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8 
Orders in Disorder 

The Question ofan International State ofNature in Hobbes 
and Rousseau 

Jonas Heller 

In the political philosophy of Hobbes and Rousseau, law and order are necessarily 
linked concepts: Order denotes a political assodation which is founded and upheld 
by law; law (in the sense of positive law) is established by a politieal order which 
guarantees its legitimation and its enforceability. The focal point oftheir reflections 
is order, not law: Hobbes and Rou:;seau ask how a good political order is possible, 
and they are interested in law insofar as it is a means ofsuch an order. Ifwe want to 
know about law, we have to start with order. 

The order Hobbes and Rousseau are primarHy concerned with 1s not interna~ 
donal. They both focus on the national order of the state and on the law enacted 
and enforced by it. Astate, however, is never alone. It is surrounded by other orders 
and this means that, according to the perspective ofHobbes and Rousseau, it is sur~ 
rounded byenemies. Ifthe international sphere is a sphere ofhostility, the question 
arises as to howan order can exist in such an environment: 1s 1nternationallaw and 
order necessary, and is it even possible? The foeal point here is, again, order and not 
law. Hobbes and Rousseau, however, do""not describe the international sphere as 
order but as astate of nature between sovereigns. Thus, the question abaut inter~ 
nationallaw arises in the context of their conception of astate of nature. In the 
first seetion, (Section I) I deal with the characteristics of this international state of 
nature. Its spedfity consists in the fact that it 1s neither an order nor entirely beyond 
order but a mixed (and hence disorderly) condition between order and d1sorder. 
Thus, the relation oforder and disorder plays a major role in this chapter. I examine 
this relation at the point when a national order passes into disorder (Seetion 11) and 
when pre-political disorder changes into national orders-which is the beginning 
ofthe international sphere (Seetion III). Between the orders constituting this sphere 
there is, as indicated, a condition ofwar. This condition is evaluated very differently 
by Hobbes and Rousseau. Whereas in Hobbes' view there is no need for interna
tionallaw and order, Rousseau considers an international legal framework neces~ 
sary for the establishment ofany good order on anational level (Seetion IY.). This 

Orders in dis()1'der; Tbe Quf!Stion 0/a Sovereign State ofNature in Hobbes and Rousseau. Jonas Heller. © 
Jonas Heller, 2017. Published 2017 by Oxford University Press. 
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Hobbes andRousseau 

is why Rousseau, in COntrast to Hobbes, extensively reflects about the possibilities 
of bringing law and order into the international sphere. He is concerned with the 
case ofEurope at that time which constituted a 'system' ofviolence in his eyes. The 
order which should replace this violent system takes shape as a (European) confed
eration. Such a confederation is, according to Rousseau, necessary but utopian: he 
considers it impossible that sovereign states could approve of an international legal 
framework which would restrain their competences (Section V). Rousseau, how
ever, states that a weak form of international law already exists in his time. The 
reason why Rousseau observes international law where Hobbes does not, is not 
that they lived in different centuries but rather that they have different concepts of 
(international) law. I deal with these concepts (Section VI) before sketching the dif
ferent lines ofreception Hobbes and Rousseau have met (Section VII). The political 
philosophy of Hobbes and Rousseau is a philosophy about peace; for peace is the 
desired consequence of a good order which can oflly be established and perpetu
ated by means of law. In their opinion, such an order can never be international. 
As I argue in conclusion (Section VIII), this is the reason why internationallaw 
and order are not full-fledged topics of their political thinking. Inevitable disorder 
remains marginal within a p~ilosophy engaged with the possibilities ofpeace. 

I. lhe Question ofan International Disorder 
in Hobbes and Rousseau 

When we reflect about the international sphere in Hobbes and Rousseau, we reflect 
about the state ofnature. For it is astate ofnature in which the relations ofsovereign 
states take pLace.1 In the political prulosophy ofboth Hobbes and Rousseau, there 
are three different situations denominated by this term. Firstly, the state of nature 
is the situation before a sovereign state is founded. Secondly, the state of nature is 
the situation which results from the dissolution of a sovereign state. And thirdly, 
the state of nature is the international situation, the situation between sovereigns. 
What is the characteristic which allows us to describe these three situations by the 
same term? First ofall, it is not true that they are all 'natural'. This is eminently evi
dentwith regard to the international sphene: an international situation is no natural 
condition as it presupposes states, and states are not naturally given but politically 
founded. States establish a poUtical sphere which is, as such, beyond nature.2 This 

I Cf. Thornas Hobbes, Leviathan, ed. Richard Tuck (1991), p. 90; Jean-Jacques Rousseau, 
'Discourse on the Origin and the Foundations ofInequality arnong Men', in Victor Gourevitch (ed.), 
1he Discou1'Ses and Other Early PoliticalWritings (l997), p. 174. 

2 It is this difference between nature and pOlltics that Hobbes makes in the first five sentences of the 
introducrion to his Leviathan. 'Nature' is here defined as the art ofGod whereby he has made (besides 
the rest of the world) 'the most excellent worke ofNature, Man'. The 'State' is built by imitating this 
work of nature, and it is nothing eIse than 'an Artificiall Man'. Cf. Hobbes, Leviathan, p. 9 (n. 1). The 
state (politics) is not nature because it imitates it. As an imitation it is not natural, but artificial. It is 
exactly the imitation (ofnature) which distinguishes politics from nature. 
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political sphere is defined by the borders of the states. In Hobbes and Rousseau, 
the sphere ofpolities is only within states-it does not extend between them. Thus, 
the international sphere is beyond polities. And it is for this reason that it is astate 
of nature. In Hobbes and Rousseau, 'nature' first and foremost means nothing else 
than 'not within polities'. 

Whereas a condition of polities is a condition of order, the state of nature is a 
condition of disorder. To reflect about the state of nature means to reflect about 
disorder. Ifwe want to know about the international sphere, we have to ask what 
kind ofdisorder it is and in what respect it differs from the other two situations ofa 
state ofnature. First ofall, we have to make dear how the notion ofdisorder is used 
by Hobbes and Rousseau. The specific meaning of disorder helps to understand 
why the state of nature (as a stare of disorder) is radically distinct from the politi
cal sphere. The notion ofdisorder is not used to describe a (defective) aspect, part, 
or condition ofa political situation but rather marks the point when a situation is 
not yet politica1 or not any more. 'Dis order' means that a situation as a whole is or 
becomes unpolitica1; and this is because the term 'disorder' denominates nothing 
eise than a discord which is not reconcilable with the existence ofa political unity, 
in other words: with order . .3 The relation between order and disorder is one of 
exdusion. Between them, there is no liminal zone: Either you are within order or 
you are within disorder. 'Order' and 'disorder' are radical1y distinct concepts used 
to describe radical1y distinct situations ofhuman coexistence. 

The fact of an international sphere diseupts this distinction. The international 
sphere is not totally beyond order. It is a disorder formed from orders (states). The 
question about the international sphere is the question about this particular rela
tion between order and disorder. Ir is the question how two situations which by 
definition exdude each other can form a situation which is neither politica1 nor 
completely beyond politics. 

This question is not only a problem of concepts but, as Rousseau points out, a 
probrem oflifeworld as weIl. It is the problem ofliving at the same time in order and 
in disorder. Thedisruption in the distinction of the two concepts is experienced by 
all the individuals subjected to astate. Rousseau says: 

The first thing I notice, in considering the condition of the human spedes, is an open con
tradiction in its constitution which callSes it to vacillate incessantly. As individual men we 
live in a dvil state subject to laws; as people we each enjoy a naturallibeny: this makes our 
position fundamentally worse than if these distinctions were unknown. For living simulta
neously in the sodal order [l'ordre sodal in the French text, }.H.] and in the state of nature 
we are subjecred to the inconveniences ofboth, without finding security in either.4 

, Ir is in this sense that Hobbes uses the notion 'discord' when ralking about the 'Intestine Discord' 
which is a reason ror the mortality ofsovercignty. Cf. Hobbes, Leviathan, p. 153 (n. 1). Since sovereignty 
is the artiIicial soul which gives life to the whole body politie, cf. Hobbes, Leviathan, p. 9 (n. 1), 'dis
cord' (as the end ofsovereignty) is the death of this body or the time before its generation. In the same 
sense--as irreconcilable conBict-but in regard ro conBicts between stares, Rousseau uses the French }
term 'discorde' in his writing 1he State ofWar. Cf. Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Tetat de guerre', in Charles \,
E. Vaughan (ed.), 1he Political Writing.; ofJeanJaeques Rousseau, vol. I (1962), pp. 293-307, at p. 296. , 

4 Jean-Jacques Rousseau, 'The State of War', in Stanley Hoffinann and David P. Fidier (eds.), tRousseau on International Relations (1991), pp. 33-47, at p. 44. l 
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According to Rousseau, the contradiction of the international situation is a con
tradiction between what individuals strive for and what they get. By founding a 
state, they strive for security, and what they get is the insecurity of a mixed con
dition between order and disorder which is worse than the disorder they left. As 
I will show, Hobbes evaluates the consequences for the individuals differently, but 
the fact of a mixed condition is the same. The contradiccion Rousseau mentions 
can be put in another form: the international disorder contains more than itself 
because it is the relation between itself (as disorderlstate of nature) and the sodal 
orders from which it is made. Ifwe deal with the question ofinternational disorder 
we thus have to deal with the question of national order as weil. If we detach the 
international question from the domestic one, we at the same time lose track of 
the philosophical approach of Rousseau and Hobbes. We have to consider what 
Stanley Hoffmann pointed out in regard to Hobbes, Rousseau, and Kant: 'Any 
sharp separation between their conceptions of human nature, of the state and of 
the international milieu, destroys the unity oftheir philosophy.'5 As national orders 
are the presupposition for an international situation, I want to start with them and 
deal wirh them in the same respect which is relevant for the international situa
tion: I will focus on the relation between order and disorder, between state and 
state of nature-not the international state of nature but the state ofnature , which 
is entirely beyond polities. Given the fact that on a domestic level order and disor
der are in a relation of mutual exdusion, they only get 'in touch' during the shift ' 
from one to the other-from disorder to order, or from disorder to order. Hobbes 
and Rousseau are interested in the formation oforders. Thus, their focus is on the 
transition from disorder to order, from the state ofnature to the political sodety. As 
the question of this chapter concerns disorder, I will focus primarily on the other 
transition, the transition from order to disorder. It occurs when states faU. 

11. The Beginning of Disorder 

In Hobbes and Rousseau, order is established all at once. The moment when poli
ties begins, when the state is founded and the state of nature is left, is a juridical 
moment, a moment ofcontract.6 Whereas it is obvious that the contractual foun
dation ofthe state takes place in a single moment (not a real moment but a juridical 
one), it is not as evident that the rise ofdisorder, the end ofthe state, occurs equally 
abruptly. It is also possible--and at a first glance it may seem even more plausible-
to think of the decline of the state as a long process which leads from order to 
disorder and which opens up a liminal zone between them. But ifwe look from the 
perspective ofHobbes and Rousseau at the causes of disorder, we get a dear idea 

5 Stanley Hoffinann, 'Rousseau on War and Peace', 1he American PoliticaL Science Review 57, 2 
(1963),317'-33, at 317. Equally argues Jean-Ftan~ois Thibault, 'Les relations internationales et la 
crise de la pensee politique moderne selon Jean-Jacques Rousseau', Etudes internationales 37, 2 (2006), 
205-22, at 208. 

6 Cf. Hobbes, Leviathan, 16 (n. 1), and Jean-Jacques Rousseau, 'The Sodal Contract', in Victor 
Gourevitch (ed.), 1he Social Contract anti Other Later PoliticaLWritingr (1997), I, 6-8. 
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why according to them the failing oforders happens all at once, in a determinable 
moment, and does not take place in a slow process. We first have to localize this 
moment in the theories ofHobbes and Rousseau. 

When Hobbes deals with the collapse of the commonwealth in his Leviathan, 
he distinguishes dissolution by external violence from dissolution by 'intestine 
disorder' . He is interested in the latter because only the internal disorder can be 
prevented by means of a rational formation oforder (and can thus be subject ofa 
theory ofsuch an order)'? Regarding the occurrence ofinternal disorder, 'the fault 
i~ not in men, as they are the Matter; but as they are the Makers, ancl orclerers' ofthe 

commonwealth.8 What does it mean to see the fault in men as makers and order
ers? It means to assurne that men are capable to solve the problem ofmen as matter 
by the fOrmation of a good order.9 And this means to connect disorder with the 
beginning of the state: internal disorder refers to the (failed) institution of order. 
Consequently, Hobbes reckons 'in the first place, those that arise from an Imperfeet 
Institution, and resemble the diseases of a naturall body, whkh proceed from a 
Defectuous Procreation'lO among the infirmities of a commonwealth. If an order 
falls and this failing is primarily rooted in the very moment ofits formation, then 
a real order has never been formed. If the orderers have failed in forming an order, 
they actually were not orderers. 

Similarly, in his Second Discourse Rousseau explicates the inconstancy of the 
first political condition (etat Politique) by referring to its wrongful institution. He ;~t 
argues that it 'always remained imperfect because it was almost a product ofchance 
and because, having begun badly, time revealed its flaws and suggested remedies 
but could never repair the vices of the Constitution'.l1 Rousseau takes account 
of external causes ofdisorder as weH; but like Hobbes he considers a 'healthy and 
strong constitution' the 'first thing to strive for', not only in order to prevent inter
nal causes of disorder but also in order to prevent the conquest by other states.ll 

,>He thus focuses on the 'conditions for the institution of a people',13 conditions 
which have to be given in the moment when the state is founded. 14 What if they 
are not given? As order begins with a strong constitution, it is, again, as if order in 

7 Hobbes, Leviathan, 29, p. 221 (n. 1). External causes receive attention only insofar as they can 

be influenced by interna! factors. Cf. Hobbes, LlWiathan, p. 118 (n. 1) where Hobbes discusses the 

danger of attacks, i.e. ex1:ernal violence, and suggests an internal solution. He does so by sttessing 
 "Ir 

the impottance ofadjusting the number ofmernbers ofthe own politeal society 'by comparison with 
the Enemy we feare'. 

8 Hobbes, Leviathan, 29, p. 221 (n.1). 
9 Regarding Hobbes' confidence in this human capabilitycf. Leo Sttauss, NaturalRightandHistory 

(1976), p. 194. 
10 Hobbes, Leviathan, 29, pp. 221f (n. 1). 
11 Rousseau, Discourse, 11, p. 175 (n. 1). Rousseau likewise argues in the Social Contract that it is 

within men's capacity 'to prolong the State's Hfe as far as possible by giving it the best constitution it can 
have'. Cf. Rousseau, Sodal Contract, III, 11, p. 109 (n. 6). 

12 Cf. Rousseau, Soda! Contract, 11, 9, p. 75 (n. 6). 
l' Rousseau, Sodal Contract, 11, 10, p. 77 (n. 6). 
14 Rousseau's French terms contrat and constitution are both related to the foundation of the state, 

but they are not synonyms. Contrat refers to the unification of all individual forces which together 
found the polltieal society.1he term constitution refers to the specific politieal form given to this society. 
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Hobbes and Rousseau 

the narrower sense had never begun. It is exactly this scenario of a not-beginning 
order which Rousseau describes in the second part of his Second Discourse: order 
cannot begin because it is the opposite ofwhat he considers as an ideal in his Social 
Contract. Firstly, the political association as he describes it lacks legitimation as it 
does not guarantee a free coexistence but establishes servitude. 15 Secondly, the con
stitution is not 'healthy and strong' (saine etforte) but extremely 'weak' (joible), as 
there is an initial lack ofconventions and a lack ofauthority to enforce them.16 And 
fina1ly, after the appointment ofmagistrates, their ambition and vanity impedes the 
wealth of the people which is a declared purpose of the state.17 In this scenario, a 
wrongful contract and a deficient constitution do not so much lead into disorderj 
but rather me contract and the constitution are ever lacking force to establish what 
can actually be considered as order: there is no decline from order into disorder and 
no liminal zone between them because order has never begun. 

In the Social Contract, however, Rousseau describes a different scenario: there is 
an initia1ly well-working order (Le. an order in the narrower sense) which changes 
into disorder. According to Rousseau's conception, a well-working order is com
posed of the following elements: there are the members of the people who on the 
one hand enact laws as participants in the sovereign authority and who on·the other 
hand obey these laws as its subjectsj18 and there are magistrates who govern, that is 
who are charged with the execution of these laws. 19 Order is upheld as long as the 
sovereign authority, the subjects, and the magistrates fulfil their tasks. As soon as the 
sovereign, the magistrate or the subjects transcend their given competences, order 
stops and disorder follows: 'If the Sovereign wants to govern, or the magistrate to 
give laws, or the subjects refuse to obey, disorder replaces rule, force and will no 
longer act in concert, and the dissolved State thus falls into despotism or anarchy.'20 
In this scenario it is not appropriate either to talk of a decline in the sense of a 
process leading from order to disorder. Disorder is not what destroys the rule from 
the inside. It is not what causes the order to stop, it is what comes after it: disorder 
succeeds the rule-le desordre succede Cl la regle. When the state falls into despotism 
or anarchy, it is already dissolved (dissous). The fact ofdisorder means that there is 
no state any more. Disorder is not a messed order, it is not just misorder (as such 
it would still be within order), but it is rather the condition when order has gone. 

These passages in the texts ofHobbes and Rousseau can give a clearer notion of 
the characteristics of astate of nature and its theoretical function. Firstly, the con
ception ofastate of nature as astate ofdisorder makes clear that the coexistence of 
men does not necessarily have a political form. In On Revolution, Hannah Arendt 

Cf. also the remarks ofHeinrich Meier in Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Discours sur l'inegalite, ed. Heinrich 
Meier (6th edn, 2008), n. 271, pp. 224f. 

15 Cf. Rousseau, Discourse, II, p. 173 (n. 1). 
16 Cf. Rousseau, Discourse, II, pp. 175f(n. 1). 
17 Cf. Rousseau, Discourse, II, pp. 181f(n. 1). 
18 Cf. Rousseau, Social Contract, I, 6, p. 51 (n. 6). 
19 cf. Rousseau, Sodal Contract, HI, 1, p. 83 (n. 6). 
20 Rousseau, Social Contract, HI, 1, p. 83 (n. 6). Further descriptions of the end ofthe political entity 

as the beginning of'disorder'. Cf. Rousseau, Social Contract, HI, 6, p. 97 and HI, 10, p. 108 (n. 6). 
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argues that exactly this insight is the reason why 'the assumption ofa prepolitical 
state, called "state ofnature'" has not lost actuality: 'Its relevance even today lies in 
the recognition that a political realm does not automatically come into being wher
ever men live together, and that there exist events which, though they may occur in 
a strictly historical context, are not really political and perhaps not even connected 
with politics.'21 Arendt stresses that the idea of astate of nature not only implies 
the fact of non-political events but of events which 'perhaps' do not even have a 
connection with politics. Referring to Hobbes and Rousseau, I have described the 
existence ofsuch events beyond politics as 'disorder' . Secondly, the passages qUOted 
above show that in Hobbes and Rousseau such events are not only disconnected 
from politics, but moreover they imply the absence of a politica1 sphere. Political 
and non-political events cannot take place simultaneously because they belong to 
different phases. When one phase begins, it is because the other has ended.22 Arendt 
explicitly mentions this radical separation ofbeginning and ending as weIl: '[TJhe 
hypothesis ofastate ofnature implies the existence ofa beginning that is separated 
from everything following it as though byan unbridgeable chasm.'23 

The unbridgeable chasm, the border between politics and state of nature is, 
according to Arendt, defined as occurrence ofviolence. In her German translation 
which she published two years later (1965), Arendt writes that violence is only 
able to protect the borders of the political realm; wherever violence invades politics 
itself, politics has come to an end.24 Arendt also points out what has otten been 
notked before and after her-and with good reason: that it is not bya coincidence 
that the conception ofastate of nature was developed in the seventeenth century, 
aperiod characterized by the violence of civü wars. What informed the reflection 
about the state ofnature was the threatening occurrence ofa backfall from order to 
disorder which the above quotations describe. 

However, as mentioned befure, it is not this hackfall that Hobbes and Rousseau 
were primarüy interested in. And it is thus not the state ofnature 'as backfall' which 
they primarüy focused on. They were both interested in the escape of disorder 
by formation of orders. In this case, the state of nature is not a backfall, but an 
(imagined) condition before politics. Whereas the state ofnature as a backfall from 
order shows the failing of the state (or, more precisely, that the state has failed), this 
pre-political state of nature is the reason for any foundation ofastate. As such, the 
pre-politica1 state of nature is of the greatest importance in the theories ofHobbes 
and Rousseau. I will deal with the change from the pre-politica1 state of nature to 

21 Hannah Arendt, On Revolution (1963), p. lO. 
22 It is this separateness which Morno and Horkheimer critically address in their Dialectic of 

Enlightenment: 'Men have always had to choose between their subjection to nature or the subjection of 
nature to the Self.' There was no third option between the domination ofnature and the domination of 
men-with the result that domination is omnipresent. Cf. Theodor W. Adorno and Max Horkheirner, 
Dialectic (JfEnlightenment (1999), p. 32. 

23 Arendt, On Revolution, p. lO (n. 21). 
24 'Die Gewalt kann nie mehr, als die Grenzen des politischen Bereichs schützen. Wo die Gewalt in 

die Politik selbst eindringt, ist es um die Politik geschehen.' Hannall Arendt, Ober die Revolution (4th 
edn, 2014), p. 20. 

the sovereign state beca 
another state of nature 
ofthe sovereign state is i 
the state ofnature, and 
how it is perceived. 

III. 
oJ 

In their political writings 
This question is twofold 
The state is necessary bc 
sovereign power, is unbe 
is 'too much' freedom: e 
The necessity ofthe state 
where the question of 1e 
state ofnature has to be 1, 
is abaut howfreedom is 1 
is limited takes centre Stll 

furmation of the state. i 
order to be legitimate
bers of the political sode 
the legitimacy of the stt 
alliance: state ofnature a 

There are, however, i 
cerning the question of 
how the contract is sur 
beingwhich does not cl 
sodety. It is characteriu 
and passion.26 Because 
cannot be shared, the 0 

more presupposes a na1 
that the abilities of hur 
kill each other, nobody 
of nature. The ubiquita 
sib1e.28 The political sc 

25 Cf. Thomas Hobbes, ' 
(1998), I, 13, and 15; Rouss( 

26 Cf. Hobbes, On the CiJ 
27 Hobbes, On the Citize1 
28 Cf. Hobbes, On thc Cit 

http:sib1e.28
http:passion.26
http:ended.22


mmption of a prepolitical 
elevance even today lies in 
Uly come into being wher
though they may occur in 
~rhaps not even connected 
)f nature not only implies 
rhaps' do not even have a 
;seau, I have described the 
ondly, the passages quoted 
ue not only disconnected 
L political sphere. Political 
;ly because they belong to 
other has ended.22 Arendt 
md ending as well: '[T]he 
)eginning that is separated 
,le chasm.'23 
es and state of nature is, 
:n her German translation 
rites that violence is only 
~r violence invades polities 
: out what has often been 
t it 1s not by a coinddence 
1 the seventeenth century, 
at informed the reflection 
ofa backfall from order to 

b.at Hobbes and Rousseau 
fnature 'as backfall' which 
in the escape of disorder 
: is not a backfall, but an 
f nature as a backfall from 
lt the state has failed), this 
ion ofastate. As such, the 
in the theories ofHobbes 
political state of nature to 

Iy address in their Dia/ectic of 
)n to nature or the subjecrion of 
of nature and the domination of 
: Adorno and Max Horkheimer. 

ichs schützen. Wo die Gewalt in 
trendt. Ober die Revolutitm (4th 

Hobbes and Rousseau 

the sovereign state because the egress from this state of nature is the beginning of 
another state of nature, the one within the international sphere: the foundation 
of the sovereign state is in the same logical moment the ending and the beginning of 
the state ofnature, and it is a question ofperspective--domestic or international
how it is perceived. 

III. The Social Contract as FOWldation 
ofan International State ofNature 

In their political wrirlngs, Hobbes and Rousseau have a prindpal question in common. 
This question is twofold: why is the state necessary and what can make it legitimate? 
The state is necessary because the state of nature, a condition of coexistence beyond 
sovereign power, is unbearable.25 In such a condition, there is no security because there 
is 'too much' medom: everyone's life is threatened by everyone's unlimited freedom. 
The necessity ofthe state is the necessity to limit this original freedom. It is at this point 
where the question of legitimation arises. Whereas the state is necessary because the 
state ofnature has to be left and freedom has to be limited, the question oflegitimation 
is about how freedom 1s limited. Consequently, the (imagined) moment when freedom 
is limited takes centre stage. This moment 1s the entering ofthe political society by the 
formation of the state. According to both Hobbes and Rousseau, this moment-in 
order to be legitimare---requires a juridical form: a contract in which all future mem
bers of the political sodety participate. The twofold question about the necessity and 
the legitimacy of the state is unfolded by bringing two theoretic figures in a strong 
alliance: state ofnature and sodal contract. 

There are, however, important differences between Hobbes and Rousseau con
cerning the question ofhow the problems which necessitate the contract evolve and 
how the contract is supposed to solve them. Hobbes presupposes a stable human 
being which does not change either within the state ofnature or within the political 
society. It is characterized by the core faculties ofphysical force, experience, reason, 
and passion.26 Because of the competition about honour and about goods which 
cannot be shared, the coexistence of human beings is conflictual. Hobbes further
more presupposes a natural 'willingness to hurt each other'.27 Since he postulates 
that the abilities of human beings are substantially equal, especially the ability to 
kill each other, nobody can consider himself safe from harm while being in the state 
ofnature. The ubiquitary danger ofa violent death makes self-preservation impos
sible.28 The political society does not elimlnate this danger by changing human 

25 Cf. Thomas Hobbes, On thc Citizen, ed. and trans. Richard Tuck and Michael Silverthorne 
(1998), I, 13, and 15; Rousseau, Soda! Contract, I, 6 (n. 6). 

:u Cf. Hobbes, On the Citizen, I, 1, p. 21 (n.25). 
27 Hobbes. On the Citizen, I, 3, pp. 25f (n. 25). . 
28 Cf. Hobbes, On the Citizen, I, 13, p. 30 and 15, p. 31 (n. 25); Hobbes, Leviathan, 13, p. 89 (n. 1). 
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nature;29 it only establishes a 'power able to over-awe them all'.30 The sovereign 
state guarantees security at the cost of the natural tteedom. 

Rousseau agrees that the purpose ofentenng the sphere ofpolitics by the founda
don of the state is to guarantee self-preservation. He also agrees that men do not 
naturally aspire to a life within sodety. But he objects that men are naturally peace
ful and characterized not by a willingness to harm but by pity.31 Unlike Hobbes 
who imagines the state of nature as an unvarying state, Rousseau conceives it as 
changing for the worse. The drive to compare oneself with others emerges only 
in soclety -which evolves--caused by n:1any coincidences--already within the state 

of nature. In Rousseau's account of the state of nature in his Second Discourse, the 
state of war (etat de guerre32) results from the '[n]ascent Sodety', 33 and it 1s this 
conflictual sodety which necessitates the foundation of a political body by con
tract. The state of nature is not essentially unbearable but reaches a point when 
self-preservation becomes impossible.34 Rousseau is not only a 'historical' thinker 
regarding the development within the state of nature. In his Sodal Contract, he 
claims that 'the transition from the state of nature to the dvil state produces a most 
remarkable change in man by substituting justice for instinct in his conduct, and 
endowing his actions with the morality they previously lacked'; the moment of 
contract transforms 'a stupid and bounded animal' into 'an intelligent being and a 
man.35 However, the most important distinction from Hobbes' conception of the 
sodal contract consists in the fact that according to Rousseau men not only lose 
their natural unlimited tteedom but gain a 'dvil tteedom' instead.36 In contrast 
to Hobbes, Rousseau's aim 1s not only to develop a theory of astate which legiti
mately guarantees security but of astate in which security is guaranteed while its 
dtizens who are part ofthe sovereign power remain as free as before (exacdy because 
they are part of the sovereign power).37 1h1s difference has essential consequences 
regarding the form of sodal contract in Rousseau and Hobbes. Hobbes' contract 
has the form ofauthorization. Everyone agrees with everyone else to give up their 

" . right of governing themselves and to make themselves the authors of all acts of a 
person or an assembly in order that this person or assembly undertakes all meas
ures which appear appropriate to maintain peace and to guarantee the common 
defense: 'And he that carryeth this Person, is cal1ed Soveraigne, and said to have 
.Soveraigne Power; and every one besides, his Subject.'38 Whereas the subjects are 

29 Cf. Hobbes, On the Citizen, I, 2, p. 25 (n. 25); Hobbes, LlWiathan, 13, p. 89 (n. 1). 

30 Hobbes, Leviathan, 13, p. 88 (n. 1). 

31 Rousseau formulares his objection. direct!y against Hobbes: 'By reasoning on the basis of the 


principles he establishes, this Am:hor [Hobbes, ].H.] should have said !:hat, since the stare ofNature is 
the srate inwhich the cate for oUf own preservadon is least prejudicial to the self-preservation ofothers, 
it follows that this stare was the most conducive to Peace and the best suited to Mankind: Rousseau, 
DiscouT'Se, I, p. 151 (n. 1); cf. Rousseau, StateofWar, pp. 33f and 45-7 (n. 4). 

32 Rousseau, Discours sur nnigaliti, II, p. 212 (n. 14). 

33 Rousseau, Discourse, II, p. 172 (n. 1). 

34 Cf. Rousseau, Discourse, II, pp. 171-3 (n. 1) and also Rousseau, Social Contract, I, 6, p. 49 (n. 6). 

35 Rousseau, Soda! Contract, I, 8, p. 53 (n. 6). 

36 Cf. Rousseau, Soda! Contract, I, 8, pp. 53f (n. 6). 

37 Cf. Rousseau, Soda! Contract, 1, 6, and 7 (n. 6). 

38 Cf. Hobbes, LlWiathan, 17, pp. 120f(n. 1). 
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Hobbes and Rousseau 

excluded from sovereignty, this is not the ease in Rousseau's aeeount in his Sodal 
Contract. The form of eontraet in Rousseau is not authorization but alienation 
(alienation totale): the clauses ofthe contraet 'all eome down to just one, namely the 
total alienation of eaeh assodate with all of his rights to the whole eommunity'. 39 

The publie person formed by the union ofall associates is ealled 'Republie' or 'body 
poHtie'. The individuals are both eitizens (insofar as they are 'participants in the 
sovereign authority') and subjeets (insofar as they are 'subjected to the laws of the 
State').40 In eonttast to Hobbes, the politieal entities 'subjects' and 'sovereign' do 
not include different individuals or groups. The fact that all associates of the body 
poHtic are part of the sovereign and involved in the sovereign eompetence oflegisla
tion creates the dvil freedom ofthe individuals as dtizens.411his including charae
ter ofthe conception ofsovereignty in Rousseau does not diminish its absoluteness. 
Like Hobbes, Rousseau argues that the sovereign is bound to no law because he 
cannot obligate hirnself. 42 

Even if the figure of contraet differs in many ways, the fact of the eontraet and 
its reasons open up a shared perspeetive. In this sodal contraet theory perspeetive, 
the contract draws an impervious line between a non- or pre-political sphere whieh 
is before the contraet and a political sphere which is after the eontract. Ifa backfall 
into the state of nature oecurs, it is not a baekfall into an original state of nature. 
A civil war is not a 'natural' eondition at all. 

In the social eontract theory perspective, the non- or pre-politieal sphere is ofno 
interest in its own right: it is as ifwhat is before the contraet had never existed.43 

And indeed both Hobbes and Rousseau suggest that there was in fact no sueh time 
as an original state ofnature. They do not loeate it somewhere in history, they do 
not claim that it really happened. 44The srate ofnature is a fietion which makes the 
idea ofa radieal beginning of polities possible-thus a beginning which is empty, 
not occupied by already existing sodal unjustiee which could penetrate the politieal 
form of the state. 

Rousseau explidtly underseores the importanee of an unburdened beginning 
when he deals with the question of legislation: 'What makes the work of legisla
tion diffieult is not so much what has to be established as what has to be destroyed; 
and what makes success so rare is the impossibility of finding the simplicity of 
nature linked with the needs of sodety. [ ...] 1his is one reason why one sees few 

39 Rousseau, S()cial C()ntraet, I, 6, p. 50 (n. 6). 

40 Cf. Rousseau, S()ci41 C()ntract, I, 6, pp. 50f (n. 6). 

41 However, not every inhabitant ranks as a citizen. Rousseau quotes the example ofthe republic of 


Geneva where there are five different orders of men whereof only two form the republic as the associa
tion ofdtizens. Cf. Rousseau, Soci4l Contraet. I, 6, p. 51 (n.6). 

42 Hobbes, On the Citizen, VI, 14 (no 25); cf. Rousseau, S()ci41 Contract. 1,7, pp. 51f (n. 6); Roben 
Derathe has pointed out that in Rousseau's time the idea ofabsolute power meant the absence ofany 

f: 
K'l. C()ns#tutional restraints but not of any restraints at all; the exercise ofsovereignryshould still be limited 

by the law ofnature and the public good. The obvious question, then, is howoperative such limita
tions are. Cf. Roben Derathe. Jean-faefJues Rnusseau etkt. stiemepolitique de son temps (1950), pp. 339[ 

~> 43 There is no 'before the contract' because, as Hans Blumenberg points out, the contract has always 
already been entered. Cf. Hans Blumenberg, Die Legitimitätder Neuzeit (1996), p. 108.r 

44 Hobbes, Leviathan, 13, p. 90 (n. 1); Rousseau, Disc()urse, I, Preface, p. 125 (n. 1). 
f 
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weIl-constituted States.'45 Rousseau points to the following problem: men have lost 
the simplicity ofnature which consists in a pre-sodal peacefullife; they have moved 
towards a conßictual sodety which makes the state necessary. In order to be built 
on a proper fundament, the state requires men in the 'simplicity of nature'-the 
very simplicity of nature which has made the state necessary because it has been 
lost. The institution ofthe state was possible when it was not needed (because men 
lived peacefully) and became impossible when it was needed (because men lost their 
peaceful nature).46The decisive aspect ofthis aporetic situation is that the disorder 
which makes the state necessary is socially produced. When Hobbes mentions that 
the 'Americans' ofhis century and other peoples of the past were living the life ofa 
state of nature, he also assumes that they are not isolated individuals but members 
ofa community. He speaks of them as peoples [gentes in the original Latin version 
of On the Citizen] and thereby acknowledges that they do not live the life of iso
lated individuals.47 But this is not more than an implication, and it is the project 
ofRousseau to explicitly elaborate, against Hobbes as weil, the social genesis ofdis
order (as a result ofmequality) in his SecondDiscourse. In this work, Rousseau puts 
his assumption in an even more radical form: the disorder which makes a political 
sphere necessary is neither caused by nature nor produced within a pre-political 
sodety. Rather, this disorder is itself a product of the political sphere: the laws of 
this sphere are not just the remedy against disorder but Its cause: 

It has to be granted from the first that the more violent the passions, the more necessary are 
Laws to contain thern: but quite aside from the fact that the disotders and the crirnes they 
daily cause among us suHlciently prove the inadequacy of the Laws in this respect, it would 
still be worth inquiring whether these disotders did not arise together with the Laws them
selves; for then, even if they could repress them, it is surely the very least to expect of them 
that they put a stop to an evil that would not exist withollt thern. 48 

Rousseau here suggests that disorder is never natural or prepolitical. Disorder is 
a result and not apresupposition of the political sphere. If the stare of nature as 
disorder is never natural, It only exists as a backfall from order and as the inter
national sphere. "Whereas the former is the end of the political state,49 the latter 

45 Rousseau, Sodal Contract, H, 10, p. 78 (n. 6). The same argument can be found in the Second 
Discoum where Rousseau praises Lycurgus who set 'aside aIl the old materials [ ...] in order afterwards 
to erect a good Building' in Sparta. Rousseau, Discourse, H, p. 175 (n. 1). 

46 In a similar way, Rousseau re&rs to the paradoxical situation ofthe foundation ofa political sod
ety when he claims in the Second Discourse that 'the same vices that malre sodal institutions necessary 
make their abuse inevitable'. Rousseau, Discourse, H, p. 182 (n. 1). 

47 Cf. Hobbes, On the Citizen, I, 13, p. 30 (n. 25); Hobbes, Leviathan, 13, p. 89 (n. 1). 
48 Rousseau, Discourse, I, p. 155 (n. 1). As it becomes dear in the second part ofthe SecondDiscourse, 

Rousseau's argument against the law is that the law established with the political society primarily serves 
the juridification of property which reinforces the evolving inequality. As all forrns of inequality can 
be reduced to fiches (cf. Rousseau, Discourse, H, pp. 183f(n. 1» and as inequality is the reason ofthe 
collapse ofthe politiCal society, the law is an essential contributory cause of the back:fall into disorder. 
Cf. Rousseau, Discourse, H, pp. 166f, 169, 171-3 (n. 1). 

49 Hobbes and Rousseau both stress that any state will inevitably dissolve some day as nothing 
which is hurnanly produced can last forever. Cf. Hobbes, Leviathan, 17, p. 120 and 29, p. 221 (n. 1); 
Rousseau, Social Contract, III, 11, p. 109 (n. 6). 
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Hobbes and Rousseau 

is an everyday phenomenon. It begins in the very moment when states appear. 
According to Rousseau, the formation ofone politica1 order is sufficient to provoke 
an international sphere: 

As soon as the first sociery is formed, the formation of311 the others necessarily folIows. One 
has either to join it or to unite to resist it; to imitate it or let oneselfbe swallowed up by it. 
Thus the who1e Face ofthe earth is changed; everywhere nature has disappeared; everywhere 
human artifice takes its p1ace.50 

The international sphere 1s a side effect of the foundation ofthe state. It 1s astate of 
war which goes along with the normality of the political sphere. 

Iv. The International State ofNature as a Condition of War 

Both Hobbes and Rousseau call the state of nature a 'time ofWarre'51 and an 'etat 
de guerre', respective1y.52 There are three important characteristics in thelr concept 
ofwar. FiJ:stly, war is always bad. 53 Secondly, war has some extension in time; it is 
not the single event ofa barue but aperiod. Thirdly, war in the proper sense is not 
an affair between individuals. 

Hobbesdistinguishes the 'actuall fighting' from 'the known disposition thereto'. 54 
War is this disposition, it is the 'tract of time'55 in which the outbreak of actual 
fighting 1s not utterly out of the question. This has never been the case between 
individuals, but it is the permanent situation between sovereigns: 

But though there had never been any time, wherein particular men were in a condition 
of warre one against another; yet in all times, Kings, and Persons of Soveraigne authority, 
because of their Independency, are in continuall jealousies, and in the state and postute 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 Kingdomes; and continuall Spyes 
upon their neighbours, which is apostute ofWar. But because they uphold thereby, the 
Industty oftheir Sub jects; thete does not follow from it, that mlsery, which accompanies the 
tibetty ofparticular men.56 

50 Rousseau, Stare ofWar, p. 36 (n. 4). Cf. also Rousseau, Discoune, II, pp. 173f (n. 1): 'It is easy to 
see how the establishment ofa single Sodety made the establishment of all the others indispensable, 
and how, in order to stand up to united forces, it became necessary to unite in turn.' 

51 Hobbes, Leviathan, 13, p. 89 (n. 1). 
52 Cf. Hobbes, Leviathan, 13, p. 89 (n. 1) and Rousseau, Discoun sur l'inigalite, II, p. 212 (n. 14). 
53 Simone Goyard-Fabre points out that Hobbes rejects a non-pessimistic idea ofwar: he neither 

continues the tradition of 'just war' (Augustine, Thomas Aquinas) nor the tradition of war as art 
(Machiaveili). Both Hobbes and Rousseau consider war not as a mission or a skill but jnst as a fact 
which has to be averted ifpossible. Cf. Simone Goyard-Fabre, Le droit et la Ioi dam la: philosophie de 
1homas Hobbes (1975), pp. 62-5. 

54 Hobbes, Leviathan, 13, pp. 88f (n. 1). 55 Hobbes, Leviathan, 13, p. 88 (n. 1). 
56 Hobbes, Leviathan, 13, p. 90 (n. 1). Cf. as well Hobbes, On the Citizen, XIII, 7, p. 145 (n.25): 

'For the state ofcomrnonwealths towards each other is a naturalstate, i.e. astate ofhostility. Even when 
the fighting between thern stops, it should not be called Peace, but an intermission during which each 
watches the motion and aspect ofits enemy [ ...]'. 

171 

http:respective1y.52
http:p1ace.50


172 fonas Heller 

War is possible because of the independency ofthe sovereigns. They have not given 
up their natural right and thus remain in the state ofnature: not only towards other 
sovereigns but towards their subjects as weIl. But this is not enough to explain why 
thete has never been 'a condition of warre one against another'. What is lacking 
between individuals is everything that 1s 'continuall'-and due to this lack, there 
1s no 'condition' between them and thus no war. This correlation becomes more 
explicit in Rousseau. He argues that the (early) state ofnature is no state ofwar not 
only because men are timid, peaceful and endowed with pity but also because there 
are no continuous relationships between private inruviduals.57 This is the reason 
why there is no 'true war between individuals' but only between 'public persons', 
Le. sovereigns.58 Thus, Rousseau defines war as follows: 'I call then war between 
power and power59 the effect ofa constant, overt, mutual disposition to destroy the 
enemy state, or at least to weaken it byall the means one can. When this disposition 
is transformed into action it is war properly called; in so far as it remains untrans
formed it 1s only the state of war.'60 What is properly called 'war' presupposes a 
constant disposition-a state of war. In Hobbes and Rousseau, this leads to the 
conclusion that the state ofnature as astate ofwar has its only actual appearance in 
the international sphere. 

Hobbes and Rousseau agree in their distinction between a hypothetical state of 
nature between individuals and a real state of nature in the international realm, 
but they fundamentally disagree in their appraisal of the international condition 
'of war. In Hobbes' view, the international state ofwar does not cause major prob
lems. Admirtedly, the formation of states causes the problem of an international 
state of war but it is at the same time the principal part of minimizing its threats. 
The purpose of the state is not only to guatantee 'Peace at horne' but also to enable 
mutual assistance against the 'enemies abroad'. 61 To save the citizens from both 'for
eign and dvil war' is the sovereign task. 62 Apart from this, Hobbes claims that the 

57 Cf. Rousseau; State ofwar, p. 35 (n. 4): 'War is a permanent state which presupposes constant 
relations; and rhese relations are a rare occurrence between men, for between individuals rhere is a 
continual fiux which constantly changes re!arionships and interests. Thus a matter ofdispute rises and 

'.-.' disappears almost at the same moment; a quarre! begins and ends wirhin a day; and one can have fights 
and murders, but never, or very rarely, long enmities and wars.' 

58 Rousseau, Stateo.{War, p. 41 (n.4). 
59 In rhe Sodal Contract which appeared six years later (1762) Rousseau uses rhe term 'power' 

(puissance] in order to describe rhe body politic 'when comparing it to similar bodies'. Rousseau, Social 
Contract, I, 6, p. 51 (n. 6). 'Power' is rhe term for bodies politic in rhe international perspective, whereas 
'sovereign' denominates rhese bodies when perceived in rheir internal activity. 

60 Rousseau, Stateojwar, p. 40 (n.4). 61 Cf. Hobbes, Leviathan, 17, pp. 120f(n. 1). 
62 Hobbes, On the Citizm, XIII, 6, p. 144 (n. 25). Robinson Grover srresses rhat rhe crucial dif

ference between individuals in astate of narure and nations in a stare ofnature 'is rhe shie!ding effect 
of national institutions which interpose rhemselves between the international anarchy of sovereign 
nations and rhe solitary dtizen'. Robinson A Grover, 'Hobbes and rhe Concept ofInternational Law', 
in Timo Airaksinen and Martin A. Berttnan (eds.), Hobbes: war Among Nations (1989), pp. 79-90, 
at p. 88. Grover turns rhis argument against Hobbes' conception ofabsolute sovereignty: if rhe states 
can interpose rhemselves between rhe international anarchy and rhe individuals, why should it not 
be possible to mitigate rhe individual state of nature by interposing orher instirutions berween rhe 
individuals, ror example rhe law, rhe church, or rhe fiunily (instead ofa national absolute sovereign)? 
In orher words: if an absolute (super-national) sovereign is not needed to protect rhe individuals in 
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Hobbes and Rousseau 

condition ofwar between sovereigns is less miserable than astate ofnature between 
individuals, as the industry of the subjects ofastate is not infringed but upheld in 
the international condition. 

In his Second Discourse and his treatises about peace and war, Rousseau devel
ops a dialectical perspective which is less conciliatory than the one of Hobbes. In 
contrast to Hobbes, Rousseau points to the paradoxical situation caused by the 
formation ofthe state. The unification of private individuals constltutes a new kind 
of individuals 'fur with regard to foreigners it [the body politic, J. H.] becomes a 
simple being, an individual'63. The unification causes a new division-and this 
division between public or national individuals produces a dimension ofviolence 
hitherto unknown on earth: the 'first discernible effects of the division ofMankind 
into different Sodeties' were wars between nations, battles, murders, and reprisals 
'that make Nature tremble'. The trembling of nature shows how far from nature 
such astate ofnature 1s, and how far it is from Rousseau's hypothesis ofan original 
state of nature between individual men. This is because in the rising international 
sphere 'more murders were committed in a single day's fighting, and more horrors 
at the capture of a single town, than had been committed in the state of Nature 
fur centuries together over the entlre face of the earth'.64The foundation of states 
here only causes the problem ofwar without providing a means to prevent its out
break. This is also the radical conclusion Rousseau draws against Hobbes in his 
essay about 7he State ofWar: 'Par from the state ofwar being natural to man, war 
springs from peace, or at least from the precautions that men have taken to ensure 
a lasting peace:65 The precautions consist in buUding political associations-but 
'in joining a particular group ofmen, we have rea1ly declared ourselves the enemies 
of the whole race'.66The deadly irony lies not only in the fact that the prevention 
ofeventual private 'wars' produces actual wars between nations but that these wars 
between nations are by far more disastrous than the wars one sought to prevent. 

The difference between Hobbes and Rousseau is as drastic as it can be. Whereas 
Hobbes consequently looks at the furmation of the political society from the per
spective of unification and peace, Rousseau-at least in the Second Discourse, 7he 
Stare ojWar, and 7heAbstract ofSaint-Pie:rre's Projectflr Perpetual Peace-Iooks at it 

an international state of nature, why is an absolute (national) sovereign needed to protect them in an 
individual state ofnature? CE Grover, 'Hobbes', in Hobbes: warAmongNatioN, p. 89 (n. 62). 

63 Cf. Rousseau, Social Contract, I, 7, p. 52 (n. 6). Georg Cavallar considers Rousseau's account 
of the state of nature between these public individnals as a 'structural interpretation' of Hobbes' 
hypothesis ofastare ofnature between private inruviduals. Cf. Georg Cavallar, 'Je an-Jacques Rousseau', 
in Bardo Fassbender and Anne Peters (eds.), Tbe OxfordHandbook ofthe History ofInternational Law 
(2012), pp. 1114-17, at p. 1115. Indeed the similarity between Rousseau's depiction ofthedestruc
tive aspiration for power of the sovereigns and Hobbes' depiction of the will ofprivate individuals is 
noticeable. 

64 Rousseau, Discoune, II, p. 174 (n. 1). 
65 Rousseau, Stau ofwar. p. 45 (n. 4). In the Abstract ofSaint-Pierre} ProjectJor Perpetual Peaee, 

Rousseau aIsQ blames the precautions against war as the cause ofwar. Jean-Jacques Rousseau. 'Abstract 
and Judgement ofSaint-Pierre's Project!Or Perpetual Peace', in Stanley Hoffinann and David P. Fidler 
(eds.), Rousseau on International RelatiON (I 991), pp. 53-100, at p. 54. 

66 Rousseau,AbstrflCtandjudgemrnt, p. 54 (n. 65). 
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from the perspective ofdivision and war.67 Accordlng to Rousseau, the formation 
ofpolitical societies does not give an answer to the question ofwar. It rather makes 
this question relevant.68 This could explain why Rousseau, in contrast to Hobbes, 
dealt extensivelywith the question ofbringing order into the international sphere. 
He did so in his Abstract andJudgement ofSaint-Pierres Projectflr Perpetual Peace. 
I now want to outline the reasons why in Rousseaus perspective such an interna
tional order is preferable but impossible and which conclusions he draws from this 
insight. 

V. Rousseau and the Question ofPerpetual Peace 

In his Abstract ofSaint-Pierres Projectflr Perpetual Peace, Rousseau only deals with 
the international situation within Europe. The question of perpetual peace is a 
European question. The vision of peace has its borders at the borders of Europe. 
The relation between Europe and the rest of the world remains in astate ofnature. 
According to the Abstract, the European situation of war is more disastrous than 
anywhere else-not because there is unbridled disorder but because there is some 
order in disorder. A balance [equilibre] of forces stabilizes the European condition 
ofwar and makes it impossible to arrive at adecision which brings violence to an 
end: 'The present balance of Europe is just firm enough to remain in perpetual 
oscillation without losing itself altogether; and, if our troubles cannot increase, still 
less can we put an end to them, seeing that any sweeping revolution is henceforth 
an impossibility.'69 In the French original text, Rousseau uses the term 'systeme de 
l'Europe' which has a certain 'degre de solidite' .70 The European states do not build 
an order as order implies a situation of non-violent coexistence.71 But neither are 
they in mere disorder: although they are in astate ofwar, European sovereigns are 
juridically, ethically, and religiously connected. These ties make it possible to talk of 
a systeme: 'C'est ainsi que toutes les Puissances de l'Europe forment entre dIes une 
sorte de systeme qui les unit par une meme religion, par un meme droh des gens, 
par les moeurs, par les lettres, par le commerce, et par une sorte d'equilibre qui est 
l'effet necessaire de tout cela [ ...].'72The social bond which constitutes this system 

61 Regarding this difference between Hobbes and Rousseau cf. also 1hibault, 'Les relations interna
tionales', in Etudes internationaks, pp. 217-20 (n. 5). 

68 The question offorcign affairs is ex:plicitlyexcluded from the reflecdons in the Soda! Contract. Cf. 
Rousseau, Sociat Contract, Iv; 9, p. 152 (n. 6). 

69 Rousseau, Abstractandjudgement, pp. 6lf(n. 65). 
70 Rousseau, 'Extrait de la Paix perpetuelle', in 1he Politica! Writings ofjean jacques lWusseau, 

pp. 364-87, at p. 370 (n. 3). 
11 It is in this sense of non-violent, i.e. peaceful coexistence Rousseau uses the term 'order' in the 

first sentence of the first book ofhis Social Contractwhen he speaks ofthe 'civil order' [lordre civit]. Cf. 
Rousseau, Sociat Contract, Introduction, p. 41 (n.6). 

n Rousseau, 'Extrait de la Paix perpetuelle', in 1he Politicat Writings ofjean jacques lWusseau, p. 366 
(n. 3). 'Thus the powers ofEurope constirute a kind ofa whole [in the French original: 'systeme', l.H.], 
united by identity of religion, of moral standard, of internationallaw; by letters, by commerce, and 
finally by a species ofbalance which is the inevitable result of all these ties [ ...].'; Rousseau, Abstract 
andjudgement, pp. 55f(n. 65). 
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remains imperfect but it is still tighter than the general knots ofhumanity, Le. the 
knots existing in astate of nature. Imperfect bonds, however, are worse than no 
bonds at all-a 'system' is worse than mere disorder,73 

Whereas living in any state is bad because it combines the inconveniences of 
the srate of nature and of sodety, living in a European state is worse because the 
European state of nature has a sodetal structure. The imperfection of this societe'14 
causes a miserable situation. But it is exactly the existence ofsuch imperfect sodal 
bonds which could facilitate a European society in the form of a Conftdiration 
which he calls Republique europeenne?5 Only in this form of areal confederation 
(Conftdiration reelle) would the European society be a rrue body politie (un vrai 
Corps politique),76 

The condition ofa true body politic is a legal framework. First ofall, the European 
sovereigns would have to be willing to sign a treaty which declares their 'perpetual 
and irrevocable alliance',?7 At the heart of the confederation would be a tribunal 
judiciairt?8 which should establish the laws and regulations obliging all sovereign 
members. Armed with a coercive power, the confederation would be able to enforce 
its laws,?9 According to Rousseau, it is this enforceability which is essential for law 
to be law. In order to be legitimate, the law has to be enacted byan assembly of the 
sovereign states which will be bound to this law. The question of an international 
body politic-which is, according to Rousseau, the only possibility of an inter
national order-and the question of legitimate law are intertwined: a body poli
tic needs enforceable law, and enforceable law needs the approval of the members 
of the political body. Rousseau argues that the common tribunal does not affect 
the rights of sovereignty; sovereigns do not become less absolute, but instead their 
crown will rather be assured.80 

According to Rousseau, firstly there is no doubt that the confederation, once 
esrablished, would achieve its purpose to guarantee a lasting peace within Europe. 
This peace would be peace in the strict sense (and not just a temporary truce which 
is still a condition of war)Sl as the eventuality of war would be out of the ques
tion: 'Let no one threaten us with a sudden invasion. It is perfeccly obvious that 
Europe has no invader to fear, and that the "first comer" will never come. The day of 
those barbarian irruptions, which seemed to fall from the douds, is gone forever:S2 

Secondly, there is no doubt that the established confederation would be in the 

73 Cf. Rousseau, AbstractandJudgement, p. 67 (n. 65). 
74 Rousseau, 'Extrait de la Paix perpetuelle', in TbcPoliticalWriting.s ofJeanJacques Rousseau, p. 374 

(n.70). 
75 Cf. Rousseau, 'Extrait de 1a Paix perpetuelle', in Tbe Political Writing.s ofJean Jacques Rousseau, 

pp. 375f (n. 70). 
76 Cf. Rousseau, AbstractandJudgement, p. 67 (n. 65). 
77 Cf. Rousseau, Abstract andJudgement, p. 69 (n. 65). 
78 Rousseau, 'Extrait de la Paix perpetuelle', in Tbe Political Writingr ofJean Jacques Rousseau, p. 374 

(n.70). 
79 Cf. Rousseau, AbstractandJudgement, p. 68 (n. 65). 
80 Cf. Rousseau,AbstractandJudgement, pp. 80f(n. 65). 
81 Cf. Rousseau,AbstractandJudgement, p. 60 (n. 65). 
82 Rousseau, AbstractandJudgement, p. 84 (n. 65). 
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interest ofaI1 sovereign states.8 .3 At the end ofhis Abstract, Rousseau radicalizes this 
second claim. He argues that an international peace is not only in the interest ofthe 
states but that beyond such peace there i5 a total impossibility to establish a good 
government.84 Rousseau, however, adds for consideration that there is one right 
that sovereign states have to waive when ente ring the confederation: it is their right 
to take measures against one ofthe members, Le. their right to decide on war.85 

In Rousseau's perspective, this deprivation is the reason why a perpetual peace 
within Europe is not achievable. This is his argument in his Judgement ofSaint~ 
Pierre's Projectfor Perpe/:tut.l Peace. The kings and those who serve them only :tim a.t 
two objects: 'to extend their rule beyond their fron tiers and tO make it more absolute 
within them'. 86 Rousseau assumes that sovereign states are governed by individuals 
who follow more their private than the public interest.87 And he makes dear that 
the princes governing the states are not aware about what is best for them. Deluded 
byappearances, they do not rea1ize that their own interest (being rieh and powerful) 
is pursued by acting in the public interest.88 Instead of entering a federation, they 
continue to conduct war. This is the reason why the project of perpetual peace in 
Europe is desirable but will not be carried out without violent means: 'No federation 
could ever be established except by a revolution. That being so, which of us would 
dare to say whether the league of Europe is a thing more to be desired or feared? It 
would perhaps do more harm in a moment than it would guard against for ages.'89 

In contrast to the Abbe de Saint~Pierre, Rousseau is not a proponent ofan inter~ 
national (European) order. International order would require an obliging legal 
framework. As Rousseau considered such a framework as beyond reach, he could 
only think ofinternational order and peace as a wishful drearn.90 But still, he adrnits 
that there is some kindofinternationallaw. In a last step, I want to clariEY why such 
an internationallaw iS.possible in Rousseau's theory and why it is impossible in 
Hobbes' approach. 

-;.. 

VI. Can International Law Be Possible? 

If we now dea1 with the question of internationallaw, it is no longer a question 
about international order (in the strict sense of order as implied by Hobbes and 

83 Cf. Rousseau,AbstractandJudgement, pp. 71-82 (n. 65). 

84 Cf. Rousseau,Abstmct andJudgement, p. 86 (n. 65). 

85 Rousseau, Abstract andJudgement, pp. 69f and 76 (n. 65). 

86 Rousseau, AbstractandJudgement, p. 90 (n. 65). 

87 Cf. Rousseau,AbstractandJudgement, p. 97 (n. 65). 

88 Cf. Rousseau, AbstractandJudgement, pp. 92fand aswell p. 82 (n. 65). 

89 Rousseau, Abstract andJudgement, p. 100 (n. 65). 

90 OlafAsbach plausiblyargues rhat rhere is also a structural reason why Rousseau does not advocate 


an international order: it wouid necessarily cunail rhe autarky and independence of rhe political enri
des, and it is exactly rhe autarky and independence of srnall republicswhich is in rhe center ofbis politi
cal philosophy. Cf. OlafAsbach, 'Staatsrecht und VOlkerrecht bei Jean-Jacques Rousseau. Zur Frage der 
völkerrechtlichen Vollendung des Contrat sodal', in Reinhard Brandt and Karlfried Herb (eds.), v"m 
GesellschafoVt!1"tmgoder Prinzipien des Staatsrechts (2nd edn, 2012), pp. 243-71. 
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Hobbes andRDusseau 

Rousseau). Rousseau's probably most dismissive reference to internationallaw can 
be found in Tbe State o/War: 'Al> for what is commonly called internationallaw, 
because its laws lack any sanction, they are unquestionably mere illusions.'91 

Because it lacks sanctions, the law of nations is not assured. In the case of con
fliet, it is not this law which is enforced but the 'law' of the stronger.92 This is 
the principal deficiency of the existing international situation. Rousseau puts it 
first in the summary at the end of his Abstract: 'Nul droit assure que celui du plus 
fort.'93 No assured law except that ofthe stronger. Rousseau points out in the Social 
Contract that the law of the stronger actually is no law.94 Pure enforceability (the' 
fact ofsanction) does not create law. Law always needs legitimation and the crite
don oflegitimation, according to Rousseau, is the same in the international sphere 
as in the domestic one: those obliged by the law have to approve it, in other words, 
they have to participate in the legislation process. Regarding the internationallaw 
of his time, Rousseau not only criticizes a lack of enfurceability but also a lack of 
legitimation. He does so when considering the public law ofEurope (le Droit pub/ic 
de l'Europe): it has not been established or authorized in concert ('n'etant point 
etabli ou autorise de concert').95 This is the second defidency. The third deficiency 
is that the law of nations is not based on general principles and that it varies cease
lessly in the course of time and from place to place. It is therefore riddled with con
tradictions whieh, again, are only solved by the force and in favour ofthe stronger.96 

Due to these defidendes, the law of nations which takes shape as a public law of 
Europe lacks legal character. 1his i5 why Rousseau states that the laws ofwhat is 
called 'law ofnations' (Droit des gens) are only illusions. And still it is this common 
law of nations which, lacking systematidty in itself, contributes to the cohesion of 
Europe as an (imperfect) systeme.97 Together with religion, morals, and commerce 
it establishes interstate relations whieh are beyond a political federation. Rousseau 
describes the efficacy of these relations as less apparent but not less real.98 The for
mation of the law of nations takes place silently and it only consists in 'a few tadt 
conventions'.99 We can conceive the term 'tadt' as 'not explidtly approved within a 
legislation process'. As such, the law ofnations is not part of the political sphere-
and consequencly not part ofRousseaus political philosophy in the narrower sense. 

91 Rousseau, State ofWar, p. 44 (n. 4); Rousseau, 'L'erat de guerre', in 1he Political WritinfJ ofJean 
Jacques Rousseau, p. 304 (n. 3): 'Quant ace qu' on appelle communement le droit des gens, il est certain 
que, faute de sanction, ses lois ne SOllt que des chimeres plus wbles encore que Ia loi de nature.' 

92 The term that Rousseau uses for the law of nations is Droitldroit desgens (cf. n. 91 and Rousseau, 
Discourse, Ir, p. 174 (n. 1». This dro# desgens is powerless against the droit du plusfort, the Iaw/right 
of the stronger. 

93 Rousseau, 'Extrait de la Paix perpetuelle', in Tbc Politicai Writings ofJean Jacques Rousseau, p. 385 
(n.70). 

94 CE Rousseau, Sodal Contract, I, 3, p. 44 (n. 6). 
95 Cf. Rousseau, 'Extrait de Ja Paix perpetuelle', in Tbc Politicai WritinfJ ofJean Jacques Rousseau, 

p. 369 (n. 70); for the English translation cf. Rousseau, Abstract andJudgement, p. 60 (n. 65). 
96 Cf. Rousseau, AbstractandJudgement, p. 60 (n. 65). 
97 Cf. Rousseau, AbstractandJudgement, pp. 55f(n. 65). 
98 Cf. Rousseau, AbstractandJudgement, p. 55 (n.65) . 
99 Rousseau, Discourse, H, p. 174 (n. 1). 
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In Hobbes, there is no such weak form ofinternationallaw. In his account, the 
international sphere (which is beyond all kind ofsystem and cohesion) is an empty 
space from a legal point ofview. 1his is due to the strict concept oflaw that Hobbes 
establishes when dealing with 'civillaws' or 'laws of the commonwealth': 'Civii 
laws (to define them) are nothing other than commands about the citizens' future 
actions from the one who is endowed with sovereign authority [summa potestds].'lOO 
Sovereignty is the presupposition for law; as only sovereigns can enact laws, there is 
no la~ beyond sovereignty.l01 This is the reason why there is only (domestic) civil 
law and no internationallaw. As long as there is no overarching sovereign in the 
international sphere, that is to say as long as there is a plurality ofsovereign states, 
there is no possibiüty of international law. In contrast to Rousseau, the idea of 
internationaliawand the idea ofsovereign states exclude each other in a Hobbesian 
conception of law. The relations between sovereigns are only characterized by an 
unrestrained natural right. Without any restraint of this right (which can only be 
achieved by the enactment of laws) 'there cannot possibly be any Peace' .102 But 
when Hobbes claims that the law 'which is commonly called the Law ofNations' is 
'the same thing' as the law of nature, he does not claim that sovereigns are exempt 
ofall duties. 103 The law ofnature demands to seek peace. 1his appües to individuals 
and to 'Soveraign Princes, and Soveraign Assemblies' alike-even though there is 
no other 'Court ofNaturall Justice', but the conscience and the legal character of 
such a court is doubtful.104 

Whereas in the final analysis Hobbes and Rousseau agree that there is no efrec
tual internationallaw, they disagree about the value of an eventual international 

100 Hobbes, On the Citizen, VI, 9, p. 79 (n. 25). Cf. as weil Hobbes, Leviathan, 26, pp. 183 and 
200 (n. 1). M. M. Goldsmitb classmes Hobbes not only as 'a command tbeorist' but also as a 'legal 
positivist'. Hobbes fulfils two conditions oflegal positivism: on tbe one hand, tbe validity oflaw is not 
attached to general principles of morality, justice, or rationality; on tbe otber hand, laws and autbori
ties ate organi7.eti hieratchically and integrated in a system which is closed by a supreme autbority. Cf. 
M.M. Goldsmitb, 'Hobbes on Law', inTom Soreil (ed.), Tbe Cambridge Companion to Hobbes (1996), 
pp. 274-304, at p. 275 and p. 278. 

101 This is also tbe basis of Hedley Bull's assumption of an international anatchy: according to 
Hobbes, what is called tbe law ofnations is not law in tbe proper sense (not positive law) but just tbe 
law of nature (prudential rules of self-preservation). Insofar as tbere is no centtal autbority, tbe inter
national sphere remains anatchic-which is, Bull atgues, not only true for Hobbes' time but for tbe 
time of Bull's own article as weil. On the otber hand, Bull points out that Hobbes' account neglects 
all tbe legal and non-legal relations and cooperations between states which already existed in Hobbes' 
time and which are extended today. Cf. Hedley Bull, 'Hobbes and tbe International Anatchy', Sodal 
Research 48,4 (1981),717-38, at 723 and 736f. 

102 Hobbes, Leviathan, 26, p. 185 (n. 1). 
103 Noel Maleolm insists tbat Hobbes considers internationallaw to be law precisely because he 

identifies it with the law of nature: as distinct from dvillaw, internationallaw qualifies as law not 
by being positive law but by being 'direct!y derived from (or identical witb) naturallaw'. Ir is for tbis 
reason tbat Maleolm refuses to align Hobbes witb tbe tradition oflegal positivism. Cf. Noel Malcolm, 
Aspects 0/Hobbes (2004), pp. 439f. For a critique ofMalcolm's atgument cf. Benedict Kingsbury and 
Benjamin Straurnann, 'State of Nature versus Commercial Sodability as tbe Basis of International 
Law: Reflections on tbe Roman Foundations and Current Interpretations of tbe International Political 
and Legal Thought ofGrotius, Hobbes and Pufendorf', in Samantba Besson andJohn Tasioulas (eds.), 
Tbe Philosophy o/InternationalLaw (2010), pp. 33-51, at pp. 44f. 

104 Hobbes, Leviathan, 30, p. 244 (n. 1). 
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Hobbes and Rousseau 

order and a forceful internationallaw. As I will show in the next step, the agreement 
and the disagreement ofHobbes and Rousseau are reRected in their reception: con
cerning their descriptive account, they have mainly been received as representatives 
of the same direction; concerning their normative claims, they have been sorted in 
different traditions. 

VII. Remarks about the History ofReception 

Considering the history of the reception of Hobbes and Rousseau, we can dis
tinguish between two questions: how have Hobbes and Rousseau been classified 
regarding their appraisal ofinternationallaw? How have they influenced important 
normative positions regarding the question of internationallaw? 

Concerning the question ofclassification, both Hobbes and Rousseau have pre
dominandy been considered as precursors of 'realism' because they both charac
terize the international sphere as a condition ofwar. lOS In other words, they have 
been considered 'realists' because they did not advocate a legal framework which 
makes international cooperation possible.106 The objections against this 'realist' 
interpretation (regarding Hobbes) are based on an understanding ofnatural law as 
a law 'in its own right', a law which is binding despite the lack ofenforceabilityl07 
and (regarding Rousseau) on the emphasis that Rousseau developed elements and 
fragments ofan ideal theory ofsupranational organization which he, however, never 
elaborated in a book,10S Even though both Hobbes and Rousseau have mainly been 
classified as precursors of'realism', their influence on later positions has been very 
different. I onlywant to mention two positions--one drawing on Hobbes and one 
on Rousseau-in order to illustrate the different directions of reception. 

Hobbes' conception ofwar as a disposition to fight together with the Hobbesian 
relation ofproteetion and obedience are the core ofCarl Schmitt's 1he Concept ofthe 
Political.109 1his book (published in 1932) is prominent in the debate undl today. 
Schmitt argues that 'the real possibility of war' is the condition of the existence of 
states. If there is no disposition to fight, there is no longer any friend and enemy 

105 Regarding Hobbes cf. the list of authors classifYing Hobbes as 'realist' in Malcolm, Aspects 0/ 
Hobbes, pp. 432-5 (n. 103); regarding Rousseau cf. Cavallar, 'Jean-Jacques Rousseau', in Ihe Oxford 
Handbook o/theHistcry ojlnternationalLaw. p. 1116 (n. 63). 

106 Simone Goyard-Fabre has called this the 'silence' ofRousseau and Hobbes. Cf. Simone Goyard
Fabre. 'Les SUences de Hobbes et de Rousseau devant le droit international', Archives de philtJsophie du 
droit32 (1987), 59-69. and Simone Goyard-Fabre, 'La guerre et le droit international dans la philoso
phie de Rousseau', EtudesJean-jacques Rowseau 7 (1995), 45-78. 

107 This is, as mentioned, also the prominent argument in Malcolm, Aspects 0/Hobbes, pp. 439f 
(n.103). 

108 Francis Cheneval calls this Rousseau's 'unfinished' or 'unwritten' doctrine. Cf. Francis Cheneval, 
PhiltJsophie in weltbürgerlicher Bedeutung. Ober die Entstehung und die philtJsophischen Grundl4gen des 
supranationlikn undkosmopolitischen Denkens derModerne (2002), pp. 365 and 390. Rousseau outlines 
the structure of such a book about the relations between political societies in Emile or On Education, < 

trans. by Allan Bloom (1979), pp. 466f. 
109 Cf. Carl Schmitt, Ihe Concept 0/the Politicai, trans. by George Schwab (2007), p. 52. 
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grouping, which means, according to Schmltt, that there is no state any more. A 
global organization of states which could preclude the possibility of war is tanta
mount to the nonexistence of states. The realization of a league of nations is thus, 
according to Schmitt, the end ofthe poütical sphere. l1O 

' 

This question of a league of nations is the most important starting point of one 
of the most prominent receptions of Rousseau. In the seventh proposition of his 
ldea flr a Universal History from a Cosmopolitan Perspective, Kant remarks that 
'Rousseaus preference of the state of savages was not all that far off the mark, that 
is, ifone leaves out this last stage, which our species has yet to surmount.'111 "What 
Kant calls '!his last stage' is the federation ofstates (Staatenverbinduni). Kant tack
les exaccly the problem which Rousseau had in mlnd: 'The problem of establish
ing a perfect dvU constitution is dependent upon the problem of a law-governed 
external relation between states and cannot be solved without having first solved the 

, latter.'1l2 Rousseau noticed this problem and made it explieit but yet focused on 
, a sttong national constitution as the first thing to strive for. In Toward Perpetual 

Peace, Kant stresses the importance of an 'internaliegal constitution'113 as weil. 
Fot without a juridical condition (i.e. without states), there is no pubüc law and 
thus no possibility for a federation which, like in Rousseau, can only exist in an 
international legal framework. 114 The only aim ofsuch a federation is to guarantee 
peace since any other purpose would restrain the freedom of its members.115 The 
crucial difference between Rousseau and Kant is not that Kant considers such an 
ideal federation as attainable whereas Rousseau does not, but that Kant focuses 
on the federation and on perpetual peace as a condition which cannot be fully 
achieved in a single moment of contract but which has to be pursued 'in the form 
of an endlessly progressing approximation'.1l6 It is not surprising that regarding 
the normative question of how an international legal order should look like, the 
reference to Rousseau and Kant has been much more frequent than the reference 
to Hobbes--even though Kant's position in Toward Perpetual Peace shares many of 
Hobbes' premises.ll7 

" 110 a. Schmitt, Cunc(!jJt, p. 55 (n. 109). 
111 lmmanuel Kant, 'Idea ror a Universal History from a Cosmopolitan Perspective', in Pauline 

Kleingeld (00.) and David L. Colclasure (trans.), Toward Perpaualhace anti Other Writing> rJ1/ Politics, 
Peace, antiHistrJry (2006), pp. 3-16, at p. 12. Cf. as well in this volume the conttibution byVischer. 

112 Kant,Itkafora UnillfflalHistrJry, p. 9 (n. 111). 

113 Cf. Kant, 'Toward Perpetual Peace: A Philosophical Sketch', in Toward Perpaual Peace, pp. 67

109, at p. 80 (n. 111). 
114 Kant, TowardPerpaualPeace, p. 107 (n. 113). . 
115 Cf. Kant, Toward Perpetual Peace, pp. 107f (n. 113). Regarding Kant's reception of Rousseau's 

idea ofa necessary nexus offreOOom on the one hand and legal condition on the other cf. Ernst Cassirer, 
Das Prob1emJeanJacques Rousseau (1970), pp. 18f. 

116 Cf. Kant, Toward Perpetual Peace, p. 109 (n. 113). It is because ofhis ideal of a fOOeration and 
his idea ofan endless approximation that Kant has been classiliOO asianti-realist'. Cf. Pauline Kleingeld, 
'Immanuel Kant', in Tbe OxflrdHandbook o/the History o/InternationalLaw, pp. 1122--{5, at p. 1124 
(n.63). 

117 Two important premises are a) the crucial difference between war as a single event ofa battle and 
war as a lasting condltion, and b) the relation of protection and obOOience within the state. Cf. Kant, 
ToUfardPerpaualPeace, pp. 79 and 105f(n. 113). 
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VIII. Conclusion: National Orders in International Disorder 

Peace in the sense ofa condition in which the eventuality ofwar is exeluded is not 
possible within the international sphere, neither in the theory ofHobbes nor in the 
theory ofRousseau. In both Hobbes and Rousseau, the condition ofpeace presup~ 
poses a politica1 order established and maintained by means oflaw. 'Order', 'peace' , 
and 'law' are necessarily linked concepts. Whereas these concepts are pivotal in 
Hobbes' and Rousseau's philosophy ofthe state, there is no reference point for these 
concepts in their understanding of the international spherec In their perspective, 
the international sphere cannot be peacefully handled and it is for this reason that it 
does not playa major role in their political philosophy. In his Judgement, Rousseau 
criticizes Saint-Pierre for having chosen the wrong means: international peace ·can
not be 'set up by a book' .118 The peaceful federation could only be founded 'by the 
violent means from which hurnanity must needs shrink'.119 The politica1 philoso
phy of Hobbes and Rousseau is about the necessity and legitimation of the foun
dation of anational politica1 order. According to Rousseau, the foundation ofan 
international politica1 order cannot have a legitimate form; according to Hobbes, 
the foundation of an international politica1 order is not necessary. Thus, such an 
order is for Hobbes as weil as for Rousseau-for different reasons but in equal 
measure-----out of the question. As a result, the international sphere remains in a 
state ofdisorder. To deal with this disorder is not an international task but the task 
ofnational orders. The taskofpolitica1 philosophy, as Hobbes and Rousseau under
stand it, is to elaborate the preconditions and fundaments ofan order which is able 
to accomplish this task: as there is no international politics, international peace is a 
national responsibility. 
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