yet may the right be understood to pass by words of the future: as if a man propound a 

prize to him that comes first to the end of a race, the gift is free; and though the words be of the future, yet the 

right passeth: for if he would not have his words so be understood, he should not have let them run. 

In contracts the right passeth, not only where the words are of the time present or past, but also where they are of 

the future, because all contract is mutual translation, or change of right; and therefore he that promiseth only, 

because he hath already received the benefit for which he promiseth, is to be understood as if he intended the 

right should pass: for unless he had been content to have his words so understood, the other would not have 

performed his part first. And for that cause, in buying, and selling, and other acts of contract, a promise is 

equivalent to a covenant, and therefore obligatory. 

He that performeth first in the case of a contract is said to merit that which he is to receive by the performance of 

the other, and he hath it as due. Also when a prize is propounded to many, which is to be given to him only that 

winneth, or money is thrown amongst many to be enjoyed by them that catch it; though this be a free gift, yet so 
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to win, or so to catch, is to merit, and to have it as due. For the right is transferred in the propounding of the prize, and in throwing down the money, though it be not determined to whom, but by the event of the contention. But there is between these two sorts of merit this difference, that in contract I merit by virtue of my own power and the contractor's need, but in this case of free gift I am enabled to merit only by the benignity of the giver: in contract I merit at the contractor's hand that he should depart with his right; in this case of gift, I merit not that the giver should part with his right, but that when he has parted with it, it should be mine rather than another's. And this I think to be the meaning of that distinction of the Schools between meritum congrui and meritum condigni. For God Almighty, having promised paradise to those men, hoodwinked with carnal desires, that can walk through this world according to the precepts and limits prescribed by him, they say he that shall so walk shall merit paradise ex congruo. But because no man can demand a right to it by his own ri ghteousness, or any other power in himself, but by the free grace of God only, they say no man can merit paradise ex condigno. This, I say, I think is the meaning of that distinction; but because disputers do not agree upon the signification of their own terms of art longer than it serves their turn, I will not affirm anything of their meaning: only this I say; when a gift is given indefinitely, as a prize to be contended for, he that winneth meriteth, and may claim the prize as due. 

If a covenant be made wherein neither of the parties perform presently, but trust one another, in the condition of mere nature (which is a condition of war of every man against every man) upon any reasonable suspicion, it is void: but if there be a common power set over them both, with right and force sufficient to compel performance, it is not void. For he that performeth first has no assurance the other will perform after, because the bonds of words are too weak to bridle men's ambition, avarice, anger, and other passions, without the fear of some coercive power; which in the condition of mere nature, where all men are equal, and judges of the justness of their own fears, cannot possibly be supposed. And therefore he which performeth first does but betray himself to his enemy, contrary to the ri ght he can never abandon of defending his life and means of living. 

But in a civil estate, where there a power set up to constrain those that would otherwise violate their faith, that fear is no more reasonable; and for that cause, he which by the covenant is to perform first is obli ged so to do. 

The cause of fear, which maketh such a covenant invalid, must be always something arising after the covenant made, as some new fact or other sign of the will not to perform, else it cannot make the covenant void. For that which could not hinder a man from promising ought not to be admitted as a hindrance of performing. 

He that transferreth any right transferreth the means of enjoying it, as far as lieth in his power. As he that selleth land is understood to transfer the herbage and whatsoever grows upon it; nor can he that sells a mill turn away the stream that drives it. And they that give to a man the right of government in sovereignty are understood to give him the right of levying money to maintain soldiers, and of appointing magistrates for the administration of justice. 

To make covenants with brute beasts is impossible, because not understanding our speech, they understand not, nor accept of any translation of right, nor can translate any right to another: and without mutual acceptation, there is no covenant. 

To make covenant with God is impossible but by mediation of such as God speaketh to, either by revelation supernatural or by His lieutenants that govern under Him and in His name: for otherwise we know not whether our covenants be accepted or not. And therefore they that vow anything contrary to any law of nature, vow in vain, as being a thing unjust to pay such vow. And if it bea thing commanded by the law of nature, it is not the vow, but the law that binds them. 

The matter or subject of a covenant is always something that falleth under deliberation, for to covenant is an act of the will; that is to say, an act, and the last act, of deliberation; and is therefore always understood to be something to come, and which judged possible for him that covenanteth to perform. 

And therefore, to promise that which is known to be impossible is no covenant. But if that prove impossible afterwards, which before was thought possible, the covenant is valid and bindeth, though not to the thing itself, yet to the value; or, if that also be impossible, to the unfeigned endeavour of performing as much as is possible, for to more no man can be obli ged. 
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Men are freed of their covenants two ways; by performing, or by being forgiven. For performance is the natural 

end of obligation, and forgiveness the restitution of liberty, as being a retransferring of that right in which the 

obligation consisted. 

Covenants entered into by fear, in the condition of mere nature, are obligatory. For example, if I covenant to pay 

a ransom, or service for my life, to an enemy, ] am bound by it. For it is a contract, wherein one receiveth the 

benefit of life; the other is to receive money, or service for it, and consequently, where no other law (as in the 

condition of mere nature) forbiddeth the performance, the covenant is valid. Therefore prisoners of war, if 

trusted with the payment of their ransom, are obliged to pay it: and if a weaker prince make a disadvantageous 

peace with a stronger, for fear, he is bound to keep it; unless (as hath been said before) there ariseth some new 

and just cause of fear to renew the war. And even in Commonwealths, if I be forced to redeem myself from a 

thief by promising him money, I am bound to pay it, till the civil law discharge me. For whatsoever I may 

lawfully do without obligation, the same I may lawfully covenant to do through fear: and what I lawfully 

covenant, I cannot lawfully break. 

A former covenant makes void a later. For a man that hath passed away his right to one man today hath it not to 

pass tomorrow to another: and therefore the later promise passeth no right, but is null. 

A covenant not to defend myself from force, by force, is always void. For (as I have shown before) no man can 

transfer or lay down his right to save himself from death, wounds, and imprisonment, the avoiding whereof is the 

only end of laying down any right; and therefore the promise of not resisting force, in no covenant transferreth 

any right, nor is obliging. For though a man may covenant thus, unless I do so, or so, kill me; he cannot covenant 

thus, unless I do so, or so, I will not resist you when you come to kill me. For man by nature chooseth the lesser 

evil, which is danger of death in resisting, rather than the greater, which is certain and present death in not 

resisting. And this is granted to be true by all men, in that they lead criminals to execution, and prison, with 

armed men, notwithstanding that such criminals have consented to the law by which they are condemned. 

A covenant to accuse oneself, without assurance of pardon, is likewise invalid. For in the condition of nature 

where every man is judge, there is no place for accusation: and in the civil state the accusation is followed with 

punishment, which, being force, a man is not obliged not to resist. The same is also true of the accusation of 

those by whose condemnation a man falls into misery; as of a father, wife, or benefactor. For the testimony of 

such an accuser, if it be not willingly given, is presumed to be corrupted by nature, and therefore not to be 

received: and where a man's testimony is not to be credited, he is not bound to give it. Also accusations upon 

torture are not to be reputed as testimonies. For torture is to be used but as means of conjecture, and light, in the 

further examination and search of truth: and what is in that case confessed tendeth to the ease of him that is 

tortured, not to the informing of the torturers, and therefore ought not to have the credit of a sufficient testimony: 

for whether he deliver himself by true or false accusation, he does it by the right of preserving his own life. 

The force of words being (as I have formerly noted) too weak to hold men to the performance of their covenants, 

there are in man’s nature but two imaginable helps to strengthen it. And those are either a fear of the 

consequence of breaking their word, or a glory or pride in appearing not to need to break it. This latter is a 

generosity too rarely found to be presumed on, especially in the pursuers of wealth, command, or sensual 

pleasure, which are the greatest part of mankind. The passion to be reckoned upon is fear; whereof there be two 

very general objects: one, the power of spirits invisible; the other, the power of those men they shall therein 

offend. Of these two, though the former be the greater power, yet the fear of the latter is commonly the greater 

fear. The fear of the former is in every man his own religion, which hath place in the nature of man before civil 

society. The latter hath not so; at least not place enough to keep men to their promises, because in the condition 

of mere nature, the inequality of power is not discerned, but by the event of battle. So that before the time of 

civil society, or in the interruption thereof by war, there is nothing can strengthen a covenant of peace agreed on 

against the temptations of avarice, ambition, Just, or other strong desire, but the fear of that invisible power 

which they every one worship as God, and fear as a revenger of their perfidy. All therefore that can be done 

between two men not subject to civil power is to put one another to swear by the God he feareth: which 

swearing, or oath, is a form of speech, added to a promise, by which he that promiseth signifieth that unless he 

perform he renounceth the mercy of his God, or calleth to him for vengeance on himself. Such was the heathen 

form, Let Jupiter kill me else, as I kill this beast. So is our form, I shall do thus, and thus, so help me God. And 

this, with the rites and ceremonies which every one useth in his own religion, that the fear of breaking faith 

might be the greater. 
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By this it appears that an oath taken according to any other form, or rite, than his that sweareth is in vain and no 
oath, and that there is no swearing by anything which the swearer thinks not God. For thou gh men have 
sometimes used to swear by their kings, for fear, or flattery; yet they would have it thereby understood they 
attributed to them divine honour. And that swearing unnecessarily by God is but profaning of his name: and 
swearing by other things, as men do in common discourse, is not swearing, but an impious custom, gotten by too 
much vehemence of talking. 

It appears also that the oath adds nothing to the obligation. For a covenant, if lawful, binds in the sight of God, 
without the oath, as much as with it; if unlawful, bindeth not at all, though it be confirmed with an oath. 

The Second Part: 

Of Commonwealth 

Chapter XVII 

Of the Causes, Generation, and Definition of a Commonwealth 

THE final cause, end, or design of men (who naturally love liberty, and dominion over others) in the 
introduction of that restraint upon themselves, in which we see them live in Commonwealths, is the foresight of 
their own preservation, and of a more contented life thereby; that is to say, of getting themselves out from that 
miserable condition of war which is necessarily consequent, as hath been shown, to the natural passions of men 
when there is no visible power to keep them in awe, and tie them by fear of punishment to the performance of 
their covenants, and observation of those laws of nature set down in the fourteenth and fifteenth chapters. 

For the laws of nature, as justice, equity, modesty, mercy, and, in sum, doing to others as we would be done to, 
of themselves, without the terror of some power to cause them to be observed, are contrary to our natural 
passions, that carry us to partiality, pride, revenge, and the like. And covenants, without the sword, are but words 
and of no strength to secure a man at all. Therefore, notwithstanding the laws of nature (which every one hath 
then kept, when he has the will to keep them, when he can do it safely), if there be no power erected, or not great 
enough for our security, every man will and may lawfully rely on his own strength and art for caution against all 
other men. And in all places, where men have lived by small families, to rob and spoil one another has been a 
trade, and so far from being reputed against the law of nature that the greater spoils they gained, the greater was 
their honour; and men observed no other laws therein but the laws of honour; that is, to abstain from cruelty, 
leaving to men their lives and instruments of husbandry. And as small families did then; so now do cities and 
kingdoms, which are but greater families (for their own security), enlarge their dominions upon all pretences of 
danger, and fear of invasion, or assistance that may be given to invaders; endeavour as much as they can to 
subdue or weaken their neighbours by open force, and secret arts, for want of other caution, justly; and are 
remembered for it in after ages with honour. 

Nor is it the joining together of a small number of men that gives them this security; because in small numbers, 
small additions on the one side or the other make the advantage of strength so great as is sufficient to carry the 
victory, and therefore gives encouragement to an invasion. The multitude sufficient to confide in for our security 
is not determined by any certain number, but by comparison with the enemy we fear; and is then sufficient when 
the odds of the enemy is not of so visible and conspicuous moment to determine the event of war, as to move 
him to attempt. 

And be there never so great a multitude; yet if their actions be directed according to their particular judgements, 
and particular appetites, they can expect thereby no defence, nor protection, neither against a common enemy, 
nor against the injuries of one another. For being distracted in opinions concerning the best use and application 
of their strength, they do not help, but hinder one another, and reduce their strength by mutual opposition to 
nothing: whereby they are easily, not only subdued by a very few that agree together, but also, when there is no 
common enemy, they make war upon each other for their particular interests. For if we could suppose a great 
multitude of men to consent in the observation of justice, and other laws of nature, without a common power to 
keep them all in awe, we might as well suppose all mankind to do the same; and then there neither would be, nor 
need to be, any civil government or Commonwealth at all, because there would be peace without subjection. 
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Nor is it enough for the security, which men desire should last all the time of their life, that they be governed and 

directed by one judgement for a limited time; as in one battle, or one war. For though they obtain a victory by 

their unanimous endeavour against a foreign enemy, yet afterwards, when either they have no common enemy, 

or he that by one part is held for an enemy is by another part held for a friend, they must needs by the difference 

of their interests dissolve, and fall again into a war amongst themselves. 

It is true that certain living creatures, as bees and ants, live sociably one with another (which are therefore by 

Aristotle numbered amongst political creatures), and yet have no other direction than their particular judgements 

and appetites; nor speech, whereby one of them can signify to another what he thinks expedient for the common 

benefit: and therefore some man may perhaps desire to know why mankind cannot do the same. To which I 

answer, 

First, that men are continually in competition for honour and dignity, which these creatures are not; and 

consequently amongst men there ariseth on that ground, envy, and hatred, and finally war; but amongst these not 

so. 

Secondly, that amongst these creatures the common good differeth not from the private; and being by nature 

inclined to their private, they procure thereby the common benefit. But man, whose joy consisteth in comparing 

himself with other men, can relish nothing but what is eminent. 

Thirdly, that these creatures, having not, as man, the use of reason, do not see, nor think they see, any fault in the 

administration of their common business: whereas amongst men there are very many that think themselves wiser 

and abler to govern the public better than the rest, and these strive to reform and innovate, one this way, another 

that way; and thereby bring it into distraction and civil war. 

Fourthly, that these creatures, though they have some use of voice in making known to one another their desires 

and other affections, yet they want that art of words by which some men can represent to others that which is 

good in the likeness of evil; and evil, in the likeness of good; and augment or diminish the apparent greatness of 

good and evil, discontenting men and troubling their peace at their pleasure. 

Fifthly, irrational creatures cannot distinguish between injury and damage; and therefore as long as they be at 

ease, they are not offended with their fellows: whereas man is then most troublesome when he is most at ease; 

for then it is that he loves to show his wisdom, and control the actions of them that govern the Commonwealth. 

Lastly, the agreement of these creatures is natural; that of men is by covenant only, which is artificial: and 

therefore it is no wonder if there be somewhat else required, besides covenant, to make their agreement constant 

and lasting; which is a common power to keep them in awe and to direct their actions to the common benefit. 

The only way to erect such a common power, as may be able to defend them from the invasion of foreigners, and 

the injuries of one another, and thereby to secure them in such sort as that by their own industry and by the fruits 

of the earth they may nourish themselves and live contentedly, is to confer all their power and strength upon one 

man, or upon one assembly of men, that may reduce all their wills, by plurality of voices, unto one will: which is 

as much as to say, to appoint one man, or assembly of men, to bear their person; and every one to own and 

acknowledge himself to be author of whatsoever he that so beareth their person shall act, or cause to be acted, in 

those things which concern the common peace and safety; and therein to submit their wills, every one to his will, 

and their judgements to his judgement. This is more than consent, or concord; it is a real unity of them all in one 

and the same person, made by covenant of every man with every man, in such manner as if every man should 

say to every man: I authorise 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 authorise all his actions in like manner. This done, the 

multitude so united in one person is called a COMMONWEALTH; in Latin, CIVITAS. This is the generation of 

that great LEVIATHAN, or rather, to speak more reverently, of that mortal god to which we owe, under the 

immortal God, our peace and defence. For by this authority, given him by every particular man in the 

Commonwealth, he hath the use of so much power and strength conferred on him that, by terror thereof, he is 

enabled to form the wills of them all, to peace at home, and mutual aid against their enemies abroad. And in him 

consisteth the essence of the Commonwealth; which, to define it, is: one person, of whose acts a great multitude, 

by mutual covenants one with another, have made themselves every one the author, to the end he may use the 

strength and means of them all as he shall think expedient for their peace and common defence. 

14



And he that carryeth this person is called sovereign, and said to have sovereign power; and every one besides, 

his subject. 

The attaining to this sovereign power is by two ways. One, by natural force: as when a man maketh his children 

to submit themselves, and their children, to his government, as being able to destroy them if they refuse; or by 
war subdueth his enemies to his will, giving them their lives on that condition. The other, is when men agree 

amongst themselves to submit to some man, or assembly of men, voluntarily, on confidence to be protected by 

him against all others. This latter may be called a political Commonwealth, or Commonwealth by Institution; 

and the former, a Commonwealth by acquisition. And first, I shall speak of a Commonwealth by institution. 
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2.3.2 
A 

Treatise 
of Human 

Nature 
y
a
 

e
e
 

. 
* 

r
 

but 
as 

’tis usually 
conjoin’d 

with 
the 

action, 
common 

sense 
requires 

it shou’d'be 
esteem’d 

a 
cause, 

and 
be 

look’d 
i 

i 
w
o
w
 
e
e
 

upon 
as 

an 
instance 

of 
that 

necessity, 
| 

; 
This 

reasoning 
is 

equally 
solid, 

when 
apply’d 

to 
divine 

laws, 
so 

far 
as. the deity 

is 
consider’d 

as 
a 

legislator, 
and 

is 
suppos’d 

to 
inflict 

punishment 
and-bestow 

rewards 
with 

a design 
to\produce 

obedience. 
ButIalso 

maintain, 
that even 

where 
_ 

he 
acts 

not 
in 

his 
magisterial 

capacity, 
but 

is regarded 
as 

the 
avenger 

of 
crimes. 

merely 
on 

account 
of 

their 
odiousness 

and 
deformity, 

not 
only 

’tis 
impossible, 

without 
the 

necessary 
connexion 

of 
cause 

and 
effect 

in h
u
m
a
n
 

actions, 
that pun 

ishments 
cou’d 

be 
inflicted 

compatible 
with 

justice 
and‘moral 

equity; but also 
that 

it cou’d 
ever 

enter 
into 

the 
thoughts 

of 
any 

reasonable 
being 

to inflict them. 
The 

constant 
and 

universal 
object 

of 
hatred 

or 
atiger 

is 
a 
person 

or 
creature 

endow’d w
i
t
h
 
thought 

and 
consciousness; 

and when 
any 

criminal 
or 

injurious — 
actions 

excite 
that Passion, 

*tis 
only 

by 
their 

relation 
to 

the 
Person 

or 
connexion | 

% 
4 

redue’d 
to 

nothing, 
nor 

are 
men 

more 
accountable 

for 
those 

actions, 
which 

are 
© 

design’d 
and 

premeditated, 
than 

for 
s
u
c
h
 ys 

are 
the 

most 
casual 

and 
accidental, 

— 
Actions 

are 
by 

their 
very 

nature 
temporary 

and 
perishing; 

and 
where they 

| 
proceed 

not 
from 

some 
cause 

in 
t 

who 
perform’d 

them, 
they 

in 
redound 

to 
his 

honour, 
if 

go 
blameable; 

it may 
be 

contra 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

              
    

   

According 
to 

the 
hypéth 

after 
having 

com 
birth, 

nor 
is 

his 
deriv’d 

from 
it 

depravity 
of 

acquires 

esis 
of 

liberty, 
therefore, 

a man 
is as pure 

tted 
the 

most 
horrid 

crimes, 
as 

at 
the 

first 
m
o
m
e
n
t
 

of 
his 

— 
acter 

any 
way 

concern’d 
in 

his 
actions; 

since 
they 

are 
not 

id 
the 

wickedness 
of 

the 
one 

can 
never 

be 
us’d 

as a 
proof 

of the 
Hi 

to 
the 

contrary, 
But 

s 
inconsistent 

are 
men 

with 
themselves, 

that 
tho’ 

they 
often 

assert, 
that_ 

utterly 
destroys 

all merit 
and 

demerit 
either 

towards 
mankind 

or 
su= 

‘Powers, 
yet 

they 
continue 

still 
to 

reason 
upon 

these 
very 

principles 
of — 

negessity 
in 

all 
their 

judgments 
concerning 

this 
matter. 

M
e
n
 

are 
not 

blam’d 
for 

sich 
evil 

actions 
as 

they 
perform 

ignorantly 
and 

casually, 
whatever 

may 
be 

h
e
n
 

nsequences. 
W
h
y
?
 
But 

because 
the 

causes 
of 

these 
actions 

are 
only 

m
o
m
e
n
=
 

ary, 
and 

terminate 
in 

them 
alone, 

M
e
n
 

are 
less 

blam’d 
for 

such 
evil 

actions as 
they 

perform 
hastily 

and 
unpremeditately, 

than 
for 

such 
as 

proceed. 
G
o
n
 

thought 
and 

deliberation. 
For 

what 
reason? 

But 
because 

a 
hasty 

temper, tho? 
a, 

constant 
cause 

in the 
mind, 

operates 
only 

by intervals, 
and 

infects 
not the 

whole 

merit 
or 

demerit 
from 

his 
actions, 

however 
the 

common 
opinion 

— 
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’Tis 

only 
upon 

the 
principles 

of 
necessity, 

that 
a person 

jf 
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iples 
in the mind; 

and 
when 

by 
any 

alteration 
of these 

‘principles 
they 

cease 
to 

be 
jhat 

proofs, 
they 

likewise 
cease 

to 
be 

criminal. 
But 

‘according 
to 

the 
doctrine 

of 
liberty 

or 
‘chance 

they 
never 

were 
just 

pr 
consequently 

never 
were 

criminal. 
"Here 

then 
I turn 

to my 
adversary, 

and 
his own 

system 
from 

these 
odious 

consequences 
before 

he 
charge 

the 
on 

others. 
Or 

if he 
rather 

“chooses, 
that 

this 
question 

shou’d 
be decided 

by 
fair 

ar 
i 

phers, 
than 

by 
declamations 

before 
the 

people, 
let 

him 
rettirn_to 

what 
I 
have 

advanc’d 
to 

prove 
that 

liberty 
and 

chance 
are 

synonimous; 
and 

concerning 
the 

‘nature 
of moral 

evidefice 
and 

the regularity 
of human 

actions, 
Upon a Yeview 

of 
‘these 

reasonings, 
I 
cannot 

doubt 
of 

an 
entire 

victory; 
and 

therefore 
having 

af 
all 

actions 
of 

the 
will 

have 
particular 

causes, 
I 
proceed 

to 
explain 

ese 
causes 

are, 
and 

how 
they 

operate. 

       

Sect. 
3. 

Of the 
influencing 

motives 
of the 

will 

Nothing is more 
usual 

in philosophy, 
and 

even 
in common 

life, than 
to talk of the 

combat 
of 

passion 
and 

reason, 
to 

give 
the 

preference 
to 

reason, 
and 

assert 
that 

‘men 
are 

only 
so 

far 
virtuous 

as 
they 

conform 
themselves 

to 
its 

dictates. 
Every 

tational 
creature, 

’tis 
said, 

is oblig’d 
to 

regulate 
his 

actions 
by 

reason; 
and 

if any 
other 

motive 
or 

principle 
challenge 

the 
direction 

of 
his 

conduct, 
he 

ought 
to 

oppose 
it, 

till it be 
entirely 

subdu’d, 
or 

at least 
brought 

to 
a conformity 

with 
that 

superior 
principle. 

On 
this 

method 
of thinking 

the 
greatest 

part 
of moral philo- 

sophy, 
antient 

and 
modern, 

seems 
to be founded; 

nor 
is there 

an 
ampler 

field, 
as 

‘well 
for 

metaphysical 
arguments, 

as 
popular 

declamations, 
than 

this 
suppos’d 

pre-eminence 
of 

reason 
above 

passion. 
The 

eternity, 
invariableness, 

and 
divine 

_ 
origin 

of 
the 

former 
have 

been 
display’d 

to 
the 

best 
advantage: 

The 
blindness, 

“imconstancy, 
and 

deceitfulness 
of 

the 
latter 

have 
been 

as 
strongly 

insisted 
on. 

In 
“order 

to 
show 

the 
fallacy 

of 
all 

this 
philosophy, 

I shall 
endeavour 

to 
prove first, 

‘that reason 
alone 

can 
never 

be 
a motive 

to 
any 

action 
of 

the 
will; 

and 
secondly, 

“thatit 
can 

never 
oppose 

passion 
in 

the 
direction 

of 
the 

will. 
/ 

The 
understanding 

exerts 
itself 

after 
two 

different 
ways, 

as 
it 

judges 
from 

demonstration 
or 

probability; 
as 

it regards 
the 

abstract 
relations 

of 
our 

ideas, 
or 

those 
relations 

of 
objects, 

of 
which 

experience 
only 

gives 
us 

information. 
I 

believe 
it scarce 

will 
be 

asserted, 
that 

the 
first 

species 
of 

reasoning 
alone 

is 
ever 
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the cause 
of 

any 
action. 

As 
its 

proper 
province 

is 
the 

world 
of 

ideas, 
and 

as 
the 

wil 
always 

places 
us 

in that 
of realities, 

demonstration 
and 

volition 
seem, 

upon 
that account, 

to be 
totally 

remov’d, 
from 

each 
other. 

Mathematics, 
indeed, 

are 
useful 

in all mechanical 
operations, 

and 
arithmetic 

in almost 
every 

art 
and 

pro- 
fession: But 

’tis not of themselves 
they 

have 
any 

influence. 
Mechanics 

are the art 
ofiregulating 

the motions 
of bodies 

to some 
design’d end or ‘purpose; 

and 
the reason 

‘why we 
employ 

arithmetic 
in fixing 

the 
proportions 

of numbers, 
is only 

that 
we 

m4 
a 

. 
o
o
:
 

. 
. 

_ 
may. 

discover 
the 

proportions 
of 

their 
influence 

and 
operation. 

A 
merchant 

is 
desirous 

of 
knowing 

the 
sum 

total 
of 

his 
accounts 

with 
any 

person: 
W
h
y
?
 

But 
t he 

may 
learn 

what 
sum 

will 
have 

the 
same 

effects 
in 

paying 
his 

debt, 
and 

10. 

SB 
43 

20 

30 

SB 
4i4 

40 

 
 

 
 

 



                                                                                        

2.3.3 
A 

Treatise of Human 
Nature 

going 
to market, 

as all the 
particular 

articles 
taken 

together. 
Abstract 

or 
demon- 

strative 
reasoning, 

therefore, 
never 

influences 
any 

of 
our 

actions, 
but 

only 
as 

it 
directs 

our 
judgment 

concerning 
causes 

and 
effects; 

which 
leads 

us 
to 

the 
second 

operation 
of the 

understanding. 
*Tis 

obvious, 
that 

when 
we 

have 
the 

prospect 
of 

pain 
or 

pleasure 
from 

any 
object, 

we 
feel 

a consequent 
emotion 

of 
aversion 

or 
propensity, 

and 
are carry’d 

to 
avoid 

or 
embrace 

what 
will 

give 
us 

this 
uneasiness 

or 
satisfaction. 

’Tis 
also 

obvious, 
that 

this 
emotion 

rests 
not 

here, 
but 

making 
us 

cast 
our 

view 
on 

every 
side, 

comprehends 
whatever 

objects 
are 

connected 
with 

its 
original 

one 
by 

the 
relation 

of 
cause 

and 
effect. 

Here 
then 

reasoning 
takes 

place 
to 

discover 
this 

rela- 
tion; 

and 
according 

as 
our 

reasoning 
varies, 

our 
actions 

receive 
a 
subsequent 

variation. 
But 

’tis 
evident 

in 
this 

case, 
that 

the 
impulse 

arises 
not 

from 
reason, 

but 
is only 

directed 
by 

it. 
"Tis 

from 
the 

prospect 
of 

pain 
or pleasure 

that 
the 

aver- 
sion 

or 
propensity 

arises 
towards 

any 
object: 

And 
these 

emotions 
extend 

them- 
selves 

to 
the 

causes 
and 

effects 
of 

that 
object, 

as 
they 

are 
pointed 

out 
to 

us 
by 

reason 
and 

experience. 
It 

can 
never 

in 
the 

least 
concern 

us 
to 

know, 
that 

such 
objects 

are 
causes, 

and 
such 

others 
effects, 

if both 
the 

causes 
and 

effects 
be 

indif- 
ferent 

to 
us. 

Where 
the 

objects 
themselves 

do 
not 

affect 
us, 

their 
connexion 

can 
never 

give 
them 

any 
influence; 

and 
’tis plain, 

that 
as reason 

is nothing 
but 

the 
dis- 

covery 
of 

this 
connexion, 

it 
cannot 

be 
by 

its 
means 

that 
the 

objects 
are 

able 
to 

affect us. 
Since 

reason 
alone 

can 
never 

produce 
any 

action, 
or 

give 
rise 

to 
volition, 

1 
infer, 

that 
the 

same 
faculty is as incapable 

of preventing 
volition, 

or of disputing 
the 

preference 
with 

any 
passion 

or 
emotion. 

This 
consequence 

is necessary. 
*Tis 

impossible 
reason 

cou’d 
have 

the 
latter 

effect 
of 

preventing 
volition, 

but 
by 

giving 
an 

impulse 
in 

a contrary 
direction 

to 
our 

passion; 
and 

that 
impulse, 

had 
it 

operated 
alone, 

wou’d 
have 

been 
able 

to produce 
volition. 

Nothing 
can 

oppose 
or 

retard 
the 

impulse 
of 

passion, 
but 

a 
contrary 

impulse; 
and 

if 
this 

contrary 
impulse 

ever 
arises 

from 
reason, 

that 
latter 

faculty 
must 

have 
an 

original 
influ- 

ence 
on 

the 
will, 

and 
must 

be 
able 

to 
cause, 

as 
well 

as 
hinder 

any 
act 

of 
volition. 

But 
if reason 

has 
no 

original 
influence, 

’tis impossible 
it can 

withstand 
any 

prin- 
ciple, 

which 
has 

such 
an 

efficacy, 
or 

ever 
keep 

the 
mind 

in 
suspence 

a moment. 
Thus 

it 
appears, 

that 
the 

principle, 
which 

opposes 
our 

passion, 
cannot 

be 
the 

same 
with 

reason, 
and 

is only 
cali’d 

so in an improper 
sense. 

We 
speak 

not 
strictly 

and 
philosophically 

when 
we 

talk 
of 

the 
combat 

of 
passion 

and 
of 

reason. 
Reason 

is, 
and 

ought 
only 

to 
be 

the 
slave 

of 
the 

passions, 
and 

can 
never 

pretend 
to 

any 
other 

office 
than 

to 
serve 

and 
obey 

them. 
As 

this 
opinion 

may 
appear 

somewhat 
extraordinary, 

it 
may 

not 
be 

improper 
to 

confirm 
it 

by 
some 

other 
considerations. 

A 
passion 

is 
an 

original 
existence, 

or, 
if 

you 
will, 

modification 
of existence, 

and 
contains 

not 
any 

representative 
quality, 

which 
renders 

ita 
copy 

of any 
other 

existence 
or 

modification. 
When 

I 
am 

angry, 
I 
am 

actually 
possest 

with 
the 

passion, 
and 

in 
that 

emotion 
have 

no 
more 

a reference 
to 

any 
other 

object, 
than 

when 
I am 

thirsty, 
or sick, 

or more than 
five 

foot high. 
"Tis impossible, 

therefore, 
I 
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that this passion 
can 

be oppos’d 
by, or be contradictory 

to truth 
and 

reason; 
since 

this 
contradiction 

consists 
in 

the 
disagreement 

of 
ideas, 

consider’d 
as 

copies, 
with 

those 
objects, 

which 
they 

represent. 
What 

may 
at 

first 
occur 

on 
this 

head, 
is, 

that 
as 

nothing 
can 

be 
contrary 

to 
truth 

or 
reason, 

except 
what 

has 
a 
reference 

to 
it, 

and 
as 

the 
judgments 

of 
our 

understanding 
only 

have 
this 

reference, 
it must 

follow, 
that 

passions 
can 

be 
con- 

trary 
to 

reason 
only 

so 
far 

as 
they 

are 
accompany’d 

with 
some 

judgment 
or 

opinion. 
According 

to 
this 

principle, 
which 

is so 
obvious 

and 
natural, 

’tis 
only 

in 
two 

senses, 
that 

any 
affection 

can 
be 

call’d 
unreasonable. 

First, 
W
h
e
n
 

a passion, 
such 

as 
hope 

or 
fear, 

grief 
or 

joy, 
despair 

or 
security, 

is 
founded 

on 
the 

supposi- 
tion 

of 
the 

existence 
of 

objects, 
which 

really 
do 

not 
exist. 

Secondly, 
W
h
e
n
 

in 
exerting 

any 
passion 

in 
action, 

we 
choose 

means 
insufficient 

for 
the 

design’d 
end, 

and 
deceive 

ourselves 
in 

our 
judgment 

of 
causes 

and 
effects. 

Where 
a 

passion 
is 

neither 
founded 

on 
false 

suppositions, 
nor 

chooses 
means 

insuf- 
ficient 

for 
the 

end, 
the 

understanding 
can 

neither 
justify 

nor 
c
o
n
d
e
m
n
 

it. 
’Tis 

not 
contrary 

to 
reason 

to 
prefer 

the 
destruction 

of 
the 

whole 
world 

to 
the 

scratching 
of 

my 
finger. 

’T'is 
not 

contrary 
to 

reason 
for 

me 
to 

choose 
my 

total ruin, 
to prevent 

the 
least uneasiness 

of 
an 

Indian 
or person 

wholly 
u
n
k
n
o
w
n
 

tome. 
’Tis 

as 
little 

contrary 
to 

reason 
to 

prefer 
even 

my 
own 

acknowledg’d 
lesser 

good 
to 

my 
greater, 

and 
have 

a more 
ardent 

affection 
for 

the 
former 

than 
the 

latter. 
A 

trivial 
good 

may, 
from 

certain 
circumstances, 

produce 
a desire 

superior 
to what 

arises 
from 

the 
greatest 

and 
most 

valuable 
enjoyment; 

nor 
is there 

any 
thing 

more 
extraordinary 

in 
this, 

than 
in 

mechanics 
to 

see 
one 

pound 
weight 

raise up 
a hundred 

by 
the 

advantage 
of 

its situation. 
In 

short, 
a passion 

must 
be 

accompany’d 
with 

some 
false 

judgment, 
in 

order 
to 

its 
being 

unreasonable; 
and 

even 
then 

’tis 
not 

the 
passion, 

properly 
speaking, 

which 
is unreasonable, 

but 
the 

_ 
judgment. 

The 
consequences 

are 
evident. 

Since 
a 
passion 

can 
never, 

in 
any 

sense, 
be 

call’d 
unreasonable, 

but 
when 

founded 
on a 

false 
supposition, 

or 
when 

it chooses 
means 

insufficient 
for 

the 
design’d 

end, 
’tis 

impossible, 
that 

reason 
and 

passion 
| 

can 
ever 

oppose 
each 

other, 
or 

dispute 
for 

the 
government 

of 
the 

will 
and 

actions. 
The 

moment 
we 

perceive 
the falshood 

of any supposition, 
or the 

insufficiency 
of 

any 
means 

our 
passions 

yield 
to 

our 
reason 

without 
any 

opposition. 
I may 

desire 
any 

fruit 
as 

of 
an 

excellent 
relish; 

but 
whenever 

you 
convince 

me 
of 

my 
mistake, 

‘my 
longing 

ceases. 
I 
may 

will 
the 

performance 
of 

certain 
actions 

as 
means 

of 
obtaining 

any 
desir’d 

good; 
but 

as 
my 

willing 
of 

these 
actions 

is only 
secondary, 

and 
founded 

on 
the 

supposition, 
that 

they 
are 

causes 
of 

the 
propos’d 

effect; 
as 

soon 
as I discover 

the falshood 
of that supposition, 

they 
must 

become 
indifferent 

t
o
m
e
.
 

"Tis 
natural 

for 
one, 

that 
does 

not 
examine 

objects 
with 

a 
strict 

philosophic 
“eye, 

to 
imagine, 

that 
those 

actions 
of 

the 
mind 

are 
entirely 

the 
same, 

which 
_ 
produce 

nota 
different 

sensation, 
and 

are not immediately 
distinguishable 

to the 
feeling 

and 
perception. 

Reason, 
for instance, 

exerts 
itself 

without 
producing 

any 
“sensible 

emotion; 
and 

except 
in 

the 
more 

sublime 
disquisitions 

of 
philosophy, 

or 
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in 
the 

frivolous 
subtilities 

of 
the 

schools, 
scarce 

ever 
conveys 

any 
pleasure 

or 
uneasiness. 

Hence 
it 

proceeds, 
that 

every 
action 

of 
the 

mind, 
which 

operates 
with 

the 
same 

calmness 
and 

tranquillity, 
is confounded 

with 
reason 

by 
all those, 

who 
judge 

of 
things 

from 
the 

first view 
and 

appearance. 
Now 

’tis certain, there 
are 

certain 
calm 

desires 
and 

tendencies, 
which, 

tho’ 
they 

be 
real 

passions, 
produce 

little 
emotion 

in 
the 

mind, 
and 

are 
more 

known 
by 

their 
effects 

than 
by 

. 
the 

immediate 
feeling 

or 
sensation. 

These 
desires 

are 
of 

two 
kinds; 

either 
certain. 

instincts 
originally 

implanted 
in 

our 
natures, 

such 
as 

benevolence 
and 

resent- 
ment, 

the 
love 

of 
life, 

and 
kindness 

to 
children; 

or 
the 

general 
appetite 

to 
good, 

and 
aversion 

to 
evil, 

consider’d 
merely 

as 
such. 

W
h
e
n
 
any 

of 
these 

passions 
are 

_|{) 
calm, 

and 
cause 

no 
disorder 

in 
the 

soul, 
they 

are 
very 

readily 
taken 

for 
the 

deter— 
minations 

of 
reason, 

and 
are 

suppos'd 
to 

proceed 
from 

the 
same 

faculty, 
with 

that, 
which 

judges 
of truth 

and 
falshood. 

Their 
nature 

and 
principles 

have 
been 

suppos’d 
the 

same, 
because 

their 
sensations 

are 
not evidently 

different. 
Beside 

these 
calm 

passions, 
which 

often 
determine 

the 
will, 

there 
are 

certain 
violent 

emotions 
of 

the 
same 

kind, 
which 

have 
likewise 

a great 
influence 

on 
that 

faculty. 
When 

I receive 
any 

injury 
from 

another, 
I often 

feel 
a violent 

passion 
of 

resentment, 
which 

makes 
me 

desire 
his evil and 

punishment, 
independent 

ofall 
considerations 

of 
pleasure 

and 
advantage 

to 
myself. 

When 
I 
am 

immediately 
threaten’d 

with 
any 

grievous 
ill, my 

fears, 
apprehensions, 

and 
aversions 

rise toa 
k 

great 
height, 

and 
produce a 

sensible 
emotion. 

The 
c
o
m
m
o
n
 

error 
of 

metaphysicians 
has 

lain 
in 

ascribing 
the 

direction 
of 

— 
the 

will 
entirely 

to 
one 

of 
these 

principles, 
and 

supposing 
the 

other 
to 

have 
no 

influence. 
M
e
n
 

often 
act 

knowingly 
against 

their 
interest: 

For 
which 

reason. the 
view 

of 
the 

greatest 
possible 

good 
does 

not 
always 

influence 
them. 

M
e
n
 

often 
counter-act 

a violent 
passion 

in 
prosecution 

of 
their 

interests 
and 

designs: 
"Tis 

_ 
not 

therefore 
the 

present 
uneasiness 

alone, 
which 

determines 
them, 

In 
general 

we 
may 

observe, 
that 

both 
these 

principles 
operate 

on 
the 

will; 
and 

where 
they 

_ 
are 

contrary, 
that 

either 
of 

them 
prevails, 

according 
to 

the 
general 

character 
or 

present 
disposition 

of 
the 

person. 
What 

we 
call 

strength 
of 

mind, 
implies 

the 
prevalence 

of 
the 

calm 
passions 

above 
the 

violent; 
tho’ 

we 
may 

easily 
observe, 

— 
there 

is no 
man 

so 
constantly 

possess’d 
of 

this 
virtue, 

as never 
on 

any 
occasion.to 

yield 
to the 

solicitations 
of passion 

and 
desire. 

From 
these 

variations 
of temper 

proceeds 
the 

great 
difficulty 

of 
deciding 

concerning 
the 

actions 
and 

resolutions 
of 

men, 
where 

there 
is any 

contrariety 
of 

motives 
and 

passions. 

Sect. 
4. 

Of the causes 
of the violent passions 

       
    

There 
is not in phiJosophy 

a subject 
of more 

nice speculatio 
ferent 

causes 
and 

effects 
of 

the 
calm 

and 
violent 

passi 
influence 

not 
the 

will 
i 

i 
ir-vi 

sion 
in 

the 
temper; 

but 
on 

settled 
principle 

of 
acti 

commonly 
prod: 

own 
fore 

s. 
Tis 

evident passions. 
ence, 

or 
the 

disorder 
they 

occa. 
y, 

that 
when 

a passion 
has 

once 
becomea 

;andNs 
the 

predominant 
inclination 

of 
the 

soul, 
if, 

o longer 
any sensible 

agitation, 
As 

repeated 
custom 

andits _ 
e 
made 

every 
thing 

yield’to i
t
,
 

it 
directs 

the 
actions 

and 
conduct 

_ 
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Of 
the causes 

of the violent passions 
2.3.4 

without 
that 

opposition 
and 

emotion, 
which 

so 
naturally 

attend 
every 

momen- 
tary 

gust 
of 

passion. 
We 

must, 
therefore, 

distinguish 
betwixt 

a 
calm 

and 
a weak 

passion; 
betwixt 

a 
violent 

and 
a 

strong 
one. 

But. 
notwithstanding 

this, 
’tis 

__ 
certgin, 

that 
when 

we 
wou’d 

govern 
a man, 

and 
push 

him 
to 

any 
action, 

‘twill 
c
o
m
m
o
n
l
y
 
be 

better 
policy 

to work 
upon 

the 
violent 

than 
the 

calm 
passions, 

and 
_ 

tather 
take him 

by 
his 

inclination, 
than 

what 
is 

vulgarly 
call’d 

his 
reason. 

We 
ought 

to 
place the 

object 
in 

such 
particular 

situations 
as-are 

proper 
to 

encrease 
__ 

the 
violencdof 

the 
passion. 

For 
we 

may 
observe, 

that 
all depends 

upon 
the 

situa- 
tion 

of the 
object, and 

that 
a variation 

in this 
particular 

will 
be 

able 
to 

change 
the 

calm 
and 

the 
Wolent 

passions 
into 

each 
other. 

Both 
these 

kinds 
of 

passions 
pursue 

good, a
n
d
a
v
o
i
d
 

evil; 
and 

both 
of 

them 
are 

encreas’d 
or 

diminish’d 
by 

the 
encrease 

or 
diminution 

of 
the 

good 
or 

evil. 
But 

herein 
lies 

the 
difference 

betwixt 
them: 

The 
same 

good, 
when 

near, 
will 

cause 
a 

violent 
passion, 

which, 
when 

Temote, 
produces 

only'y 
calm 

one. 
As 

this subject 
belongs 

very 
properly 

to 
the 

present 
question 

concerriing the 
will, we 

shall here 
examine 

it to the bottom, 
and 

shall 
consider 

some 
of 

those 
circumstances 

and 
situations 

of 
objects, 

which 
_ 

render 
a passion 

either 
calm 

or 
violent, 

5 
*Tisa 

remarkable 
property 

of 
h
u
m
a
n
 
nature, 

that 
any 

emotion, 
which 

attends 
_ 

4 
passion, 

is 
easily 

converted 
into 

it, 
tho’ 

in 
their 

natures 
they 

be 
originally 

different 
from, 

and 
even 

contrary'to 
each 

other. 
’Tis 

true; 
in 

order 
to 

make 
a 

perfect 
union 

among 
passions, 

there 
is 

always 
requir’d 

a 
double 

relation 
of 

impressions 
and 

ideas; 
nor 

is 
one 

relation 
sufficient 

for 
that 

purpose. 
But 

tho’ 
this 

be 
confirm’d 

by 
undoubred 

experience, 
we 

must 
understand 

it 
with 

its 
proper 

limitations, 
and 

mus} 
regard 

the 
double 

relation, 
as 

requisite 
only 

to 
make 

one 
passion 

produce 
afiother. 

When 
two 

passions 
are 

already 
produc’d 

by 
their 

separate 
causes, 

and 
afe 

both 
present 

in 
the 

mind, 
they 

readily 
mingle 

and 
' 

unite, 
tho’ 

they 
have 

but 
ope 

relation, 
and 

sometimes 
without 

any. 
The 

predom- 
inant 

passion 
swallows 

yp 
the 

inferior, 
and 

converts 
it 

into 
itself. 

The 
Spirits, 

when 
once 

excited, 
easily 

receive 
a change 

in 
their 

direction; 
and 

’tis 
natural 

to 
imagine 

this change 
will 

come 
from 

the prevailing 
affection. 

The 
connexion 

isin 
many 

respects 
closer 

betwixt 
any 

two 
passions, 

than 
betwixt 

any 
passion 

and 
indifference. 

_ 
Whena 

person 
is 

pnce heartily 
in love, 

the little faults and 
caprices 

of his mis- 
__ 

tress, 
the 

jealousies 
fnd quarrels, 

to 
which 

that 
c
o
m
m
e
r
c
e
 

is so 
subject; 

however 
“unpleasant 

and 
relgted 

to anger 
and 

hatred; 
are yet found 

to sive 
additional 

force 
_ tothe 

prevailing 
pAssion. 

"Tis 
a common 

artifice of politicians, 
when 

they 
wou’d 

affect 
any 

person/very 
much 

by 
a matter 

of 
fact, 

of which 
they 

intend 
to inform 

him, 
first to excife 

his 
curiosity; 

delay 
as long 

as possible 
the satisfying 

it; and 
by 

_ 
thatmeans 

rais¢ 
his 

anxiety 
and 

impatience 
to 

the 
utmost, 

before 
they 

give 
hima 

: 
full insight 

intg 
the 

business. 
They 

know 
that 

his 
curiosity 

will 
precipitate 

him 
into 

the 
passioh 

they 
design 

to 
raise, 

and 
assist 

the 
object 

in 
its 

influence 
on 

the 
mind. 

A 
solditr 

advancing 
to 

the 
battle, 

is 
naturally 

inspir’d 
with 

courage 
and 

_ confidence, 
when 

he 
thinks 

on 
his 

friends 
and 

fellow-soldiers; 
and 

is struck 
with 

" 
tear 

and 
terras, 

when 
he 

reflects 
on 

the 
enemy. 

Whatever 
new 

emotion, 
there- 

fore, 
proceeds 

from 
the 

former 
naturally 

encreases 
the 

courage; 
as 

the 
same 
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f
 
M
o
r
a
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s
 

SB [455] 

                                                           

P
A
R
T
 

1 

Of virtue 
and 

vice 
in general 

1 think 
it proper 

to inform 
the public, 

that 
tho’ 

this be a third 
volume 

of the ‘Treatise 
of H

u
m
a
n
 
Nature, 

yet 
'tis in some 

measure 
independent 

of the 
other 

10, 
and 

requires 
not 

that 
the 

reader 
shou'd 

enter 
into 

all 
the 

abstract 
reasonings 

contain'd 
in them. 

I 
am 

hopeful 
it 

may 
be 

understood 
by 

ordinary 
readers, 

with 
as 

hitle 
attention 

as i 
usually 

given 
to 

any 
books 

of reasoning. 
It must 

only 
be 

observ'd, 
that I continue t 

make 
use 

of the 
terms, 

impressions 
and 

ideas, 
in 

the 
same 

sense 
as formerly; 

on 
: 

Sect. 
1. 

Moral 
distinctions 

not deriv’d R
o
m
 

reason 
that by impressions 

I mean 
our stronger perceptions, 

such 
as our sensations, 

affections 
—
 

: 
; 

There 
is 

an 
inconvenience 

which 
attends 

all 
abstruse 

reasoning, 
that 

it 
may 

“silence, 
without 

convincing 
an 

antagonist, 
and 

requires 
the 

same 
intense 

study 
make 

us 
sensible 

of its force, 
that 

was 
at first requisite 

for its invention, 
When 

we leave 
our 

closet, 
and 

engage 
in 

the 
c
o
m
m
o
n
 

affairs 
of 

life, 
its 

conclusions 
seem 

to 
vanish, 

like 
the 

phantoms 
of 

the 
night 

on 
the 

appearance 
of 

the 
morning; 

and 
’tis 

difficult 
for 

us 
to 

retain 
even 

that 
conviction, 

which 
we 

had 
attain’d 

with 
difficulty. 

This 
is 

still 
more 

conspicuous 
in 

a long 
chain 

of 
reason- 

ing, where 
we 

must 
preserve 

to 
the 

end 
the 

evidence 
of the 

first propositions, 
and 

where 
we 

often 
lose 

sight 
of 

all 
the 

most 
receiv’d 

maxims, 
either 

of 
philosophy 

or 
c
o
m
m
o
n
 

life. 
I 
am 

not, 
however, 

without 
hopes, 

that 
the 

present 
system 

of 
10 

philosophy 
will 

acquire 
new 

force 
as 

it 
advances; 

and 
that 

our 
reasonings 

con- 
cerning 

morals 
will 

corroborate 
whatever 

has 
been 

said 
concerning 

the 
under- 

standing 
and 

the passions. 
Morality 

is a subject 
that 

interests 
us 

above 
all 

others: 
We 

fancy 
the 

peace 
of 

society 
to 

be 
at 

stake 
in 

every 
decision 

concerning 
it; 

and 
‘Os-evident, 

that 
this 

concern 
must 

make 
our 

speculations 
appear 

more 
real 

and 
solid, 

than 
where 

the 
subject 

is, 
in 

a 
great 

measure, 
indifferent 

to 
us. 

What 
ects 

us, 
we 

conclude 
can 

never 
bea 

chimera; 
and 

as 
our 

passion 
is engag’don 

 sa4s6 
the o
n
e
 

side 
or the 

other, 
we 

naturally 
think 

that 
the 

question 
lies within 

human 
comprehension; 

which, 
in other 

cases 
of this nature, 

we 
are apt to entertain 

some 
doubt 

of. 
Without 

this 
advantage 

I 
never 

shou’d 
have 

ventur’d 
upon a 

third 
20 

volume 
of 

such 
abstruse 

philosophy, 
in 

an 
age, 

wherein 
the 

greatest 
part 

of 
men 

seemagreed 
to convert 

reading 
into an 

amusement, 
and 

to reject every 
thing 

that 
fequires 

any 
considerable 

degree 
of 

attention 
to 

be 
comprehended. 

memory 
and 

imagination. 

  

has 
been 

observ’d, 
that 

nothing 
is 

ever 
present 

to 
the 

mind 
but 

its percep- 
mons; 

and 
that 

all 
the 

actions 
of 

seeing, 
hearing, 

judging, 
loving, 

hating, 
and 

thinking, 
fall 

under 
this 

denomination. 
The 

mind 
can 

never 
exert 

itself 
in 

any 
aciion, 

which 
we 

may 
not 

c
o
m
p
r
e
h
e
n
d
 
under 

the 
term 

of perception; 
and 

con- 
sequently 

that 
term 

is no 
less 

applicable 
to 

those 
judgments, 

by 
which 

we 
dis- 

guish 
moral 

good 
and 

evil, 
than 

to 
every 

other 
operation 

of 
the 

mind. 
To 

ove 
of 

one 
character, 

to 
c
o
n
d
e
m
n
 

another, 
are 

only 
so 

many 
different 

30 
sions, 
W 

as 
perceptions 

resolve 
themselves 

into 
two 

kinds, 
viz. 

impressions 

292, 
293 

| 

 



                                                                                                             

3.4.1 
A 

Treatise 
of H

u
m
a
n
 
Nature 

Moral 
distinctions 

not 
deriv’ from 

reason. 
3.1.1 

and 
ideas, 

this 
distinction 

gives 
rise 

to 
a question, 

with 
which 

we 
shall 

open 
up 

our 
present 

enquiry 
concerning 

morals, 
Whether 

’tis 
by 

means 
of 

our 
ideas 

or 
impressions 

we 
distinguish 

betmixt 
vice 

and 
virtue, 

and pronounce 
an 

action 
blame- 

able 
or 

praise-worthy? 
This 

will 
immediately 

cut 
off 

all 
loose 

discourses 
and_ 

deciamations, 
and 

reduce 
us 

to 
something 

precise 
and 

exact 
on 

the 
present 

© 
subject. 

‘ 
Those 

who 
affirm 

that 
virtue 

is 
nothing 

but 
a 
conformity 

to 
reason; 

that 
there 

are 
eternal 

fitnesses 
and 

unfitnesses 
of things, 

which 
are 

the 
same 

to every 
rational 

being 
that 

considers 
them; 

that 
the 

immutable 
measures 

of right 
and 

wrong 
impose 

an 
obligation, 

not 
only 

on 
h
u
m
a
n
 

creatures, 
but also 

on 
the 

deity 
himself: 

All 
these 

systems 
concur 

in 
the 

opinion, 
that morality, like truth, 

is 
discern’d 

merely 
by 

ideas, 
and 

by 
their 

juxtaposition 
and 

comparison. 
In 

order, 
therefore, 

to 
judge 

of 
these 

systems, 
we 

need 
only 

consider, 
whether 

i 
"i 

be 
possible, 

from 
reason 

alone, 
to 

distinguish 
betwixt 

moral 
good 

and 
evil, 

or 
whether 

there 
must 

concur 
some 

other 
principles 

to 
enable 

us 
to 

make 
that 

_ 
distinction. 

endeavour 
to 

render 
still 

more 
conclusive, 

and 
more 

applicable 
to 

the 
present 

subject. 
) 

Reason 
is 

the 
discovery 

of 
truth 

or 
falshood. 

Truth 
or 

falshood 
consists 

in 
an 

agreement 
or 

disagreement 
either 

to 
the 

real 
relations 

of 
ideas, 

or 
to 

real 
exis- 

tence 
and 

matter 
of 

fact, 
Whatever, 

therefore, 
is 

not 
susceptible 

of 
this 

agree- 
ment 

or 
disagreement, 

is 
incapable 

of 
being 

true 
or 

false, 
and 

can 
never 

be 
an 

_ 
object 

of our 
reason. 

Now’ 
tis 

evident 
our 

passions, 
volitions, 

and 
actions, 

are 
not 

susceptible 
of 

any 
such 

agreement 
or 

disagreement; 
being 

original 
facts 

and 
realities, 

compleat 
in 

themselves, 
and 

implying 
no 

reference 
to 

other 
passions, 

_ 
volitions, 

and 
actions. 

’Tis 
impossible, 

therefore, 
they 

can 
be 

pronounc’d 
either 

_ 
truer 

false, 
and 

be 
either 

contrary 
or 

conformable 
to reason. 

Mi) 
This 

argument 
is 

of 
double 

advantage 
to 

our 
present 

purpose. 
For 

it proves 
‘Girectly, 

that 
actions 

do 
not 

derive 
their 

merit 
from 

a conformity 
to reason, 

nor 
their 

blame 
from a 

contrariety 
to 

it; 
and 

it proves 
the 

same 
truth 

more 
indirectly, 

by 
showing 

us, 
that 

as 
reason 

can 
never 

immediately 
prevent 

or 
produce 

any 
action 

by 
contradicting 

or approving 
of it, it cannot 

be the 
source 

of the 
distinc- 

If morality 
had 

naturally 
no 

influence 
on 

human 
passions 

and 
actions, 

*twere, 
“tion 

betwixt 
moral 

good 
and 

evil, 
which 

are 
found 

to 
have 

that 
influence, 

in 
vain 

to 
take 

such 
pains 

to 
inculcate 

it; 
and 

nothing 
wou’d 

be 
more 

fruitless 
Actions 

may 
be 

laudable 
or 

blameable; 
but 

they 
cannot 

be 
reasonable 

or 
unrea- 

than 
that 

multitude 
of 

rules 
and 

precepts, 
with 

which 
all moralists 

abound. 
Phi 

tl 
_ 

sonable: 
Laudable 

or 
blameable, 

therefore, 
are 

not 
the 

same 
with 

reasonable 
or 

losophy 
is 
commonly 

divided 
into 

speculative 
and 

practical; 
and 

as 
morality 

18) 
_ 
unreasonable. 

The 
merit 

and 
demerit 

of 
actions 

frequently 
contradict, 

and 
always 

c
o
m
p
r
e
h
e
n
d
e
d
 
under 

the 
latter 

division, 
’tis 

suppos’d 
to 

influence 
our 

passions 
and 

actions, 
and 

to 
go 

beyond 
the 

calm 
and 

indolent 
judgments 

of 
the 

understanding. 
And 

this 
is 

confirm’d 
by 

c
o
m
m
o
n
 

experience, 
which informs, 

4 
us, 

that 
men 

are 
often 

govern’d 
by 

their 
duties, 

and 
are 

deter’d 
from 

some 
actions 

~ 
by 

the 
opinion 

of 
injustice, 

and 
impell’d 

to 
others 

by 
that 

of obligation. 
a
 

Since 
morals, 

therefore, 
have 

an 
influence 

on 
the 

actions 
and 

affections. 
it 

follows, 
that 

they 
cannot 

be 
deriv’d 

from 
reason; 

and 
that 

because 
reason» 

alone, 
as 

we 
have 

already 
prov’d, 

can 
never 

have 
any 

such 
influence. Morals 

excite 
passions, 

and 
produce 

or 
prevent 

actions. 
Reason 

of 
itself 

is utterly 
im 

potent 
in 

this 
particular. 

The 
rules 

of 
morality, 

therefore, 
are 

not 
conclusions.o 

our 
reason. 

"sometimes 
controul 

our 
natural 

propensities. 
But 

reason 
has 

no 
such 

influence. 
M
o
r
a
l
 

distinctions, 
therefore, 

are 
not 

the 
offspring 

of 
reason, 

Reason 
is wholly 

_ 
inactive, 

and 
can 

never 
be 

the 
source 

of 
so 

active 
a principle 

as 
conscience, 

or 
a 

“sense of morals. 
But 

perhaps 
it may 

be 
said, 

that tho’ 
no 

will or action 
can 

be immediately 
con- 

‘wadictory 
to 

reason, 
yet 

we 
may 

find 
such 

a 
contradiction 

in 
some 

of 
the 

at- 
‘tendants 

of 
the 

action, 
that 

is, 
in 

its 
causes 

or 
effects. 

The 
action 

may 
cause 

a 
_ 

Judgment, 
or 

may 
be 

obliquely 
caus’d 

by 
one, 

when 
the 

judgment 
concurs 

with 
a 

passion; 
and 

by 
an 

abusive 
way 

of 
speaking, 

which 
philosophy 

will 
scarce 

allow 
‘of, the 

same 
contrariety 

may, 
upon 

that 
account, 

be 
ascrib’d 

to 
the 

action. 
How 

may 
be 

the 
source 

of 
morals, 

twill 
now 

be 
‘proper 

to 
No 

one, 
I 
believe, 

will 
deny 

the 
justness 

of 
this 

inference; 
nor 

is 
there 

any 
consider, 

- 
other 

means 
of evading 

it, than 
by denying 

that principle, 
on which 

itis founded, 
I 

/ 
Ithas 

been 
observ’d, 

that 
reason, 

in a strict and 
philosophical sense, 

can 
have 

As 
long 

as 
it is allow’d, 

that 
reason 

has 
no 

influence 
on 

our 
passions 

and 
actions, 

— 
aninfluence 

on 
our 

conduct 
only 

after 
two 

ways: 
Either 

when 
it excites 

a passion 
*tis 

in 
vain 

to 
pretend, 

that 
morality 

is discover’d 
only 

by 
a deduction 

of 
reason, 

by informing 
us 

of 
; 

An 
active principle 

can 
never 

be 
founded 

on 
an inactive; 

and 
if reason 

be inactive. 
when 

it discovers 
the 

connexion 
of causes 

and 
effects 

in 
itself, 

it must 
remain 

so 
in 

all 
its 

shapes 
and 

appearances, 
whether 

it exerts 
7 

itself 
in 

natural 
or 

moral 
subjects, 

whether 
it 

considers 
the 

powers 
of 

external 
bodies, 

or 
the 

actions 
of 

rational 
beings. 

It 
wou'd 

be 
tedious 

to 
repeat 

all 
the 

arguments, 
by 

which 
I 
have prov'd, 

that 
reason 

is 
perfectly 

inert, 
and 

can 
never 

either 
prevent 

or 
produce 

any 
— 

action 
or 

affection. 
’Twill 

be 
easy 

to 
recollect 

what 
has 

been 
said 

upon 
that 

subject. 
I shall 

only 
recal 

on 
this 

occasion 
one 

of 
these 

arguments, 
which 

I shall” 

pany 
our 

actions, 
or 

can 
be 

said 
to 

produce 
them 

in 
any 

manner; 
and 

it must 
be 

allow’d, 
that 

these 
judgments 

may 
often 

be 
false 

and 
erroneous. 

A 
person 

may 
be 

_atfected 
with 

passion, 
by 

supposing 
a pain 

or 
pleasure 

to 
lie 

in 
an 

object, 
which 

has 
no 

tendency 
to 

produce 
either 

of 
these 

sensations, 
or 

which 
produces 

the 
rontrary 

to 
what 

is 
imagin’d. 

A 
person 

may.also 
take 

false 
measures 

for 
the 

attaining 
his 

end, 
and 

may 
retard, 

by 
his 

foolish 
conduct, 

instead 
of 

forwarding 
‘the execution 

of any project. 
These 

false judgments 
may 

be thought 
to affect the 

passions 
and 

actions, 
which 

are 
connected 

with 
them, 

and 
may 

be 
said 

to render 
7 
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them 
unreasonable, 

in 
a figurative 

and 
improper 

way 
of 

speaking. 
But 

tho’ 
this 

be 
acknowledg’d, 

’tis 
easy 

to 
observe, 

that 
these 

errors 
are 

so 
far 

from 
being 

the 
source 

of 
all 

immorality, 
that 

they 
are 

c
o
m
m
o
n
l
y
 

very 
innocent, 

and 
draw 

no 
manner 

of 
guilt 

upon 
the 

person 
who 

is 
so 

unfortunate 
as 

to 
fall 

into 
them. 

They 
extend 

not 
beyond 

a 
mistake 

of fact, 
which 

moralists 
have 

not 
generally 

suppos’d 
criminal, 

as being 
perfectly 

involuntary. 
I am 

more 
to 

be 
lamented 

than 
blam’d, 

if 
I
a
m
 
mistaken 

with 
regard 

to 
the 

influence 
of 

objects 
in 

producing 
pain 

or 
pleasure, 

or 
if I know 

not 
the 

proper 
means 

of 
satisfying 

my 
desires. 

No 
one 

can 
ever 

regard 
such 

errors 
as 

a 
defect 

in 
my 

moral 
character. 

A 
fruit, 

for 
instance, 

that 
is really 

disagreeable, 
appears 

to me 
ata 

distance, 
and 

thro’ 
mistake 

I fancy 
it to 

be 
pleasant 

and 
delicious. 

Here 
is 

one 
error. 

I choose 
certain 

means 
of 

reaching 
this 

fruit, 
which 

are 
not 

proper 
for 

my 
end. 

Here 
is 

a second 
error; 

nor 
is there 

any 
third 

one, 
which 

can 
ever 

possibly 
enter 

into 
our 

reasonings 
con- 

cerning 
actions. 

I ask, 
therefore, 

if 
a man, 

in 
this 

situation, 
and 

guilty 
of 

these 
two 

errors, 
is to 

be 
regarded 

as 
vicious 

and 
criminal, 

however 
unavoidable 

they 
might 

have 
been? 

Or 
if it be 

possible 
to 

imagine, 
that 

such 
errors 

are 
the 

sources 
of 

all immorality? 
And 

here 
it may 

be 
proper 

to 
observe, 

that 
if 

moral 
distinctions 

be 
deriv’d 

from 
the 

truth 
or 

falshood 
of 

those 
judgments, 

they 
must 

take 
place 

wherever 
we 

form 
the 

judgments; 
nor 

will 
there 

be 
any 

difference, 
whether 

the 
question 

be 
concerning 

an 
apple 

or 
a 
kingdom, 

or 
whether 

the 
error 

be 
avoidable 

or 
unavoidable. 

For 
as 

the 
very 

essence 
of 

morality 
is 

suppos’d 
to 

consist 
in 

an 
agreement 

or 
disagreement 

to 
reason, 

the 
other 

circumstances 
are 

entirely 
arbi- 

trary, 
and 

can 
never 

either 
bestow 

on 
any 

action 
the 

character 
of 

virtuous 
or 

vicious, 
or 

deprive 
it of 

that 
character. 

To 
which 

we 
may 

add, 
that 

this 
agree- 

ment 
or 

disagreement, 
not 

admitting 
of 

degrees, 
all 

virtues 
and 

vices 
wou'd 

of 
course 

be 
equal. 

Shou’d 
it 

be 
pretended, 

that 
tho’ 

a 
mistake 

of 
fact 

be 
not 

criminal, 
yet 

a 
mistake 

of 
right 

often 
is; 

and 
that 

this 
may 

be 
the 

source 
of 

immorality: 
I wou’d 

answer, 
that 

’tis 
impossible 

such 
a 
mistake 

can 
ever 

be 
the 

original 
source 

of 
immorality, 

since 
it supposes 

a real 
right 

and 
wrong; 

that 
is, a real 

distinction 
in 

morals, 
independent 

of 
these 

judgments. 
A 

mistake, 
therefore, 

of 
right 

may 
become 

a species 
of immorality; 

but 
’tis only 

a secondary 
one, 

and 
is founded 

on 
some 

other, 
antecedent 

to 
it. 

As 
to 

those 
judgments 

which 
are 

the 
effects 

of 
our 

actions, 
and 

which, 
when 

false, 
give 

occasion 
to 

pronounce 
the 

actions 
contrary 

to 
truth 

and 
reason; 

we 
may 

observe, 
that 

our 
actions 

never 
cause 

any 
judgment, 

either 
true 

or 
false, 

in 
ourselves, 

and 
that 

’tis 
only 

on 
others 

they 
have 

such 
an 

influence. 
’Tis 

certain, 
that 

an 
action, 

on 
many 

occasions, 
may 

give 
rise 

to 
false 

conclusions 
in 

others; 
and 

that 
a 
person, 

who 
thro’ 

a 
w
i
n
d
o
w
 

sees 
any 

lewd 
behaviour 

of 
mine 

with 
my 

neighbour’s 
wife, 

may 
be 

so 
simple 

as 
to 

imagine 
she 

is certainly 
my 

own. 
In 

this 
respect 

my 
action 

resembles 
somewhat 

a 
lye 

or 
falshood; 

only 
with 

this 
difference, 

which 
is material, 

that 
I perform 

not 
the 

action 
with 

any 
intention 

of 
giving 

rise 
to 

a 
false 

judgment 
in 

another, 
but 

merely 
to 

satisfy 
my 

lust 
and 

passion. 
It 

causes, 
however, 

a 
mistake 

and 
false 

judgment 
by 

accident; 
and 

the 
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falshood 
of 

its 
effects 

may 
be 

ascrib’d, 
by 

some 
odd 

figurative 
way 

of 
speaking, 

to the 
action 

itself. 
But 

still I can 
see 

no 
pretext 

of 
reason 

for asserting, 
that 

the 
tendency 

to 
cause 

such 
an 

error 
is 

the 
first 

spring 
or 

original 
source 

of 
all 

immorality. 
Thus 

upon 
the 

whole, 
’tis impossible, 

that 
the 

distinction 
betwixt 

moral 
good 

and 
evil, 

can 
be 

made 
by 

reason; 
since 

that 
distinction 

has 
an 

influence 
upon 

our 

One 
might 

think 
it were 

entirely 
superfluous 

to prove 
this, 

if a late author, 
who 

has 
had 

the 
good 

fortune 
to 

obtain 
some 

reputation, 
had 

not 
seriously 

affirm’d, 
that such 

a falshood 
is the foun- 

dation 
of all guilt 

and 
moral 

deformity. 
That 

we 
may 

discover 
the 

fallacy 
of his hypothesis, 

we 
need 

only 
consider, 

that 
a 

false 
conclusion 

is 
drawn 

from 
an 

action, 
only 

by 
means 

of 
an 

obscurity 
of 

natural 
principles, 

which 
makes 

a cause 
be 

secretly 
interrupted 

in its operation, 
by 

contrary 
causes, 

and 
renders 

the 
connexion 

betwixt 
two 

objects 
uncertain 

and 
variable. 

Now, 
as 

a like 
uncertainty 

and-variety 
of 

causes 
take 

place, 
even 

in natural 
objects, 

and 
producea 

like 
error 

in our 
judgment, 

if 
that 

tendency 
to 

produce 
error 

were 
the 

very 
essence 

of 
vice 

and 
immorality, 

it shou’d 
follow, 

that 
even 

inanimate 
objects 

might 
be 

vicious 
and 

immoral. 
‘Tis 

in 
vain 

to 
urge, 

that 
inanimate 

objects 
act 

without 
liberty 

and 
choice. 

For 
as 

liberty 
and 

choice 
are not 

necessary 
to make 

an action 
produce 

in us 
an 

erroneous 
conclusion, 

they can 
be, inno 

respect, 
essential 

to 
morality; 

and 
I do 

not 
readily 

perceive, 
upon 

this 
system, 

how 
they 

can 
ever 

come 
to be 

regarded 
by 

it. If 
the 

tendency 
to cause 

error 
be 

the 
origin 

of 
immorality, 

that 
tendency 

and immorality 
wou’d 

in 
every 

case 
be 

inseparable. 
Add 

to this, 
that 

if I had 
us’d 

the 
precaution 

of 
shutting 

the 
windows, 

while 
I indulg’d 

myself 
in 

those 
liberties 

with 
my 

neighbour’s 
wife, 

I 
shau’d 

have 
been 

guilty 
of 

no 
immorality; 

and 
that 

because 
my 

action, 
being 

perfectly 
conceal’d, 

w
o
u
d
 

have 
had 

no 
tendency 

to 
produce 

any 
false 

conclusion. 
For 

the 
same 

reason, 
a thief, 

who 
steals in by 

a ladder 
ata 

window, 
and 

takes 
all imaginable 

care 
to 

cause 
no 

disturbance, 
is in 

no 
respect 

criminal. 
For 

either 
he 

will 
not 

be 
perceiv’d, 

or 
if he 

be, 
’tis 

impossible 
he 

can 
produce 

any 
error, 

nor 
will 

any 
one, 

from 
these 

circumstances, 
take 

him 
to 

be 
other than 

what 
he 

really 
is. 

*Tis well 
known, 

that 
those 

who 
are 

squint-sighted, 
do 

very 
readily 

cause 
mistakes 

in 
others, 

and 
that we 

imagine 
they 

salute 
or 

are 
talking 

to 
one 

person, 
while 

they 
address 

themselves 
to another. 

Are 
they 

therefore, 
upon 

that 
account, 

immoral? 
Besides, 

we 
may 

easily 
observe, 

that 
in 

all 
those 

arguments 
there 

is 
an 

evident 
reasoning 

in 
a 

circle. 
A 

person 
who 

takes 
possession 

of 
another’s 

goods, 
and 

uses 
them 

as 
his 

own, 
in 

a manner 
declares 

them 
to 

be 
his 

own; 
and 

this 
falshoad 

is 
the 

source 
of 

the 
immorality 

of 
injustice. 

But 
is 

property, 
or right, 

or obligation, 
intelligible, 

without 
an 

antecedent 
morality? 

A.man 
that is ungrateful 

to his benefactor, 
in a manner 

affirms, 
that he 

never 
receiy'd 

any 
favours 

from 
him. 

But 
in 

what 
manner? 

Is 
it because 

’tis 
his 

duty 
to 

be 
grateful? 

But 
this 

supposes, 
that 

there 
is some 

antecedent 
rule 

of 
duty 

and 
morals. 

Is it because 
human 

nature 
is generally 

grateful, 
and makes 

us 
conclude, 

that a man 
who 

does 
any 

harm 
never 

receiv’d 
any 

favour 
from 

the person 
he 

harm’d? But 
human 

nature 
is not 

so 
generally 

grateful, 
as to justify such 

a conclusion. 
Or 

if it were, 
1s an 

exception 
to 

a 
general 

rule 
in 

every 
case 

criminal, 
for 

no 
other 

reason 
than 

because 
it is 

an 
exception? 

But 
what 

may 
suffice 

entirely 
to destroy 

this 
whimsical 

system 
is, that it leaves 

us under 
the same 

difficulty 
to 

give 
a reason 

why 
truth 

is virtuous 
and 

falshood 
vicious, 

as 
to account 

for 
the 

merit 
or 

turpitude 
of any 

other 
action. 

I shall allow, 
if you 

please, 
that all immorality 

is deriv’d 
from 

this sup- 
pos’d 

falshood 
in 

action, 
provided 

you 
can 

give 
me 

any 
plausible 

reason, 
why 

such a 
falshood 

is 
immoral. 

If 
you 

consider 
rightly 

of 
the 

matter, 
you 

will 
find 

yourself 
in 

the 
same 

difficulty 
as 

at 
the 

beginning. 
This 

last 
argument 

is 
very 

conclusive; 
because, 

if 
there 

be 
not 

an 
evident 

merit 
or 

turpitude 
annex’d 

to 
this 

species 
of 

truth 
or 

falshood, 
it can 

never 
have 

any 
influence 

upon 
our 

actions. 
For, 

who 
ever 

thought 
of 

forbearing 
any 

action, 
because 

others 
might 

possibly 
draw 

false 
conclusions 

from 
it? Or, 

who 
ever 

perform’d 
any, 

that 
he 

might 
give 

rise to 
true 

conclusions? 
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actions, 
of 

which 
reason 

alone 
is incapable. 

Reason 
and 

judgment 
may, 

indeed, 
be 

the 
mediate 

cause 
of 

an 
action, 

by 
prompting, 

or 
by 

directing 
a passion: 

But 
it is not 

pretended, 
thata 

judgment 
of 

this 
kind, 

either 
in its 

truth 
or 

falshood, 
i 

attended 
with 

virtue 
or 

vice. 
And 

as 
to 

the 
judgments, 

which 
are 

caus’d 
by 

our 
actions, 

they 
can 

still 
less 

bestow 
those 

moral 
qualitics 

on 
the 

actions, 
which 

are 
their 

causes. 
im 

But 
to 

be 
more 

particular, 
and 

to 
show, 

that 
those 

eternal 
immutable fitnesses 

and 
unfitnesses 

of 
things 

cannot 
be 

defended 
by 

sound 
philosophy, 

we 
may 

weigh 
the 

following 
considerations. 

If the 
thought 

and 
understanding 

were 
alone 

capable 
of fixing 

the 
boundaries, 

of right and 
wrong, 

the 
character 

of virtuous 
and 

vicious 
either 

must 
lie in some 

_ 
relations 

of 
objects, 

or 
must 

be 
a matter 

of 
fact, 

which 
is 

discover’d 
by 

our 
rea- 

— 
soning. 

This 
consequence 

is evident. 
As 

the operations 
of human 

understanding 
a 

divide 
themselves 

into 
two 

kinds, 
the 

comparing 
of 

ideas, 
and 

the 
inferring 

of — 
matter 

of 
fact; 

were 
virtue 

discover’d 
by 

the 
understanding; 

it must 
be 

an 
object 

— 
of one 

of these 
operations, 

nor is there 
any third 

operation 
of the understanding, 

which 
can 

discover 
it. There 

has 
been 

an 
opinion 

very 
industriously 

propagated 
by 

certain 
philosophers, 

that 
morality 

is susceptible 
of 

demonstration; 
and 

tho” 
4 

Shou’d 
it be 

asserted, 
that 

the 
sense 

of 
morality 

consists 
in 

the 
discovery 

of 
_ some 

relation, 
distinct 

from 
these, 

and 
that 

our 
enumeration 

was 
not 

compleat, 
"when 

we 
c
o
m
p
r
e
h
e
n
d
e
d
 

all demonstrable 
relations 

under 
four 

general 
heads: 

To 
_ this 

I know 
not 

what 
to reply, 

till some 
one 

be 
so 

good 
as 

to 
point 

out 
to me 

this 
new 

relation. 
"Tis 

impossible 
to 

refute 
a 

system, 
which 

has 
never 

yet 
been 

-explain’d. 
In 

such 
a manner 

of 
fighting 

in the 
dark, 

a man 
loses 

his 
blows 

in the 
_ 

air, and 
often 

places 
them 

where 
the 

enemy 
is not 

present. 
I must, 

therefore, 
on 

this 
occasion, 

rest contented 
with 

requiring 
the 

two 
fol- 

lowing 
conditions 

of 
any 

one 
that 

wou’d 
undertake 

to 
clear 

up 
this 

system. 
First, 

As 
moral 

good 
and 

evil 
belong 

only 
to 

the 
actions 

of 
the 

mind, 
and 

are 
deriv’d 

“from 
our 

situation 
with 

regard 
to 

external 
objects, 

the 
relations, 

from 
which 

these 
moral 

distinctions 
arise, 

must 
lie 

only 
betwixt 

internal 
actions, 

and 
exter- 

nal 
objects, 

and 
must 

not 
be 

applicable 
either 

to 
internal 

actions, 
compar’d 

among 
themselves, 

or 
to 

external 
objects, 

when 
plac’d 

in 
opposition 

to 
other 

external 
objects. 

For 
as 

morality 
is 

suppos’d 
fo 

attend 
certain 

relations, 
if 

these 
relations 

cou’d 
belong 

to 
internal 

actions 
consider’d 

singly, 
it 

wou’d 
M 

follow, 
that 

we 
might 

be 
guilty 

of 
crimes 

in 
ourselves, 

and 
independent 

of 
our 

situation, 
with 

respect 
to 

the 
universe: 

And 
in 

like 
manner, 

if these 
moral 

rela- 
“tons-cou’d 

be 
apply’d 

to 
external 

objects, 
it 

wou’d 
follow, 

that 
even 

inanimate 
beings wou’d 

be 
susceptible 

of moral 
beauty 

and 
deformity. 

Now 
it seems 

diffi- 
cult 

to 
imagine, 

that 
any 

relation 
can 

be 
discover’d 

betwixt 
our 

passions, 
voli- 

" 
tions 

and 
actions, 

compar’d 
to 

external 
objects, 

which 
relation 

might 
not 

belong 
either 

to 
these 

passions 
and 

volitions, 
or 

to 
these 

external 
objects, 

compar’d 

tis taken 
for 

granted, 
that 

this 
science 

may 
be 

brought 
to 

an 
equal 

certainty 
with 

geometry 
or 

algebra. 
U
p
o
n
 

this 
supposition, 

vice 
and 

virtue 
must 

consist in 
some 

relations; 
since 

’tis allow’d 
on 

all hands, 
that 

no 
matter 

of 
fact 

is capable 
of 

© 
being 

demonstrated. 
Let 

us, 
therefore, 

begin 
with 

examining 
this 

hypothesis, 
— 

and 
endeavour, 

if possible, 
to 

fix 
those 

moral 
qualities, 

which 
have 

been 
so 

long 
among 

themselves. 
the 

objects 
of 

our 
fruitless 

researches. 
Point 

out 
distinctly 

the 
relations, 

which — 
_ But 

it will 
be 

still 
more 

difficult 
to 

fulfil 
the 

second 
condition, 

requisite 
to 

constitute 
morality 

or 
obligation, 

that 
we 

may 
know 

wherein 
they 

consist, 
and 

_ 
justify 

this 
system. 

According 
to 

the 
principles 

of 
those 

who 
maintain 

an 
after 

what 
manner 

we 
must 

judge 
of 

them. 
Za 

} 
abstract rational 

difference 
betwixt 

moral 
good 

and 
evil, and 

anatural 
fitness and 

If 
you 

assert, 
that 

vice 
and 

virtue 
consist 

in 
relations 

susceptible 
of 

certainty 
_ 

"unfitness 
of things, 

’tis not 
only 

suppos’d, 
that these 

relations, 
being 

eternal 
and 

and 
demonstration, 

you 
must 

confine 
yourself 

to 
those 

four 
relations, 

which 
_ 

“immutable, 
are 

the 
same, 

when 
consider’d 

by 
every 

rational 
creature, 

but 
their 

alone 
admit 

of 
that 

degree 
of 

evidence; 
and 

in that 
case 

you 
run 

into 
absurdities, 

affects 
are 

also 
suppos’d 

to 
be 

necessarily 
the 

same; 
and 

’tis 
concluded 

they 
have 

from 
which 

you 
will never 

be 
able 

to extricate 
yourself. 

For 
as you 

make 
the very _ 

~no.less, 
or 

rather 
a greater, 

influence 
in 

directing 
the 

will 
of 

the 
deity, 

than 
in 

essence 
of morality 

to lie in the relations, 
and 

as there is no 
one 

of these relations 
4
 

‘governing 
the 

rational 
and 

virtuous 
of 

our 
own 

species. 
These 

two 
particulars 

but what 
is applicable, 

not 
only 

to an irrational, 
but also to an inanimate object; 

_ 
are evidently 

distinct. 
"Tis 

one 
thing 

to know 
virtue, 

and 
another 

to conform 
the 

follows, 
that 

even 
such 

objects 
must 

be 
susceptible 

of 
merit 

or 
demerit. 

Resem- 
_ 

will'to 
it. 

In 
order, 

therefore,.to 
prove, 

that 
the 

measures 
of 

right 
and 

wrong 
are 

blance, 
contrariety, 

degrees 
in 

quality, 
and 

proportions 
in 

quantity 
and 

number; 
all” 

 cternal 
laws, 

obligatory 
on 

every 
rational 

mind, 
’tis 

not 
sufficient 

to 
show 

the 
these 

relations 
belong 

as properly 
to matter, 

as to our 
actions, 

passions, 
and 

voli-_ 
“xelations 

upon 
which 

they 
are 

founded: 
We 

must 
also 

point 
out 

the 
connexion 

tions. 
"Tis 

unquestionable, 
therefore, 

that 
morality 

lies 
not 

in 
any 

of 
these 

rela= 
betwixt 

the 
relation 

and 
the 

will; 
and 

must 
prove 

that 
this 

connexion 
is so neces- 

tions, 
nor 

the 
sense 

of 
it in 

their discovery. 
sary, 

that 
in 

every 
well-dispos’d 

mind, 
it must 

take 
place 

and 
have 

its 
influence; 

_ 
tho’ 

the 
difference 

betwixt 
these 

minds 
be 

in 
other 

respects 
immense 

and 
infi- 

mite. 
Now 

besides 
what 

I 
have 

already 
prov’d, 

that 
even 

in 
human 

nature 
no 

® 
Asa proof, 

how 
confus’d 

our 
way 

of 
thinking 

on 
this 

subject 
commonly 

is, we 
may 

obserye, 
that 

those 
who 

assert, 
that 

morality 
is 

demonstrable, 
do 

not 
say, 

that 
morality 

lies 
in 

the 
relations, 

~ 
and 

that 
the relations 

are 
distinguishable 

by 
reason. 

They 
only 

say, 
that reason 

can 
discover 

such 
an _ 

action, 
in 

such 
relations, 

to 
be 

virtuous, 
and 

such 
another 

vicious. 
It 

seems 
they 

thought 
it suffi- 

cient, 
if 

they 
cou’d 

bring 
the 

word, 
relation, 

into 
the proposition, 

without 
troubling 

themsely: 
whether 

it was 
to 

the 
purpose 

or 
not. 

But 
here, 

I think, 
is 

plain 
argument. 

Demonstrative 
reason 

discovers 
only 

relations. 
But 

that 
reason, 

according 
to 

this 
hypothesis, 

discovers 
also 

vice 
; 

virtue. 
These 

moral 
qualities, 

therefore, 
must 

be relations. 
When 

we 
blame 

any 
action, 

in 
any 

situa~ 
“tion, 

the 
whole 

complicated 
object, 

of 
action 

and 
situation, 

must 
form 

certain 
relations, 

wherein 
the essence 

of vice 
consists, 

This 
hypothesis 

is not 
otherwise 

intelligible. 
For 

what 
does 

reason 
dis- 

cover, 
when 

it pronounces 
any 

action 
vicious? 

Does 
it discover 

a relation 
or a matter 

of fact? 
These 

_ questions 
are 

decisive, 
and 

must 
not 

be 
eluded, 

298 
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3.1.1 
A 

Treatise 
of Human 

Nature 

relation 
can 

ever 
alone 

produce 
any 

action; 
besides 

this, 
I say, 

it has 
been 

shown, 

in 
treating 

of 
the 

understanding, 
that 

there 
is no 

connexion 
of 

cause 
and 

effect, 

such 
as 

this 
is 

suppos’d 
to 

be, 
which 

is 
discoverable 

otherwise 
than 

by 
experi- 

ence, 
and 

of which 
we 

can 
pretend 

to have 
any 

security 
by 

the 
simple 

considera- 

tion 
of 

the 
objects. 

All 
beings 

in the 
universe, 

consider’d 
in themselves, 

appear 

entirely 
loose 

and 
independent 

of 
each 

other. 
Tis 

only 
by 

experience 
we 

learn 

their 
influence 

and 
connexion; 

and 
this 

influence 
we 

ought 
never 

to 
extend 

beyond 
experience. 

Thus 
it will 

be 
impossible 

to 
fulfil 

the frst 
condition 

requisite 
to 

the 
system 

of 

eternal 
rational 

measures 
of 

right 
and 

wrong; 
because 

it 
is 

impossible 
to 

show 

those 
relations, 

upon 
which 

such 
a 

distinction 
may 

be 
founded: 

And 
’tis 

as 

impossible 
to 

fulfil 
the 

second 
condition; 

because 
we 

cannot 
prove 

4 priori, that 

these 
relations, 

if they 
really 

existed 
and 

were 
perceiv’d, 

wou’d 
be 

untversally 

forcible 
and 

obligatory. 

But 
to make 

these 
general 

reflections 
more 

clear and 
convincing, 

we 
may 

illus- 

trate them 
by 

some 
particular 

instances, 
wherein 

this 
character 

of moral 
good 

or 

evil is the most 
universally 

acknowledg’d. 
Of 

all crimes 
that human 

creatures 
are 

capable 
of 

committing, 
the 

most 
horrid 

and 
unnatural 

is 
ingratitude, especially 

when 
it is committed 

against 
parents, 

and appears 
in the more 

flagrant 
instances 

of 
wounds 

and 
death. 

This 
is 

acknowledg’d 
by 

all 
mankind, 

philosophers 
as 

well 
as 

the 
people; 

the 
question 

only 
arises 

among 
philosophers, 

whether 
the 

guilt 
or 

moral 
deformity 

of 
this 

action 
be 

discover’d 
by 

demonstrative 
reason- 

ing, 
or 

be 
felt 

by 
an 

internal 
sense, 

and 
by 

means 
of 

some 
sentiment, 

which 
the 

reflecting 
on 

such 
an 

action 
naturally 

occasions? 
This 

question 
will 

soon 
be 

decided 
against 

the 
former 

opinion, 
if 

we 
can 

show 
the 

same 
relations 

in 
other 

objects, 
without 

the 
notion 

of 
any 

guilt 
or 

iniquity 
attending 

them. 
Reason 

or 

science 
is 

nothing 
but 

the 
comparing 

of 
ideas, 

and 
the 

discovery 
of 

their 
rela- 

tions; 
and 

if 
the 

same 
relations 

have 
different 

characters, 
it 

must 
evidently 

follow, 
that 

those 
characters 

are 
not 

discover’d 
merely 

by 
reason. 

To 
put 

the 

affair, 
therefore, 

to 
this 

trial, 
let us 

choose 
any 

inanimate 
object, 

such 
as an 

oak 
or 

elm; 
and 

let us 
suppose, 

that 
by 

the 
dropping 

of 
its 

seed, 
it produces 

a sapling 

below 
it, which 

springing 
up 

by 
degrees, 

at last 
overtops 

and 
destroys 

the 
parent 

tree: 
Lask, 

if in 
this 

instance 
there 

be 
wanting 

any 
relation, 

which 
is discoverable 

in 
parricide 

or 
ingratitude? 

Is not 
the 

one 
tree 

the 
cause 

of 
the 

other’s 
existence; 

and 
the 

latter 
the 

cause 
of 

the 
destruction 

of 
the 

former, 
in 

the 
same 

manner 
as 

when 
a child 

murders 
his 

parent? 
"Tis 

not 
sufficient 

to reply, 
that 

a choice 
or will 

is 
wanting. 

For 
in 

the 
case 

of 
parricide, 

a will 
does 

not 
give 

rise 
to 

any 
different 

relations, 
but 

is 
only 

the 
cause 

from 
which 

the 
action 

is 
deriv’d; 

and 
conse- 

quently 
produces 

the same 
relations, 

that in the oak 
or elm 

arise 
from 

some 
other 

principles. 
’Tis 

a will or choice, 
that 

determines 
a man 

to kill his parent; 
and 

they 

are 
the 

laws 
of 

matter 
and 

motion, 
that 

determine a 
sapling 

to 
destroy 

the 
oak, 

from 
which 

it 
sprung. 

Here 
then 

the 
same 

relations 
have 

different 
causes; 

but 

still 
the 

relations 
are 

the 
same: 

And 
as 

their 
discovery 

is 
not 

in 
both 

cases 

attended 
with 

a notion 
of 

immorality, 
it follows, 

that 
that 

notion 
does 

not 
arise 

from 
such a 

discovery. 

300 

                                                

Moral 
distinctions 

not deriv’d from 
reason 

3.1.1 

But 
to choose 

an instance, 
still more 

resembling: 
I wou’d 

fain ask any 
one, 

why 
incest 

in 
the 

h
u
m
a
n
 

species 
is 

criminal, 
and 

why 
the 

very 
same 

action, 
and 

the 

same 
relations 

in animals 
have 

not 
the 

smallest 
moral 

turpitude 
and 

deformity? 

If it be 
answer’d, 

that 
this 

action 
is innocent 

in 
animals, 

because 
they 

have 
not 

reason 
sufficient 

to 
discover 

its 
turpitude; 

but 
that 

man, 
being 

endow’d 
with 

that 
faculty, 

which 
ought 

to 
restrain 

him 
to 

his 
duty, 

the 
same 

action 
instantly 

becomes 
criminal 

to 
him; 

shou’d 
this 

be 
said, 

I wou’d 
reply, 

that 
this 

is evidently 

arguing 
in a circle. 

For 
before 

reason 
can 

perceive 
this 

turpitude, 
the 

turpitude 
must 

exist; 
and 

consequently 
is independent 

of 
the 

decisions 
of 

our 
reason, 

and 

is their 
object 

more 
properly 

than 
their 

effect. 
According 

to 
this 

system, 
then, 

every 
animal 

that 
has 

sense, 
and 

appetite, 
and 

will; 
that 

is, 
every 

animal, 
must 

be 

susceptible 
of 

all 
the 

same 
virtues 

and 
vices, 

for 
which 

we 
ascribe 

praise 
and 

blame 
to 

h
u
m
a
n
 

creatures. 
All 

the 
difference 

is, 
that 

our 
superior 

reason 
may 

serve 
to 

discover 
the 

vice 
or 

virtue, 
and 

by 
that 

means 
may 

augment 
the 

blame 
or 

praise: 
But 

still 
this 

discovery 
supposes 

a separate 
being 

in these 
moral 

distinc- 

tions, and 
a being, 

which 
depends 

only 
on 

the will and 
appetite, 

and 
which, 

both 

in thought 
and 

reality, 
may 

be 
distinguish’d 

from 
the 

reason. 
Animals 

are 
sus- 

ceptible 
of 

the 
same 

relations, 
with 

respect 
to 

each 
other, 

as 
the 

h
u
m
a
n
 

species, 

and 
therefore 

wou’d 
also 

be 
susceptible 

of 
the 

same 
morality, 

if 
the 

essence 
of 

morality 
consisted 

in these 
relations. 

Their 
want 

of a sufficient 
degree 

of reason 
may 

hinder 
them 

from 
perceiving 

the 
duties 

and 
obligations 

of 
morality, 

but 
can 

never 
hinder 

these 
duties 

from 
existing; 

since 
they 

must 
antecedently 

exist, 
in 

order 
to 

their 
being 

perceiv’d, 
Reason 

must 
find 

them, 
and 

can 
never 

produce 

them. 
This 

argument 
deserves 

to 
be 

weigh’d, 
as 

being, 
in 

my 
opinion, 

entirely 

decisive. 
. 

‘ 
Nor 

does 
this 

reasoning 
only 

prove, 
that 

morality 
consists 

not 
in any 

relations, 

that are 
the 

objects 
of 

science; 
but 

if examin’d, 
will 

prove 
with 

equal 
certainty, 

that 
it 

consists 
not 

in 
any 

matter 
of fact, 

which 
can 

be 
discover’d 

by 
the 

under- 

standing. 
This 

is the second 
part 

of our 
argument; 

and 
if it can be 

made 
evident, 

we 
may 

conclude, 
that 

morality 
is not 

an 
object 

of 
reason. 

But 
can 

there 
be 

any 

difficulty 
in proving, 

that 
vice 

and 
virtue 

are 
not 

matters 
of fact, 

whose 
existence 

we 
can 

infer 
by 

reason? 
Take 

any 
action 

allow’d 
to 

be 
vicious: 

Wilful 
murder, 

for 

instance. 
Examine 

it in 
all 

lights, 
and 

see 
if you 

can 
find 

that 
matter 

of 
fact, 

or 

real 
existence, 

which 
you 

call 
vice. 

In 
which-ever 

way 
you 

take 
it, 

you 
find 

only 

certain 
passions, 

motives, 
volitions, 

and 
thoughts. 

There 
is 

no 
other 

matter 
of 

fact in 
the 

case. 
The 

vice 
entirely 

escapes 
you, 

as 
long 

as 
you 

consider 
the 

object. 

You 
never 

can 
find 

it, 
till you 

turn 
your 

reflection 
into 

your 
own 

breast, 
and 

find 

asentiment 
of 

disapprobation, 
which 

arises 
in 

you, 
towards 

this 
action. 

Here 
is 

amatter 
of 

fact; 
but 

’tis the 
object 

of 
feeling, 

not 
of 

reason. 
It lies in yourself, 

not 

in the 
object. 

So 
that 

when 
you 

pronounce 
any 

action 
or 

character 
to 

be 
vicious, 

you 
mean 

nothing, 
but 

that 
from 

the 
constitution 

of 
your 

nature 
you 

have 
a 

feeling 
or 

sentiment 
of 

blame 
from 

the 
contemplation 

of 
it. 

Vice 
and 

virtue, 

therefore, 
may 

be 
compar’d 

to 
sounds, 

colours, 
heat 

and 
cold, 

which, 
according 

to modern 
philosophy, 

are 
not 

qualities 
in 

objects, 
but 

perceptions 
in the 

mind: 
‘And 

this 
discovery 

in 
morals, 

like 
that 

other 
in 

physics, 
is 

to 
be 

regarded 
as 

a 
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3.12 
A 
Treatise of Human 

Nature 

               

the 
origin 

of its moral 
rectitude 

or depravity, 
without 

looking 
for any 

incompre-_ 
hensible 

relations 
and 

qualities, 
which 

never 
did 

exist 
in 

nature, 
nor 

even 
in 

our 
imagination, 

by 
any 

clear 
and 

distinct 
conception. 

I 
flatter 

myself 
I 

have 
ex-_ 

ecuted 
a 

great 
part 

of 
my 

present 
design 

by 
a 

state 
of 

the 
question, 

whic 
appears 

to 
me 

so 
free 

from 
ambiguity 

and 
obscurity. 

                 
              

oy 
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I 
1 

ave 
alre 

that 

anarti 

After 
the 

same 
manner, 

when 
we 

performing 
it, we 

always 
suppose, 

that 
bythe Proper 

motive 
of that action, 

and 
Jess 

of it. 
If 

we 
find, 

upon 
enquiry, 

that 
the 

virtuous 
motive 

was 
still 

powerful 
aver his breast, 

tho’ 
check’d 

in its op 
us, we 

retract 
our 

blame, 
and 

have 
tie same 

esteem 
for him, 

as if he 
had actually 

perform’d 
the action, 

which 
we 

require 
of him. 

_ Itappears, 
therefore, 

that all 
yirtuous actions 

derive 
their merit 

only 
from 

vir- 
fuous 

motives, 
and 

are 
consi 

principle I conclude, 
that th 

action, can never bea 
reg; 

‘natural motive 
or principl¢. To suppose, 

that the mere 
regard 

to 
the virtue 

of the 
action, may 

be 
the first 

3 
ous, is to reason 

in a 
cir¢le. 

really 
virtuous; 

and 
this 

virtue 
must 

be 
deriv’d 

from 
some 

virtuous 
motive: 

And 
consequently 

the 
virfuous 

motive 
must 

be 
different 

from 
the 

regard 
tothe 

virtue 
of the 

action. 
A 

virtuous 
motive 

is 
requisite 

to 
render 

an 
action 

virtuous. 
An 

action must 
be 

vir 
ous, 

before 
we 

can 
havea 

regard 
to its 

virtue. 
Some 

viPtuous 
motive, 

therefo 
| 

Nor 
is this 

wmcommon 
lif 

sophical 
ter 

shows 
a want 

of 
natural 

affection, 
which 

is the 
duty 

of 
every 

parent. 
Were 

not 

P
A
R
T
 

2 

Of justice 
and 

injustice 

Sect. 
1. 

Justice, 
whether 

a natural 
or artificial virtue? 

ady 
hinted, 

that 
our 

sense 
of 

every 
kind 

of 
virtue 

is 
not 

natural; 
but 

ere are 
some 

virtues, 
that 

produce 
pleasure 

and 
approbation 

by 
means 

of 
or 

contrivance, 
which 

arises 
from 

the 
circumstances 

and 
necessities 

of 
“mankind. 

Of 
this 

kind 
I assert justice 

to 
be; 

and 
shall 

endeavour 
to 

defend 
this 

opinion. 
by 

a 
short, 

and, 
I 

hope, 
convincing argument, 

before 
IT 
examine 

the 
nature.of 

the 
artifice, 

from 
which 

the 
sense 

of that virtue j 
deriv’d. 

_ 
Tis 

evident, that. when 
we 

praise any 
actions, 

we 
rega 

only 
the motives 

that 
 produe’d 

them, 
and 

¢ 
sider 

the 
actions 

as signs 
or 

indications 
of 

certain princi- 
er. 

The 
external 

performance 
has 

no 
merit. 

We 
must 

al 
quality. 

This 
we 

catnot 
do 

directly; 
and 

there- 
S, as 

on 
external 

signs. But 
these 

actions 
are 

still 
te object 

of 
sur praise 

and 
approbation 

is the 

                        

y action, 
or 

blame a 
person 

for 
not 

in that 
situation 

shou’d 
be influenc’d 

esteem 
it vicious 

in him 
to be regard- 

    ration 
by 

some 
circumstances 

u
n
k
n
o
w
n
 

to 

1d 
merely 

as 
signs 

of 
those motives, 

From this 
st virtuous 

motive, which bestows 
amerit 

on 
any 

to 
the 

virtue 
of 

that 
action, 

but 
must 

be 
some 

other 

             

. Before 
we 

can 
have 

sucha 
regard, 

the action 
must 

be 

                 

, Must 
be 

antecedent 
to 

that 
tegard. 

rely 
a metaphysical 

subtility; 
but 

enters 
into 

all our 
reasonings 

tho’ perhaps 
we 

may 
not be able 

to place itin such 
distinct 

philo- 
. We 

blame 
a 

father 
for 

neglecting 
his child. 

Why? 
because 

it        
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