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ABSTRACT

Throughout history, many political philosophers have mediated the formation of social order by
disseminating several ideas on concepts of state, sovereignty and liberty. Thomas Hobbes is one
of the political philosophers who lived between 1588 and 1679 and constituted the foundations
of the conception of nation-state, with typologies of "law of nature" and "social contract".
Hobbes argued that the egalitarian and absolute free state in which man is born causes a
constant war situation because of endless will of men for glory, fame and desire. He believed that
human being in the state of nature will benefit eveyone if he transfers all of his freedoms to an
absolute and sovereign power in return of protection of his security and rights. In spite of the
absolute liberty of the state, Hobbes put forward only the freedom of the individual's right to
live. Hobbes, espousing that although the state is not responsible for anything it does, individuals
implement its commandments unconditionally for solitary and integrity of the state and
emphasized that Leviathan's sword is sharp and reckless to the social disorder by expressing that
the covenants without the sword are but words. In this context, literature search has been done
on Thomas Hobbes' thoughts for state, sovereignty and individualism, and besides Hobbes' sense
of sovereignty, it is desired to show the importance he gave to the independence of the
individual which remains in the background. It is clear that Hobbes is a strict defender of the
traditionalist and absolutist state structure. However, it is forgotten that this thought of Hobbes
is valid for as long as the state fulfills its duty and is loyal to the contract. If the state does not
fulfill its duty and is not subject to the contract, the individual is responsible for protecting
himself and his rights. In this study, the state's responsibilities towards the individual for the
continuation of the sovereignty of the state will be examined in terms of Hobbes.
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INTRODUCTION

The emergence of the modern state began with industrialization in the thirteenth and seventeenth centuries in
Northwest Europe, with the initiation of intellect and relieving from the influence of religion, and replacement
of the feudal society by capitalist society. Thomas Hobbes, who lived during this period, is a philosopher who
has made great contributions to the formation of modern nation-state understanding. According to Hobbes,
the individuals who make up the society are born equal, but over time their tranquality and peace become
impossible because they keep their interests above everything. Hobbes explained this situation by saying "man

becomes a wolf to man (Homo hominilupus)" (Hobbes, 2007: 11).

“Hobbes cuts off the connection with God in his model of administration and states that the king is not bound
by the orders of God, on the contrary he emphasizes that the religion is bound to and dependent on the king
and the state. Hobbes is modern in this respect and is a philosopher who shows the state also modern.
"Hobbes is the first thinker who creates and displays the profile of the “modern secular state" saying that "God
does not make the law, man makes the law, this man is the king, the king is not not limited even by the

commands of God" (Sahin and Dogan, 2017: 334).

"Hobbes wants political power to be in the king, not in the church. He thinks that the conflict in England can be
extinguished by gathering power in one hand, king. Because Hobbes is a bourgeois thinker and produces ideas
and solutions through the codes of the bourgeoisie (Sahin, Dogan, 2017, 334). Despite all this, it is not right to
say that Hobbes is an atheist. He believes in God and his request is that divine factors should not shake the

sovereignty of the king ""(Sahin and Dogan, 2017: 348).

Having tried to explain human behavior in terms of mechanical materialism, Hobbes thinks that humans are
machines that act on "desires" and "hates". These desires and hates cause fighting and struggle by revealing
the feelings of competition, insecurity, glory and honor found in human nature (Hobbes, 2007: 94). In state of
nature, people have found a way of reaching a tranquil and peaceful life by establishing the state system
through creating a contract against each other because they understand that they can not meet their security
and needs alone. By virtue of this contract, people will transfer all their rights to the sovereign power by

choosing the sovereign power to enforce laws of nature.

People are beings that want to live and secure a happy life according to their behavior and personality. For this
reason, they wish a power that does not end up against all sorts of reasons which will ruin their freedom and a
power which is not satisfied with what it got. The fact that people are trying to destroy each other in an unsafe
environment in the nature and experiencing a strong conflict of interests (Kalemaj, 2017: 68) obliges the
powerless people to obey a common power to protect themselves (Hobbes, 2007: 132). Like Aristotle, Hobbes
believes that the best way of governance is in the monarchy-based governments, where citizens act in
accordance with the law and it is possible to take all kinds of precautions in order to ensure social order

(Hobbes, 2007: 139-140).
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The absolute freedom of people is that one can act in the direction of his own will and that he is not intervened
in any way against any act he has done. Nevertheless, since ancient times philosophers and theologians have
suggested in their theories of liberty that people sometimes live their lives impulsively and sometimes act
according to impulsive and deliberate determinations. In this study, Hobbes' ideas on the concepts of
sovereignty and freedom will be examined in the context of law of nature and the social contract. Many
thinkers have defined Hobbes as liberal because of his view that the individual can do everything that law does
not forbid (Akal, 1995: 105). Although Hobbes has strict opinions for the purpose of establishing order, it is

desired to be revealed by this study that there is a side of him which cares about the freedom of the individual.
METHOD

This study has involved research on earlier scientific work on Hobbes's sensation of the state, sovereign power
and liberty in the light of the rhetorical phrases "Use of state's powers is imperative for ensuring social order"
and "The legitimacy of the state's absolute liberty should be recognised for a person to live free and in peace
and comfort", and the use of scholarly scans on articles about Hobbes's Leviathan. The facts revealed by the
latter, however, were ignored by political scientists on most occasions, seemingly undermining, if not
miscounting the freedom of individual, which Hobbes lays an impetus on, which is why, there arouse the need
for shedding some light, with more clarity, upon the part of this philosopher that defends the liberty of

individuals, which falls weak beside his thoughts defending the order, as well.
LEVIATHAN’S SWORD AND THE SOCIAL ORDER

The word "Leviathan", which Hobbes used in the sense of an absolute state, is a Hebrew word for "sea
monster" (giant-dragon). Describing the state with the expression "Leviathan" which is also mentioned in many
parts of the Old Testament, Hobbes gave the state the name "mortal God" and wanted to sacred the state by
also using religious motifs (Emeklier, 2011: 109). His desire to sanctify the state stems from the desire to
elevate the state on solid foundations not his belief in religion. According to Hobbes, people transfer their right
to use power and wealth to the state by subordinating their will to someone else's will. The same transfer of
rights to sovereign power of other people in society causes the ruling power to set rules that will create fear to
unite all people in the same direction. The union that formed this way is called state (civitas) (Hobbes, 2014:

83).

The state's existence depends on the existence of the human community, territorial integrity and sovereignty.
Plato is the first thinker to express the ideal state of society and governence with the concept of the state.
According to Oppenheimer, the states were born with the development of tribes resulting in the taking of one
group under the auspicious of another group. In "Leviathan", Hobbes explained the birth of the state by the
social contract and law of nature (Capar and Yildirim, 2012: 2). Hobbes bases the mandatory existence of state
on two assumptions: law of nature and the social contract. By determining the reasons for the conflicts that

have arisen between people after birth, for the sake of building a compulsory state structure to bring peace

442 Bagci, i. (2018). Understanding Of Sovereignty in the Establishment of Social Order and Freedom of the
Individual According to Thomas Hobbes, International Journal Of Eurasia Social Sciences, Vol: 9, Issue: 31, pp.
(440-463).



UOESS Year: 9, Vol:9, Issue: 31 MARCH 2018

and harmony to the individuals, he has determined the duties and responsibilities of the state as well as the

individuals

Locke states that in the state of nature, man can not harm someone else's life, liberty, property or any part of
his body unless his own safety is put at risk. He speaks of a life of nature that is safe, peaceful and that has
individual freedom (Emeklier, 2011: 114). However, according to Hobbes, there is an equality in the "human's
natural state". The state of nature is the most free state of human beings because it does not contain social or
normative constraints on human action (Hobbes, 2007: 96-97). In this case, the equal right of everyone on the

same desired thing will bring along people into conflict with each other, the continuity of the war and chaos.

In accordance with the laws of nature, every human being has the right to do everything he wants, even has
the right to influence another person's body as long as he can. For this reason no one is safe. In the state of
nature, human beings usage of means such as competition, insecurity and greed has created a belief in Hobbes'

mind that a state is needed to create a sustainable social organization (Kalemaj, 2017: 69).

People who live in fear of death, loneliness, poverty, short and wild life in the state of nature have found to
limit the "laws of nature" to the laws of society to live in peace instead of a life in which goods and lives are not
protected and there is no justice and property (Hobbes, 2007: 96,106). People, in fact, have a manipulative and
confrontational natural life. However, they saw that making a rational choice to give up their unlimited
freedom through their minds, handing all the authority and power to a sovereign would be to everyone's
benefit (Williams, 1996: 220). Although the penal system that the sovereignty provided to protect people in the
state of nature is a situation that weakens the formation of the state by bringing the people together (Carvalho,
2015: 8), people have established a state and passed into a civilized society with a contract they have done
among themselves, by transferring all their rights to a sovereign which is not a part of contract in order to
overcome all the negativities of the state of nature. For this reason, fear in state of nature will be the fear of

the state from now on, with everyone transferring all its power to a single sovereign.

Hobbes' social philosophy is based on the principles of "selfishness", "individualism" and "utilitarianism".
Contrary to Pufendorf's philosophy, according to Hobbes' philosophy, the moral values of people in state of
nature are not a matter. For this reason, in an environment where morality is not valid, man is guided by his
own egos and personal interests (Kalemaj, 2017: 69). According to Hobbes, people's contact with each other
comes from either their desire to meet their mutual needs or pursue their glory and fame. For this reason the
formation of society emerges not as the product of friendships but self-love (Hobbes, 2014: 24). In line with

this understanding, people form friendships and social rules in order to fulfill their own wishes.

According to Hobbes, the financial and social resources to meet people's desires and wishes are limited.
People's selfishness, power, wealth, and unending desires are enough reasons to make a conflict and war with
their competitors (Hartz and Nielsen, 2015: 12). For this reason, Hobbes believes that the state, which is the

dominant power that can constantly control nature in order to ensure social confidence and minimize conflicts,
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should have absolute dominance (Hobbes, 2007: 153-154, 179-180). "This obligation will continue as long as
the state is subject to the contract and performs its duty. A person can protect his own life, he has the right to
self-defense. National has the freedom to do or not to do if the sovereign does not rule. The duty of the
nationals to the state continues as long as the state protects them. If the king ceases to rule, the nationals will

return to absolute natural freedom "(Sahin and Dogan, 2017: 347).

The state's being existent as an asset shows that people who are in the nature have given up on harmful
actions against each other. Hobbes states in De Cive that in the state of nature, each person has a desire to
harm each other, even if that desire does not have the same intensity (Hobbes, 2014: 26). For this reason, the
objective of the state in the Leviathan is to provide individual security that can not be achieved by law of
nature. Justice, equality, modesty, equity and compassion are concepts that drift men to take side, to be
arrogant and to get revenge where there is no sovereign power (Hobbes, 2007: 127-128). For this reason, it
should be necessary that the state, which is the sovereign power, must demonstrate the necessity of the sword
for social order in line with need. In social events, the disproportionate force exerted by the security forces in
their interventions is described as excessive pressure on freedoms for some. However, according to Hobbes'
state mentality, any act made to overthrow the sovereign power, to shake authority justifies the punishment of
people for not complying with the rules of social contract. Because the ruling power should never share the
authority of the state for the continuation of the state, and the peace and comfort of its citizens. The state
authority that Hobbes deems necessary actually originates from the desire to preserve the individual's

existence and the right to life.

According to Hobbes, those who are not satisfied with states’ ruling define monarchy as tyranny, aristocracy as
oligarchy, democracy as anarchy (Hobbes, 2007: 471). The fact that monarchic governments have only one
power, the identification of the interests of the sovereign with the interests of the people, monarchs’ getting
the opinions of those who he trust whenever and whereever he wants makes the monarchy to be the best
management style. In aristocracy and democracy, on the other hand, the welfare of the people is directly
affected by harmful opinions, illegal acts and internal disturbence. In the form of these two administrations,
people in management are always jealous, talk and argue in the direction of their interests, so disturbence is a

never ending problem (Hobbes, 2007: 139-141).

According to Hobbes' "social contract”, the cause of the contract between the parties is to ensure the safety of
life and property. For this reason, Leviathan's sharp teeth will provide social order, either bring people’s - those
who see infinite freedom in himself, and those who want to carry nature's laws solely for their own benefit -
swords to their kins by making them conform to social contracts, or by hurting their lives with a sharp and

strong state (enforcement of laws).
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ABSOLUTE AUTHORITY - CONDITION OF BEING A SOVEREIGN STATE

Sovereignty; may be represented by a person, the minority or the majority of the people. According to Hobbes,
if the sovereign power is absolute, continuous and indivisible and no sovereignty is shared with any other
power will ensure the state’s survival. The dismissal of all authorities but state in the treaty concluded during
thirty-year wars in Europe is accepted as the beginning of the state's acknowledgement as the sovereign power

(Philpott, 1995: 353-368).

The state ensures that it is obeyed, by its compelling power and its authority arising from the the consent of
the rulers. There are two ways for the state to gain sovereignty. Among them the first one is the "acquired
state" which can be obtained by using force by sword against those who oppose the administration,
slaughtering it if necessary and pushing them to accept its own administration. The second way of sovereignty
is the "political state", which is a contractual state, in which people must voluntarily agree to a person or board
with the thought of establishing their own security (Hobbes, 2007: 130). Nowadays, there are governments
acting with the understanding of a political state looking acquired state that combines these two forms of
government. In the form of this political administration, it is often the case that the forces, thoughts or
organizations that act contrary to their own ideologies are destroyed by the power of the state and these

policies are carried out as a cover for the state interest.

The primary task of the sovereign is primarily to ensure the safety and happiness of the people. In order to do
this, the people should be taught by the ruler that they do not love more the ruling of the other countries and
that they do not adhere to any other powers and admire the behaviors of any kind of power. In addition it
should be taught that the people should not be unfair, cunning, bullying and not objecting to the law and

sovereign, should not leave the need of citizens to anyone (Hobbes, 2007: 237-243).

In terms of instability and uncertainty, human ethics is in a tendency to prevent the risk arising from relativism.
According to this approach, the inability of individuals to form appropriate and clear rules for themselves
individually leads to an obligation of the gathering of all authority in one power (Kalemaj, 2017: 70). According
to Hobbes, if the brute force of sword is not shown, the agreements made are merely a promise, and one can
not feel secure (Hobbes, 2007: 127). The absence of an established power, or the inability of the government to
adequately provide security will ensure that everyone defends himself against other people, with his own

strength and cunning, and all actions will be legitimate.

According to Hobbes, the sovereign can not be objected. It is the sovereign's control to take the necessary
precautions for peace and defense of the people in its nationality and to decide what ideas should be taught to
the citizens. The sovereign power is obliged to judge citizens and to listen to disputes and to resolve them in a
fair manner and to control them by giving physical and monetary punishments to prevent nationals from
harming the state. The sovereign rewards people with goods, property, money, glory and fame to encourage

people to serve the state. For the continuity of the power, it is imperative that the reward and punishment be
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distributed in the sense of rights and justice. The power of the sovereign can never be destroyed unless it
renounces itself because it is constant and indivisible. The power and honor of the nationals disappear in the

presence of dominant power (Hobbes, 2007: 134-137).

Political approaches that embrace Hobbes' understanding of sovereignty are, in part, against the structure of a
democratic society. In democratic societies,while intervening in the ways of life and thoughts of the nationals is
unfit, Hobbes stands with the idea that the state should even regulate what would be taught to nationalities.
Although the education system is regulated by the state, the intervention of the whole mind of the nationals is

unacceptable in modern democratic societies.

Hobbes expressed sovereignty in Leviathan as the sole proprietor of using force, and implied that the sovereign
was limited from any restrictions. All the acts of the sovereign were seen to be legitimate because they were
done by its nationals’ compassion even if they fear. For this reason, all power is legitimate and the expression
"abuse of power" is a meaningless charge (Erdogan, 2004: 354). Because that the contract is made between
nationals, a person or organization chosen as sovereign does not have any liability to its nationals (Hobbes,
2007: 132, CGapar and Yildirim, 2012: 9-11). Hence the authority given by people is a sign of will and
responsibility, the responsibility is entirely belongs to the parties because of existing social contract (Hobbes,
2007: 132, Kalemaj, 2017: 70). As the parties are between the citizen and the citizen, and because it is not done
with the state, people can not have the right to object to sovereign, otherwise the punishment is required.
According to this view, the fact that the state is not a party to the treaty and people accept the domination of a
person or group with their own will shows that people are willing to accept eveything done by sovereign under

all circumstances and these are legitimate.

Hobbes, who has drawn the line for duty to obey the sovereign only through "security", stresses that the
expectation of autonomy in the state is empty where security is not provided. Hobbes who states that a
person's right to protect his or her own life is a right that can not be transferred at all; otherwise, social
contract will lose all meaning, Hobbes underlines that everyone has "the right to resist" or "freedom of

disobedience" to protect his or her life, whatever the circumstances (Sahin, Dogan, 2017, 347).

According to the law of nature, every human being has absolute freedom in terms of protecting his / her
freedom of life. In line with this goal, he/her exercises law of nature by acting with his/her own strength,
reason and judgment (Kalemaj, 2017: 68). According to Hobbes, the right to life and security of the individual is
the right they bring with them when they form society, and the right to property is formed together with the
state (Capar and Yildirrm, 2012: 18). In accordance with the social contract, people have agreed to obey an
authority where they will guarantee peace, integrity and trust for themselves by giving up their natural
freedom in the direction of their minimum interests (Kalemaj, 2017: 70). For this reason, the state has to
provide the right to life, property right and life safety of the individual. Where the individual's right to life and
safety are not provided, the state's sovereignty over the individual has become unacceptable. While this is true

for Hobbes, this aspect of Hobbes is often overlooked.
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FREEDOM OF LIFE OF THE INDIVIDUAL VS. THE STATE'S ABSOLUTE FREEDOM

The concept of liberation from the Latin word "Libertas" is expressed in English by the concepts of "liberty" and
"freedom". Freedom can be defined as the determination of actions and options by self-determination without
any external constraint, oppression and limitation (Thiselton 2002: 107), unobstruction of the behavior of the

individual due to any prerequisite or law or undetermination of his/her abandonment (Plantinga, 2002: 29).

Thomas Hobbes' theory of politics is an important starting point for liberal legal systems as much as it is in
modern political societies in terms of the normative importance of individual freedoms and equality. Hobbes'
relation to liberal tradition is based both on individual freedoms and on the conceptualization of contemporary
criminal systems by the sovereign state (Carvalho, 2015: 1-32). According to Hobbes, freedom is what the
individual wants to do to the extent of his power and intelligence, without any obstacles, but Hobbes have
claimed that the true freedom belongs to the state (Hobbes, 2007: 92, 155). Although the state seems to
possess the rightful freedom, it is the power that prevents other individual from intervening in the freedom of
the individual. This power is the only adress that has the right to intervene to the individual in order to assure

the order.

Hobbes, advocating the principle of "You can do anything that the law does not prohibit", has adopted liberal
view in this respect. Hobbes is indicated as liberal both by C. B. Macpherson and by Leo Strauss, Michel Villey,

Francois Rangeon and R. Capitant (Sahin, Dogan, 2017, 339).

According to solid determinants, the behavior of an individual is determined by facts and events, however
there is no determination in the universe according to libertarians. Free behavior is shaped by internal reasons,
depending on the individual's desire, will, and hope (Hasker, 1989: 67). Determination and freedom can be
found together in the understanding of the self-reliant freedom. The freedom of the individual is not
completely unlimited, the boundaries are determined by the individual's own nature, not from the outside
(Taliaferro and Marty, 2010: 49). Philosophers such as Hobbes, Locke, Hume, and Mill are considered moderate
determinist thinkers. According to these philosophers, it is accepted that there is no obligation for free act that
it will be fulfilled physically or psychologically, and actions can also take place depending on the character,
experience and other internal reasons of the person. In the concept of self-reliant freedom, the actions of the
individual are based on the principle of choosing and acting the best according to his/her nature and situation

(Simsek, 2017: 13-14).

Liberalism has tried to protect the individual against the arbitrary behavior of the state, with the understanding
of the constitutional state, instead of the holy state understanding of Hegelian understanding (Cosgrove, 1980:
84). According to Hegelian tradition, the state is a political institution that produces its own legitimacy. This
approach opposes liberalism's suggestion that "well-organized society should be based on the concept of
individual rights and freedoms" (Akan, 2011: 24). Hayek argues that individual freedoms can only live under the

assurance of law, in fact, people are not subject to the will of others and are free when they are adhered to the
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law in the meaning of the general abstract rules (Hayek, 1976: 153). Hobbes is a philosopher who strongly
advocates the monarch state. According to him, the promise of the state is the law, and the sovereign does not
have to obey the law. It is emphasized that only the freedom of the individual may be in the framework of the
laws, and in the case of the right to life, the individual can defend his freedom against the law (Hobbes, 2007:
157, 191). In the understanding of the modern constitutional state, the intervention of power in the private
sphere of the individual is confronted as a factor to initiate the conflict (Akan, 2011: 25). It should not be
forgotten that the environment of chaos and conflict will increase because modern democratic political
politicians will act for the sake of their own interests with the understanding of the acquired state, which will
cause more interference with the restraint of the fundamental rights and freedoms of the individual and the

private sphere.

Those who are given the freedom to do whatever they want to do with internal emotions, can not imagine how
they will harm others while doing selfish and unquestioning behaviors which are beneficial to him and which
will increase his happiness (Hobbes, 2007: 92-93). The reason for this according to Hobbes is that there is no
moral, legal or socially normative restriction on our behaviours towards desire and will in state of nature (Hartz
and Nielsen, 2015: 12; Hobbes, 2007: 96,106). Thus Hobbes argued that the absolute freedom of the state is

unquestionable, as long as it does not harm the freedom of the individual in life.

Thinkers such as Hobbes, Locke and Rousseau are of the opinion that despite the fact that people are equal and
free when they are born, in state of nature their freedoms are transferred to the sovereign power through
social contracts in the direction of insecurity, fear of death and the desire to acquire ownership (Akan, 2011:
28-29). Individuals protected by the sovereignty guarantee the protection of individual freedoms for everyone's
common interest through the social contract (Carvalho, 2015: 13). According to Hobbes, equality brings with it
insecurity and war because humans are hypothetically born equal together when they are born. It is thought
that Hobbes assessed the equality of people at birth in terms of their mental abilities rather than their physical
characteristics (Hartz and Nielsen, 2015: 11-12). Man, by nature, knows himself better mentally and recognize

everyone's satisfaction from its part as an indicator of equality (Hobbes, 2007: 93).

Peoples’ being equal in every way means that their freedom is unlimited. The limitlessness of the freedoms
causes them to think that they can get everything they want, as they want, to create an atmosphere of
insecurity and ultimately to war and chaos. The absence of a sovereign power to keep people together in peace
is a reason enough for individuals to attack each other by their selfish nature (Hobbes, 2007: 95-96). Because
the weakness of the sovereign have finished the people’s contract against sovereign, "man becomes a wolf to
man" circumstance occurs. The unlimited freedom of the individual leads everyone to the feeling of everything
alone. As everyone sees itself as a more valuable entity he/she expects the other person to see it like that.

Otherwise, people will be destroying each other and harming each other.

Hobbes links the reason why people fight against each other, to competition, insecurity, and passion of being

supreme, exist from the natural state. (Hobbes, 2007: 94; Hobbes, 2014: 80). People who unite in a state of
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nature and transfer their sovereignty to a single power, now obliges them to comply with the laws and
contractual rules that a single power will make about themselves. The right to use force is given to a 'one', ie
the sovereign one, a constant inequality between the sovereign and nationals is created instead of the unstable
equality (Agaogullari and Koker, 2009: 214). According to Hobbes, man can not have an absolute freedom, but
he can freely choose the actions permitted by law to be done only with the help of his mind. Man accepts his
actions as a necessity for reason, and free from the perspective of turning into act. Although Hobbes is not free
in human choice, he has expressed whether or not he is free to do the next move as "freedom despite
everything", (Karagézoglu, 2006: 220-221). According to Locke's social contract, the individual has freedom of
disobedience if the state violates security, and the individual can not protect his rights and freedoms. St.
Thomas d'Aquin is also stands with the freedom of the people's uprising, if the government is seized with

tyranny, or if the sovereign power, which is the legitimate power, deviates to the persecution. (Akan, 2011: 25).

According to Hobbes, the individual can not have a complete and unconditional submission to the
administration. Citizens have the freedom to respond to attacks against them according to the limits set by the
laws. But if the sovereign power gives the order to terminate the life activity of the individual, then the
freedom of the citizen to not obey the commands will be revealed. Where the ruler does not set the rules by
law, the individual has the freedom to act according to his wishes (Carvalho, 2015: 7). According to Hobbes, the
way for people to find peace and rest can be provided by the transfer of all natural freedoms to the
government. However, it is imperative that they retain some of their freedom against the oppression of the
sovereign (Hobbes, 2007: 13; Agaogullari and Kéker, 2009: 194). In this sense, individuals should be obliged to
take refuge in the shadow of the sword of the ruling power because they are afraid of the attacks of other
people, and on the other hand they must keep their freedom in the hands for the fear of sovereigns’ taking the

rights to live, from their hands.

CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

A state or commonwealth is an artificial creation that emerges with acquisition of the multitude, territorial
integrity and sovereignty. According to Oppenheimer, the formation of states took place with domination of
tribes by other tribes. On the other hand, creation of a state is justified with occasions of self-insufficiency of a
person by Plato, or with the consistent human will for acquiring what they consider as best by Aristotle, and
with the continual fear of chaos, wars and violent death caused by everyone's exercise of their liberties in equal

conditions, them being best described with the term "condition of mere nature" by Hobbes.

According to Hobbes, in the state of nature, where laws do not exist, the notions of injustice, unlawfulness and
the measure of good and the evil become obsolete. Since, the right of each to all things appraised as most
desirable will invite serious conflict and a perpetual state of war. Locke, on the other hand, insists that, in the
state of nature, insured would be a safe life in peace with individual liberty. He opines that wars and chaos may
only occur if a person puts his own security at risk. Unlike his contemporary Pufendorf, Hobbes believes that

the moral values and judgements of people worth not, in the state of nature. This is why, human actions are
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guided by human ego a personal interests, in the state of nature which obliterates moral values. According to
Hobbes's view of social philosophy, people form into a commonwealth with the sense of "selfishness",
"individualism" and "utilitarianism". Therefore, people seek for the interests they except to obtain from the
target, rather than love, when setting friendly relations with others. Hobbes opines that in the state of nature,
people's personal ever-lasting desires and egoism constitute the sufficient grounds for a declaration of war.
And Hobbes concludes the only way to get out of this situation would be to erect an absolute common
sovereign that may reduce all their Wills, by plurality of voices, as the ultimate possessor of such combined,

indivisible and exclusive power.

The sovereign is formed with the conferral by people of all their power and strength upon one Man, or upon
one Assembly of Men, representing one united power. The State is entitled to legislate enforce and adjudicate,
even if that requires use of coercive power. Any state seeking for absolute authority should show its subjects
how to live, what to think, which books to read, and even, teach those, among them, who are willing to receive
knowledge, on how to use such power. Furthermore, the sovereign should teach its people not to sympathise
or favour or adopt the government of foreign countries or put loyalties on religious groups or powers other
than the sovereign by appreciation or otherwise and oversee and fetch for all their needs so that they may not
become prone to any other person. Such government to arise by Unity of people under a social contact which
holds all covenants of people against each other should treat all people equally and set fearsome rules against
those who refuse to admit submission to the communal rules set, even by coercive force, if the need be. It
follows from this that a state in the thoughts of Hobbes may never be or behave bad or do unjust things. To
him, an individual may not be free in the absence of a government. If the state is or behaves bad and does or
subdues actions that are considered unjust or unfair, then the social contract is breached, which case both

entitles and empowers the individuals to invoke and exercise their right of self-defence and preservation.

In Hobbes's view, members of the commonwealth who are not satisfied with the governance of the sovereign
may not attempt a change in the form of government, nor leave or quit citizenship, nor criticise the sovereign
power, nor act or get involved in actions aimed at punishing the sovereign, as they have transferred all their
rights to the state in advance and at once. All actions of the sovereign power which comes to rule upon consent
and concord of all are construed as having been agreed in advance. In a manner of speaking, Hobbes may be
said to view the empowerment of the sovereign by majority of people as sufficient for justifying the latter’s
actions or inactions at any time during discretionary exercise of rule by the same. Consequently, the subjects
are by definition and in essence deprived of any right to dislike the manner of governance adopted and
implemented by the ruler. Some people among the multitude will definitely resist or defy the system,
regardless of the sovereign's being a monarch, aristocrat or democrat. These people define monarchy as
analogous with tyranny, aristocracy with oligarchy and democracy with anarchy. Hobbes, on the other hand,
views the monarchic government amongst these alternative methods of rule as the absolute power for so long
the interests of the sovereign and the multitude are identical and to the extent that the monarch interchanges

information with people whom he trusts as, when and where he may deem fit or desirable. Besides, according
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to Hobbes, in either Aristocracy or democracy, people assuming roles in government would become prideful,
spiteful, partial, envious, jealous and always protect their own interests and hold discussions. This is why,

disturbance is an endless problem in either types of government.

Both Locke and Hobbes acknowledge the right of an individual to disobedience, at times and on occasions
where the state fails to provide for his or her personal safety, by mandate of the social contract. Civil
insurrection is also viewed as legitimate by Saint Thomas d'Aquin, if the rule is taken over by tyrants or the
legitimate sovereign chooses or authorises the use of brutal force. Hobbes on the other hand, limits the liberty
of subjects only with those not specifically forbidden by the sovereign. However, as many philosophers, Hobbes
also states that a person may act in complete liberty in the event that their lives are threatened and/or
endangered. Moreover, the subjects are naturally entitled to defence of themselves, their families and relatives
against all acts of aggression, even if performed on order of the sovereign. Although the sovereign power is
absolute and unlimited, the people's inalienable right to self defence and preservation is not transferable. This
is because that the social contract is built upon the right to live. As termination of the contract would annul and
invalidate all covenants, it becomes mandatory for a person to revert to the conditions of mere nature, in order

to protect and defend his self and preservation against orders either delimiting or restricting his right to live.

451 Bagci, i. (2018). Understanding Of Sovereignty in the Establishment of Social Order and Freedom of the
Individual According to Thomas Hobbes, International Journal Of Eurasia Social Sciences, Vol: 9, Issue: 31, pp.
(440-463).



UOESS Year: 9, Vol:9, Issue: 31 MARCH 2018

THOMAS HOBBES’A GORE TOPLUMSAL DUZENIN KURULMASINDA EGEMENLIK
ANLAYISI VE BIiREYiN 6ZGURLUGU

ikram BAGCI
Doktora Odrencisi, Istanbul Medeniyet Universitesi-Siyaset Bilimi ve Kamu Yénetimi
bagcikram@gmail.com
ORCID Numarasi: 0000-0002-7044-7022

Received: 15.11.2017 Accepted: 16.03.2018

0z

Tarih boyunca birgok siyaset felsefecisi devlet, egemenlik ve 6zgirlik anlayisi Gizerine birbirinden
farkl fikirler yraterek toplumsal diizenin olusturulmasina aracilik etmistir. Thomas Hobbes 1588-
1679 yillari arasinda yasamis, “doga yasasl” ve “toplum sozlesmesi” tipolojileriyle ulus devlet
anlayisinin temellerini olusturan siyaset felsefecilerinden birisidir. Hobbes, insanin dogdugundaki
esit ve mutlak 6zgir halinin, bitmek bilmeyen san, sohret, arzu ve istekleri nedeniyle devaml
savas haline neden oldugunu ileri sirmistir. Doga durumundaki insanin giivenlik ve haklarinin
korunmasi karsiliginda tim 6zgurliiklerini tek ve mutlak egemen glice devretmelerinin herkese
fayda saglayacagi distincesindedir. Hobbes, devletin mutlak 6zgurligiine karsi bireyin sadece
yasam hakki 6zgurligini 6n plana ¢ikarmistir. Devletin yaptigi hicbir seyden sorumlu olmamasina
karsin, bireylerin devletin bir ve butlinlGgl icin onun buyruklarini kayitsiz ve sartsiz yerine
getirmesini benimseyen Hobbes, kilicin zoru gosterilmedikge ahitlerin sdzlerden ibaret kalacagini
ifade ederek toplumsal duzensizlige karsi Leviathan’in kilicinin keskin ve sorumsuz olmasini
vurgulamistir. Bu cercevede Thomas Hobbes’un devlet, egemenlik ve bireye yonelik diisiinceleri
ile ilgili literatlir taramasi yapilmis olup Hobbes’un egemenlik anlayisinin yaninda arka planda
kalan bireyin 6zgirligline yonelik verdigi 6nem bu calismayla gosterilmek istenmistir. Hobbes’un
gelenekei ve mutlakiyetci devlet yapisinin kati savunucusu oldugu agiktir. Lakin Hobbes’un bu
disiincesi devletin gorevini yerine getirip sézlesmeye sadik kaldigi muddetce gecerli oldugu
unutulmaktadir. Devlet, gorevini yerine getirmez ve sdzlesmeye tabi olmazsa birey kendini ve
haklarini korumakla gorevlidir. Bu galismada devletin egemenliginin devami igin devletin bireye
karsi sorumluluklari Hobbes agisindan irdelenecektir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, Egemenlik, Ozgiirliik
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Modern devlet anlayisinin ortaya cikisi, on Uglincli ve on yedinci ylizyillarda Kuzeybati Avrupa’da gerceklesen
sanayilesmeyle, dinin etkisinden kurtularak akhn devreye girmesiyle ve feodal toplumun yerini kapitalist
toplumun almasi ile baslamistir. Bu dénemde yasayan Thomas Hobbes, modern ulus devlet anlayisinin
olusumuna buyuk katkilari olan filozoflarindandir. Hobbes’a goére toplumu olusturan bireyler esit bir sekilde
dogarlar, ancak zamanla kendi gikarlarini her seyin Ustinde tuttuklari icin tam bir huzur ve baris imkansiz hale
gelir. Hobbes, bu durumu “insan insanin kurdudur (homo homini lupus).” deyisiyle agiklamistir (Hobbes, 2007:

11).

“Hobbes, yonetim modelinde Tanri ile olan bagi keser ve kralin, Tanri’'nin emirlerine bagh olmadigini belirterek
tam tersi dinin devlete ve krala bagh ve bagimli oldugunu vurgular. Hobbes, bu yéniyle moderndir ve devleti de
modern olarak gosteren bir filozoftur. “Yasayl Tanri yapmaz, yasay! insan yapar, bu insan kraldir, kral Tanr’'nin
emirleriyle bile sinirh degildir” diyen Hobbes, “modern laik devletin” profilini olusturan ve géz 6niine koyan ilk

disindrdar” (Sahin ve Dogan: 2017: 334).

“Hobbes, siyasal iktidarin kilisede degil de, kralda olmasini ister. ingiltere’deki catisma ortamindan iktidarin tek
elde yani kralda toplanmasiyla cikilabilecegini dustnir. Clinki Hobbes,  bir burjuva distnitriadir ve
burjuvazinin kodlariyla distince ve ¢6ziim Uretmistir (Sahin, Dogan; 2017, 334). Bunlara ragmen Hobbes’un bir
ateist oldugunu séylemek dogru degildir. O Tanriya inanir, onun istedigi Tanrisal faktorlerin kralin egemenligini

sarsmamasi gerektigidir”’ (Sahin ve Dogan: 2017: 348).

insan davranislarini mekanik materyalist acidan izah etmeye calisan Hobbes, insanlarin “istekler” ve
“nefretler”le hareket eden birer makine oldugunu distnur. Bu istekler ve nefretler insan dogasinda bulunan
rekabet, glivensizlik, san ve seref hislerini ortaya ¢ikartarak kavga ve micadeleye neden olur (Hobbes, 2007:
94). Doga durumunda insanlar, tek baslarina hem givenliklerini hem de ihtiyaglarini karsilayamayacaklarini
anladiklari icin baris ve huzur dolu bir yasama ulagsmanin yolunu birbirine karsi sozlesme olusturarak devlet
sistemini meydana getirmekte bulmuslardir. Bu sézlesme geregince insanlar doga yasalarini uygulatacak

egemen glicli segerek tiim haklarini egemen giice devretmis olurlar.

insanlar kendi davranis ve kisiliklerine gére mutlu bir hayat yasamak ve bunu giivence altina almak isteyen
varliklardir. Bu nedenle 6zgirliglini bozacak her tirli sebebe karsi bitmek bilmeyen ve elde ettigiyle de
yetinmeyen bir gii¢c arzusundadirlar. insanlarin doga durumundaki giivensiz bir ortamda birbirini yok etmeye
calismasi ve gucla bir gikar catismasinin yasanmasi (Kalemaj, 2017: 68), giigsiiz insanlarin kendilerini korumalari
icin ortak bir glice itaatini zorunlu kilmistir (Hobbes, 2007: 132). Aristoteles gibi Hobbes’da en iyi yonetim
seklinin vatandaslarin yasalara uygun olarak davrandiklari ve toplumsal diizenin saglanmasi adina her tirld
tedbiri alabilmenin mimkin oldugu monarsiye dayali yonetimlerde olabilecegi goriisiindedir (Hobbes, 2007:

139-140).
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insanlarin mutlak 6zgirliigi, kisinin kendi istekleri dogrultusunda hareket edebilmesi ve yaptigi herhangi bir
eyleme karsl higbir sekilde kendisine miidahale edilmemesidir. Bununla birlikte eski ¢aglardan beri filozoflar ve
teologlar ozgurlikler (izerine gelistirdikleri kuramlarda insanlarin kimi zaman iclerinden geldigi gibi
yasamalarini, kimi zaman da icten ya da distan gelen belirlenimlere gore hareket etmelerini dnermislerdir. Bu
¢alismada da Hobbes’un doga yasasi ve toplum sozlesmesi baglaminda egemenlik ve 6zgurlik kavramlarn
Gzerine fikirleri incelenecektir. Birgok diisiinir yasanin yasaklamadigi her seyi bireyin yapabilecegi gériisiinden
dolayi Hobbes'u liberal olarak tanimlamistir (Akal, 1995:105). Hobbes’un her ne kadar diizeni kurma adina kati
goruslere sahip olmasinin yaninda bireyin 6zglrligiini de dnemseyen bir yaninin oldugu bu calisma ile ortaya

konmak istenmistir.

METOD

Bu calismada Hobbes'un devlet, egemen gl ve 6zglrlik anlayisi; “Toplumsal dizenin saglanmasi icin devlet
glicinuin gosterilmesi zorunludur,” “Devletin tek egemen gii¢ olmasi icin mutlak hakimiyeti sarttir”, “Bireyin
baris ve huzur icinde 6zglir yasamasi icin devletin mutlak 6zgurlGgi taninmahdir” séylemleri dogrultusunda
bilimsel calismalar ve Hobbes’un Leviathan isimli eseri literatlir tarama yontemiyle arastirilmistir. Bunun
yaninda Hobbes, her ne kadar diizeni ve otoriteyi dnemsese de bireyin 6zgirligine de vurgu yapmistir. Ama
¢ogu zaman bu durum siyaset bilimciler tarafindan goz ardi edilmistir, bireyin 6zgirligi Hobbes icin dnemlidir,
onun dizeni savunan gorislerinden dolayi zayif kalan bireyin 6zgirligini savunan tarafini da ortaya koymak

gerekmektedir.
LEVIATHAN’IN KILICI VE TOPLUMSAL DUZEN

Hobbes’un mutlak devlet anlaminda kullandig “Leviathan” sézciigi, ibranice bir kelime olup “su canavari” (dev-
ejderha)’ni ifade etmektedir. Eski Ahid’in bircok yerinde de gecen “Leviathan” ifadesi ile devleti tasvir eden
Hobbes, devlete “6limli Tanri” adini vermis ve dini motiflerden de yararlanarak devleti kutsal kilmak istemistir
(Emeklier, 2011: 109). Devleti kutsal kilmak istemesi dine olan inancindan degil devletin saglam temeller
Ustlinde yukselmesini istemesinden kaynaklanir. Hobbes’e gbre insanlar kendi istencini baskasinin istencine tabi
kilarak ona giiclini ve zenginligini kullanma hakkini devretmis olur. Toplum iginde diger insanlarinda ayni
sekilde haklarini egemen glice devretmesi egemen gliciin bitin insanlari ayni dogrultuda birlestirmek igin
korku olusturacak kurallar koymasina sebep olur. Bu sekilde teskil etmis birlik, devlet (civitas) olarak adlandirilir

(Hobbes, 2014: 83).

Devletin varhigi insan toplulugu, tlke ya da toprak bitinligl ve egemenligin olmasina baghdir. Devlet kavrami
ile ideal bir toplum ve yonetim seklini ifade eden ilk disliniir Platon’dur. Oppenheimer’a gore de devletler,
kabilelerin gelismesi ile bir grubun diger grubu himayesine almasiyla dogmustur. Hobbes, “Leviathan” adl
eserinde devletin dogusunu toplum sozlesmesi ve doga yasasi teorisiyle agiklamistir (Capar ve Yildirim, 2012:2).
Hobbes devletin zorunlu varligini doga yasasi ve toplum sozlesmesi gibi iki varsayim Uzerine temellendirmistir.

insan, dogduktan sonra diger insanlarla arasinda meydana gelen catismalarin sebeplerini belirleyerek, zorunlu
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bir devlet yapisini olusturmanin bireylere baris ve huzuru getirmesi adina devletin de bireylerin de lzerine

diisen gorev ve sorumluluklarini tespit etmistir.

Locke, doga durumunda insanin kendi glvenligi tehlikeye atilmadigi siirece baskasinin cani, 6zgirlGgi, mah ya
da viicudunun herhangi bir yerine zarar veremeyecegini bildirir. Glvenli, baris ve bireysel 6zgurligiin oldugu bir
doga yasamindan bahseder (Emeklier, 2011: 114). Hobbes’a gore ise “insanin dogal durumu”nda bir esitlik s6z
konusudur. Doga hali, insan eylemi lzerinde sosyal veya normatif kisitlamalar icermedigi icin bir insanin en
6zgiir oldugu durumdur. (Hobbes, 2007: 96-97). Bu durumda arzulanan ayni sey lizerinde herkesin esit hakkinin

olmasi, insanlarin birbiriyle gekismesini, savas halinin surekliligini ve kaosu beraberinde getirecektir.

Doga yasalar geregi, her insan istedigi her seyi hatta baska bir insanin gévdesinin Gzerinde bile glici yettigi
siirece etki yapma hakki bulunur. Bu nedenle hicbir kimsenin giivenligi s6z konusu degildir. Doga durumundaki
insanin yasamak igin rekabet, giivensizlik, aggozliiliik gibi yollari kullanmasi, Hobbes’un zihninde sirdirulebilir

bir sosyal organizasyon yaratilmasi icin bir devlete ihtiya¢ oldugu kanaatini olusturmustur (Kalemaj, 2017: 69).

Doga durumunda 6lim korkusu, yalnizlik, yoksulluk, kisa ve vahsi bir hayat siiren insanlar, mal ve canlarinin
korunmadigl ayrica adalet ve miilkiyetin olmadigi bir hayat yerine baris igerisinde yasamanin yolunu “doga
yasalar’”ni toplum yasalariyla sinirlamakta bulmuslardir (Hobbes, 2007: 96,106). insanlar, aslinda ¢ikarci ve
catismaci bir dogal yasama sahiptir. Ancak, akillari araciligiyla rasyonel bir tercih yaparak sinirsiz
ozglrluklerinden vazgegmelerinin, bltin yetki ve gliclerini egemen bir giice devretmenin herkesin faydasina
olacagini gérmuslerdir (Williams, 1996: 220). Egemenin doga durumundaki insanlari korumasinda olusturdugu
ceza sistemi toplulugun bir araya gelerek devlet olusturmasini zayiflatan bir durum olmasina ragmen (Carvalho,
2015:8), insanlar doga durumunun tim olumsuzluklarinin giderilmesi icin kendi aralarinda yaptiklari bir
sozlesme ile tim haklarini sozlesmede taraf olmayan bir egemene siirekli bir sekilde devrederek devleti kurmus
ve uygar toplum durumuna gegmislerdir. Bu sebeple herkesin tiim giiclini tek bir egemene devretmesiyle doga

halindeki korkunun yerini artik devletten korku almis olacaktir.

Hobbes’un toplum felsefesi “bencillik”, “bireycilik” ve “faydacilik” ilkelerine dayanmaktadir. Pufendorf’'un
disincesine zit olarak Hobbes'un felsefesine gore doga durumunda insanlarin ahlaki degerlerinin bir 6nemi
yoktur. Bu nedenle ahlakin gecgerli olmadigi bir ortamda insan egosu ve kisisel ¢ikarlariyla yonlendirilmektedir
(Kalemaj, 2017:69). Hobbes’a gore insanlarin birbirleriyle temaslari ya karsilikh ihtiyaclarini gidermek ya da san
ve sohret pesinde kosma arzularindan ileri gelmektedir. Bu nedenle toplumun olusumu arkadashklarin degil
benlik sevgisinin Grlini olarak ortaya ¢ikar (Hobbes, 2014: 24). Bu anlayis dogrultusunda insan kendi arzularinin

yerine getirilmesi icin arkadaslk kurmakta ve toplumsal kurallari olusturmaktadir.

Hobbes’a gdre insanlarin arzu ve isteklerini karsilayacak maddi ve sosyal kaynaklar sinirlidir. insanlarin
bencillikleri, iktidar, zenginlik ve bitmeyen arzulari rakipleri ile stirekli bir catisma ve savasin olmasi icin yeterli
bir sebeptir (Hartz ve Nielsen, 2015: 12). Bu nedenle Hobbes, toplumsal glivenin saglanabilmesi, catismalarin en

aza indirilmesi icin dogayi strekli kontrol altinda tutabilecek egemen gii¢ olan devletin mutlak hakimiyete sahip
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olmasini zorunlu gérmektedir (Hobbes, 2007: 153-154, 179-180). “Bu zorunluluk devlet sozlesmeye tabi kalip
gorevini yaptigi middetce devam edecektir. Kisi kendi canini koruyabilir, mesru mudafaa hakki vardir.
Egemenin kural koymadigl durumlarda uyruk, yapma veya yapmama 06zglrligline sahiptir. Uyruklarin devlete
olan 6devi, devlet onlari korudukga devam eder. Kral, yonetimi birakirsa, uyruklar mutlak dogal 6zgiirlige geri

donerler” (Sahin ve Dogan: 2017: 347).

Devletin varlik kazanmasi doga durumunda bulunan insanlarin birbirlerine karsi zararli eylemlerden
vazgectiklerini gosterir. Hobbes, De Cive’de doga durumunda her insanin ayni siddette olmasa da birbirine zarar
verme istegi oldugunu ifade eder (Hobbes, 2014: 26). Bu nedenle, Leviathan’da gegen devletin amaci, dogal
hukukla elde edilemeyecek olan bireysel glivenligin saglanmasidir. Adalet, esitlik, algakgdnalltlik, hakkaniyet
ve merhamet egemen gliciin olmadigl yerde insani taraf tutmaya, kibirli olmaya ve 6¢ almaya sirikleyen
kavramlardir (Hobbes, 2007: 127-128). Bu nedenle egemen gii¢ olan devletin toplumsal dizen igin ihtiyag
nispetinde kilicin zorunu gostermesi gerekli gorGlmelidir. Toplumsal olaylarda guvenlik glclerinin
midahalelerinde uyguladiklari orantisiz glic uygulamalari kimileri icin 06zglrliklere asirt baski olarak
nitelendirilmektedir. Ancak, Hobbes’un devlet anlayisina gére otoritenin sarsilmasi egemen giciin devrilmesi
icin yapilan her turli hareket, insanlarin toplumsal sézlesme kurallarina uymamasi nedeniyle
cezalandirilmalarint hakh kilar. Clinkii egemen gig, devletin devami, uyrugundakilerin baris ve huzuru igin
otoritesini hi¢ kimseyle paylasmamalidir. Hobbes’un gerekli gordigii devlet otoritesi aslinda bireyin varligini ve

yasam hakkini koruma arzusundan kaynaklanmaktadir.

Hobbes’e gobre devlet yonetimlerinden memnun olmayanlar monarsiyi tiranlik, aristokrasiyi oligarsi,
demokrasiyi ise anarsi olarak tanimlarlar (Hobbes, 2007:471). Monarsik yoénetimlerde tek gliclin olmasi,
egemenin cikarinin halkin ¢ikariyla 6zdeglesmesi, monarkin giivendigi kimselerin fikrini istedigi yerde ve
zamanda almasi en iyi yonetim tarzi olmasina yol agar. Aristokrasi ve demokrasi de ise halkin refahi, zararh
gorislerden, yasal olmayan eylemlerden ve i¢ karisikliktan dogrudan etkilenir. Bu iki yonetim seklinde de
yonetimdeki insanlar her zaman birbirlerini kiskanir, ¢cikarlari dogrultusunda konusurlar ve tartisirlar bu nedenle

kargasa hig bitmeyen bir sorundur (Hobbes, 2007: 139-141).

Hobbes’un “toplum s6zlesmesi”ne gore taraflar arasinda s6zlesmenin yapilma nedeni can ve mal giivenliginin
saglanmasidir. Bu nedenle toplumsal diizenin saglanmasi icin Leviathan’in keskin disleri, kendisinde sonsuz
ozgilrluk goren ve doga kanunlarini sadece kendi ¢ikarina yuritmek isteyenlerin ya toplumsal sézlesmeye
uymasini saglayarak kiliclarini kinlarina sokturacak ya da daha keskin ve glicli devletin kilici (yasalarin

uygulanmasi) ile canlarini acitarak toplumsal diizen saglanmis olacaktir.
EGEMEN DEVLET OLMANIN SARTI MUTLAK HAKIMIYET

Egemenlik; bir kisi, azinhk ya da halkin ¢ogunluguyla temsil edilebilir. Hobbes’a gére egemen glicin mutlak,

slrekli ve boélinmez olmasi, baska hicbir glicle egemenligin paylasilmamasi devletin ayakta kalmasini
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saglayacaktir. Avrupa’da otuz yil savaslari slirecinde yapilan anlasmada devlet disindaki tiim otoritelerin devre

disi birakilmasi, devletin tek egemen gli¢ kabul edildiginin baslangici olarak goralur (Philpott, 1995: 353-368).

Devlet, kendisine itaat edilmesini zorlayici glicine ve vyonetilenlerin rizasiyla ortaya c¢ikan otoritesiyle
saglamaktadir. Devletin egemenligi kazanmasinin iki yolu bulunur. Bunlardan ilki devlet erkinin yonetime karsi
gelenlere zor kullanarak kilig zoruyla boyun egdirmesi, gerekirse yok etmesi ve kendi yénetimini kabul etmesiyle
elde edilebilen “edinilmis devlet” seklidir. Egemenligin ikinci yolu ise, insanlarin kendi glivenliklerinin tesis
edilecegi distncesi ile gonullu olarak bir kisiye ya da kurula anlasarak teslim olmalari olup soézlesme ile
kurulmus “siyasal devleti” ifade etmektedir (Hobbes, 2007: 130). Giinimiizde bu iki devlet seklini birbiriyle
birlestiren siyasal devlet gérinimli edinilmis devlet anlayisiyla hareket eden yénetimler bulunmaktadir. Bu
siyasi yonetim seklinde kendi diisiincelerine aykiri hareket eden giig, dislince ya da orgitlerin devletin giici ile
yok edilmesi ve bu politikalarin da devlet menfaati kilifinda yiratilmesi siklikla karsilagilan bir durum olmaya

baslamistir.

Egemenin dncelikli olarak en temel gorevi, halkin glivenligini ve mutlulugunu saglamaktir. Bunu gergeklestirmek
icin halkin baska Ulkelerin yonetimini daha fazla sevmemesi, egemenden baska hicbir giice baglanmamasi ve
higbir giiclin davranislarina hayranlik duymamasi egemen tarafindan ogretilmelidir. Ayrica, halkin haksizlik,
kurnazlik, zorbalik yapmamasi, yasalara itiraz etmemesi gerektigi de ogretilmeli ve egemen yurttaslarini da

kimseye muhtag birakmamalidir (Hobbes, 2007: 237-243).

istikrarsizlik ve belirsizlik agisindan, insan ahlaki rélativizmden kaynaklanan riski énleme egilimindedir. Bu
yaklasima gore insanlarin hem kendileri hem de baskalari icin uygun ve acik kurallari bireysel olarak
olusturamamasi, tim yetkilerin tek bir giicte toplanmasi zorunlulugunu dogurmustur (Kalemaj, 2017:70).
Hobbes’a gore kilicin glici gosterilmezse yapilan anlagsmalar s6zden ibaret kalir ve insan kendini gilivende
hissedemez (Hobbes, 2007: 127). Kurulu bir iktidarin olmamasi ya da iktidarin glivenligi yeterince
saglayamayacak durumda olmasi herkesin diger insanlara karsi kendisini savunmasi, kendi gticli ve kurnazhgi ile

saglanacak ve yapilan tim eylemler de mesru goriilecektir.

Hobbes’a gbore egemen glice itiraz edilemez. Uyrugundaki halkin barisi ve savunulmasi igin gerekli énlemleri
almak ve yurttaslara hangi duslincelerin Ogretilmesi gerektigine karar vermek egemenin kontroliindedir.
Egemen gli¢, yurttaslari yargilama ve anlasmazliklari dinleyip adaletli bir sekilde ¢6ziime kavusturmak,
uyruklarin devlete zarar vermelerini engellemek icin de bedensel ve parasal cezalar vererek onlari kontrol
etmekle ylkumliudir. Egemen, insanlari devlete hizmet etmeye tesvik etmek icin mal, milk, para, san ve
sohretle odullendirir. Gliclin devamlihg icin 6dil ve cezanin hak ve adalet 6lclisiinde dagitilmasi sarttir.
Egemenin glcl surekli ve béliinemez oldugu igin kendisi feragat etmedigi siirece asla yok olamaz. Uyruklarin

giict ve serefi ise egemen glic¢ karsisinda yok olur (Hobbes, 2007: 134-137).

Hobbes’'un bu egemenlik anlayisini benimseyen politik yaklasimlar, demokratik toplum yapisina kismen

aykiridir. Demokratik toplumlarda uyruklarin yasam sekilleri ve dislince yapilarina midahale uygun
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goriilmezken Hobbes, devletin uyruklara ne ogretilmesi gerektiginin bile diizenlenmesinden yanadir. Her ne
kadar egitim sistemi devlet tarafindan diizenlense de uyruklarin tim duslince yapisina miidahale modern

demokratik toplumlarda kabul edilemez bir durumdur.

Hobbes, Leviathan’da egemenligi cebir glcuniin tek sahibi olarak ifade etmis ve egemenin her tirlu
kisitlamadan da azade oldugunu ima etmistir. Egemenin butiin fiilleri, onun uyrugundakilerin korkarak da olsa
rizalariyla gergeklestigi icin mesru gorilmistir. Bu nedenle bitiin iktidar mesrudur ve “iktidarin kotlye
kullanilmasi” ifadesi anlamsiz bir suglamadir (Erdogan, 2004: 354). Sézlesme sadece uyruklar arasinda
yapildigindan egemen olarak segilen bir kisi ya da kurulun uyruklarina karsi bir yikiimliligl de bulunmaz
(Hobbes, 2007: 132; Capar ve Yildirim, 2012: 9-11). insanlarin verdigi yetki bir irade ve sorumluluk géstergesi
oldugu icin toplumsal anlasma nedeniyle sorumluluk tamamen taraflara aittir (Hobbes, 2007: 132; Kalemaj,
2017: 70). Taraflar, vatandas ile vatandas arasinda oldugu ve devlet ile yapilmadigi igin verilen s6z geregince
insanlarin egemen glice itiraz etme hakki olamaz, aksi durum cezalandiriimayi gerektirir. Bu goriise gore
anlasmada devletin taraf olmamasi, insanlarin kendi iradeleriyle bir kisi ya da gurubun egemenligini kabul

etmesi egemen glicin her sartta yaptigina razi olmasini ve yapilanlarin mesru oldugunu gostermektedir.

“Egemene itaat etme &devinin sinirini sadece “glivenlik” ile ¢izmis olan Hobbes, guvenligin saglanamadig
yerde, devlete itaatin beklenmesinin bos oldugunu vurgular. insanin kendi yasamini koruma hakkinin higbir
sekilde devredilemeyecek bir hak oldugunu; aksi halde sosyal sézlesmenin bitin anlamini kaybedecegini ifade
eden Hobbes, herkesin, sartlar ne olursa olsun, yasamini korumak igin “direnme hakkinin” ya da “itaatsizlik

Ozglrluginian” oldugunun altini gizer” (Sahin ve Dogan: 2017: 347).

Doga yasasina gore her insan kendi yasam 6zgurliginid koruma agisindan mutlak 6zgirlige sahiptir. Bu amag
dogrultusunda kendi giicii, akli ve yargisi ile hareket ederek dogal hukuku uygulamaktadir (Kalemaj, 2017: 68).
Hobbes’a gore bireyin yasama ve guvenlik haklari toplumu olustururken beraberinde getirdikleri haklaridir,
milkiyet hakki ise devletle birlikte olusmustur (Capar ve Yildirnm, 2012: 18). Toplumsal s6ézlesme geregi,
insanlar asgari menfaatleri dogrultusunda dogal 6zgurliikten vazgegerek kendileri icin baris, dogruluk ve gliven
icinde yasamay! garanti altina alacaklari bir makama itaat etmeyi kabul etmislerdir (Kalemaj, 2017: 70). Bu
nedenle, devlet bireylerin yasama hakkini, milkiyet hakkini ve can glivenligini saglamak zorundadir. Bireyin
yasam hakki ve giivenliginin saglanmadigl durumlarda devletin birey tizerine egemenligi artik kabul edilemez
hale gelmis demektir. Bu durum, Hobbes iginde gecerli iken ¢ogu zaman Hobbes'un bu yoéni goézden

kagmaktadir.
DEVLETIN MUTLAK 6ZGURLUGUNE KARSI BiREYiN YASAM 0ZGURLUGU

Latince “Libertas” kelimesinden gelen 6zgiirliik kavrami, ingilizce “liberty” ve “freedom” kavramlari ile ifade
edilmektedir. Ozgiirliik; disardan bir zorlama, baski ve sinirlama olmadan eylem ve secenekleri kendi iradesi ile
belirleme (Thiselton 2002: 107); her hangi bir 6n sart veya kanun nedeniyle bireyin davranislarinin

engellenmemesi ya da terk edilmesinin belirlenmemesi olarak tanimlanabilir (Plantinga, 2002: 29).
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Thomas Hobbes'un siyaset teorisi, bireysel ozgirlikleri ve esitliklerinin normatif dnemi agisindan modern
siyasal toplumlarda oldugu kadar liberal hukuk sistemleri agisindan da o6nemli bir baslangic noktasidir.
Hobbes’un liberal gelenekle iliskisi hem bireysel dzgirlikler hem de egemen devletin ¢agdas ceza sistemlerini
kavramsallastirmasina dayandirilir (Carvalho, 2015: 1-32). Hobbes’a gore oOzgirlik bireyin glcli ve zekasi
Olglisiinde yapmak istedigi her seyi her hangi bir engele takilmadan yerine getirmesi olarak ifade etse de gergek
Ozglrlugln devlete ait oldugunu ileri sirmustir (Hobbes, 2007: 92, 155). Devlet her ne kadar hakiki 6zglrlugin
sahibi gibi goriinse de bireyin 6zgiirligiine baska bireylerin miidahalede bulunmasini engelleyen gugtiir. Bu gig

bireye diizeni saglamada mudahale hakkina sahip olan yegane adrestir.

“Yasanin yasaklamadigi her seyi yapabilirsin” ilkesini savunan Hobbes, bu yoniyle liberal goriisi benimsemistir.
Hobbes’un liberal oldugu hem C. B. Macpherson tarafindan, hem de Leo Strauss, Michel Villey, Frangois

Rangeon ve R. Capitant tarafindan belirtilmistir’”’ (Sahin ve Dogan, 2017: 339).

Kati belirlenimcilere gore bireyin davranislarini yerine getirmesi olgu ve olaylarca belirlenirken, libertaryanlara
gore, evrende herhangi bir belirlenim s6z konusu degildir. Ozgiir davranis bireyin istek, arzu ve Gimitlerine bagh
olarak icten gelen nedenlerle sekillenir (Hasker, 1989: 67). Bagdasmaci 6zglrlik anlayisinda ise belirlenim ve
Ozgurlik bir arada bulunabilir. Bireyin 6zglirligu tamamen sinirsiz degildir, sinirlar distan degil bireyin kendi
dogasiyla belirlenmektedir (Taliaferro ve Marty, 2010: 49). Hobbes, Locke, Hume ve Mill gibi filozoflar ilimli
belirlenimci distintrler olarak kabul edilir. Bu filozoflara gore 6zgiir bir eylemin fiziksel veya psikolojik olarak
yerine getirilmesinde zorunluluk bulunmadigi, eylemlerin kisinin karakteri, deneyimleri ve diger igsel
nedenlerine bagl olarak da gerceklesebilecegi kabul edilir. Bagdasimci 6zgirliik anlayisinda bireyin eylemleri
kendi doga ve durumuna gore en iyi olani segmesi ve davranista bulunmasi esasina dayanir (Simsek, 2017: 13-

14).

Liberalizm, Hegelci anlayistaki kutsallastirilmis devlet anlayisinin yerine hukuk devleti anlayisiyla, devletin keyfi
davranislarina karsi bireyi koruma altina almaya c¢alismistir (Cosgrove, 1980: 84). Hegelci gelenege gore ise
devlet, mesrulugunu kendi Ureten bir siyasal kurumdur. Bu anlayis liberalizmin “iyi diizenlenmis bir toplum,
bireysel hak ve 6zgulrlikler kavramina dayanmalidir” énermesine karsi ¢ikar (Akan, 2011: 24). Hayek, bireysel
ozglrluklerin ancak kanun teminati altinda yasayabilecegini, aslinda genel soyut kurallar bitlini anlaminda
hukuka uyuldugunda baskasinin iradesine tabi olunmadigini ve 6zgiir oldugumuzu ileri sirmektedir (Hayek,
1976: 153). Hobbes ise monark devlet anlayisini siddetle savunan bir filozoftur. O’na gére devletin s6zi yasadir
ve egemenin yasalara uymasi gerekmez. Sadece bireyin 6zglrlGgiiniin yasalar ¢cercevesinde olabilecegi, yasama
hakkiyla ilgili durumlarda ise bireyin yasalara karsi 6zglirlGglini savunabilecegi vurgulanmistir (Hobbes, 2007:
157, 191). Modern hukuk devleti anlayisinda da iktidarin bireyin 6zel alanina midahale etmesi catismayi
baslatacak bir faktor olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir (Akan, 2011: 25). Modern demokratik siyasal politikacilarin
kendi menfaatleri icin edinilmis devlet anlayisiyla hareket etmesi bireyin temel hak ve hirriyetlerinin
kisitlanmasina ve 6zel alanina daha fazla miidahaleye sebep olacagi icin kaos ve ¢atisma ortaminin da artacagi

unutulmamahdir.
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icinden gelen duygulari ile yapmak istedigi her seyi engellemelere takilimadan yerine getirebilme 6zgiirl(igi
verilen kisiler, kendisine yarari olan ve mutlulugunu artiracak davranislari bencil ve sorgusuz bir sekilde
yaparken, bu eylemin baskasina verecegi zarari ise disiinemez hale gelirler (Hobbes, 2007: 92-93). Bunun
nedeni Hobbes’a gore, dogada istek ve arzularimiza yonelik hareketlerimiz Uzerinde ahlaki, yasal veya
toplumsal agidan normatif bir kisitlamanin olmamasidir (Hartz ve Nielsen, 2015: 12; Hobbes, 2007: 96, 106).
Bundan dolayr Hobbes, devletin mutlak 6zglrligini sadece bireyin yasamdaki 6zgirligline zarar vermedigi

middetge sorgulanamaz olarak gordir.

Hobbes, Locke ve Rousseau gibi distnirler insanlarin dogarken esit ve 0Ozgir olmalarina ragmen doga
durumunda giivensizlik, 6lim korkusu ve miulkiyet edinme istekleri dogrultusunda 6zgurliklerini toplum
sozlesmesi ile egemen giice devrettikleri gorisiindedirler (Akan, 2011: 28-29). Egemen tarafindan korunan
bireyler, toplum sézlesmesiyle herkesin ortak ¢ikari agisindan bireysel 6zgiirliklerin korunmasini garanti altina
almis olur (Carvalho, 2015: 13). Hobbes’a gore, insanlar hipotetik olarak dogarken birbirine esit dogduklari igin
esitlik beraberinde glvensizligi ve savasi getirmistir. Hobbes’un insanlarin dogarken esitligini, bireylerin
bedensel o6zelliklerinden daha ziyade zihinsel yetenekleri yonlyle degerlendirdigi diistinilmektedir (Hartz ve
Nielsen, 2015: 11-12). insan dogas! geregi zihinsel agidan kendini daha iyi tanir ve herkesin kendi payindan

memnuniyeti esitligin bir gdstergesi olarak da kabul edilmistir (Hobbes, 2007: 93).

insanlarin her zaman ve her konuda esit olmasi dzgiirliiklerinin de sinirsiz olmasi anlamina gelir. Ozgiirliiklerin
sinirsizhgl ise onlarin var olan her seyi istedikleri gibi elde edebileceklerini diisiinmesine, glvensizlik ortami
olusmasina ve sonugta savas ve kargasaya sebep olur. insanlari baris iginde bir arada tutacak egemen bir giiciin
yoklugu bireylerin bencillikten gelen dogalari geregi birbirine saldirmalari icin yeterli bir sebeptir (Hobbes, 2007:
95-96). Egemenin gligsiizlUgl, insanlarin egemene kargi olan sézlesmesini bitirdigi igin “insan insanin kurdu
olur”. Bireylerin sinirsiz 6zgurligu herkesi her seye tek basina hakim olma duygusuna sirtkler. Herkes kendisini
daha degerli bir varlik olarak gordigi icin karsisindaki kisinin de kendisini boyle gérmesini bekler. Aksi durumda

insanlar birbirlerini yok etme ve zarar verme yoluna gireceklerdir.

insanlarin birbiriyle miicadele etmesinin nedenini Hobbes; rekabet, giivensizlik ve herkesten istiin olma
tutkusunun dogal durumdan itibaren var olmasina baglamaktadir (Hobbes, 2007: 94; Hobbes, 2014: 80). Doga
durumundan birleserek egemenliklerini tek bir glice devreden insanlar, artik tek bir iktidarin kendileri hakkinda
¢ikaracagi yasalara ve sodzlesme kurallarina uymalarini zorunlu hale getirmis olur. Gii¢ kullanma hakki ‘bir’in,
yani egemenin tekeline verilip, duragan olmayan esitligin yerine egemen ile uyruklar arasindaki duragan surekli
bir esitsizlik olusturulur (Agaogullari ve Koker, 2009: 214). Hobbes’a gore insanin mutlak bir 6zglrligla so6z
konusu olamaz, yasalarca yapilmasina izin verilen eylemleri ancak akli yardimiyla &zgiirce segebilir. insan
davranislarini sebep agisindan zorunlu, fiile ¢evirme agisindan ise 6zgiir kabul etmektedir. Hobbes, insan
seciminde 0Ozglir olmasa da seciminden sonra gelen hareketi yapip yapmamakta 6zgiir olmasini “her seye
ragmen Ozglrluk” olarak ifade etmistir (Karag6zoglu, 2006: 220-221). Locke’un toplumsal s6zlesmesine gore,

devletin givenligi ihlal etmesi, bireyin hak ve o6zgurliklerini koruyamamasi durumunda bireyin itaatsizlik
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ozgurligl bulunmaktadir. St. Thomas d’Aquin de iktidarin zorbalikla ele gecirilmesi ya da mesru yoldan iktidar
olan egemen giciin sonradan zulim yoluna sapmasi durumunda halkin ayaklanma 6zgirligiinden yanadir

(Akan, 2011: 25).

Hobbes’a goére de bireyin yonetime tam ve kosulsuz bir teslimiyeti s6z konusu olamaz. Vatandaslar, yasalarin
belirledigi sinirlara gore kendilerine yonelik saldirilara cevap verme 6zgiirligline sahiptir. Ancak egemen giig,
bireyin yasama faaliyetlerini sonlandiracak nitelikte emirler veriyorsa bu durumda vatandasin emirlere karsi
gelme 6zglrlugu ortaya g¢ikacaktir. Egemenin yasalarla kurallari belirlemedigi durumlarda ise bireylerin kendi
isteklerine gore davranma 06zgiirligl bulunur (Carvalho, 2015: 7). Hobbes’a gore insanlarin baris ve huzuru
bulmasinin yolu tim dogal 6zgirliklerini yénetime devretmeleriyle saglanabilir. Ancak, egemenin baskisina
karsi bazi 6zgurlliklerini de ellerinde tutmalari sarttir (Hobbes, 2007: 13; Agaogullari ve Kéker 2009: 194). Bu
anlayis dogrultusunda bireyler bir taraftan diger insanlarin saldirilarindan korktuklari icin kendilerini egemen
glicin kilicinin golgesine siginmaya mecbur gormeli, diger yandan da egemenin kendi yasam haklarini

ellerinden alma korkusuna karsi bir takim 6zglrliklerini ellerinde tutmalari gerekir.
SONUC VE ONERILER

Devlet; insan toplulugu, toprak bitinlGgl ve egemenligin elde edilmesi ile ortaya ¢ikan yapay bir olusumdur.
Devletlerin olusumu, Oppenheimer’a gore kabilelerin birbirini himaye altina almasiyla gelismistir. Diger yandan
Platon, bireylerin tek basina yetemedigi durumlari, Aristoteles insanlarin en iyiyi elde etme arzularini,
Hobbes’da doga durumunda herkesin esit sartlardaki 6zgirligiiniin neden oldugu sirekli kaos, savas ve 6lim

korkusunu devletin olusmasina sebep olarak géstermistir.

Hobbes’a gore yasalarin olmadigi doga durumda adaletsizlik, haksizlik, iyi ve kétlu kavramlari da gegersizdir.
insanlarin arzuladigl ayni seye herkesin esit hakkinin olmasi insanlarin birbiriyle ¢ekismesini ve savas halinin
surekliligini de beraberinde getirecektir. Locke ise doga durumunda giivenli, baris ve bireysel 6zgiirligiin oldugu
bir yasamdan bahseder. Savaslarin ve kaosun ancak insanin kendi giivenliginin tehlikeye atilmasi durumunda
ortaya c¢ikacagini diisinmektedir. Pufendorf'un aksine Hobbes doga durumunda insanlarin ahlaki degerlerinin
bir 6nemi olmadigl dislincesindedir. Bu nedenle ahlakin gegerli olmadigi doga durumunda insan egosu ve
kisisel c¢ikarlariyla hareket eder. Hobbes’un toplum felsefesi goriisiine gore insanlar “bencillik”, “bireycilik” ve
“faydacihk” anlayisiyla toplumsal birliktelik olustururlar. Bu nedenle insanlar arkadashk kurarken sevgiden
ziyade o kisiden elde edecegi faydayl gozetmektedir. Hobbes, doga durumunda insanlarin bitmek bilmeyen
arzularinin ve bencilliginin savas ¢ikarmak icin yeterli bir sebep oldugunu duastinir. Bu durumdan kurtulmanin
yolunu Hobbes, herkesin istencini ayni dogrultuda birlestirecek, gliclinii hi¢ kimseyle paylasmayacak, tek ve

mutlak gii¢ sahibi olan monark devlet sisteminde bulmustur.

Devlet ydnetimi, insanlarin tim gig¢ ve haklarini tek bir glici temsil eden kisi ya da gruba devretmesiyle
sekillenir. Devlet, yasalari yapma, zor kullanarak da olsa uygulama ve yargilama hakkina sahiptir. Egemen gii¢

olmak isteyen devlet uyruklarin nasil yasayacagini, ne disiinecegini, ne tir kitaplar okuyacagini bile géstermeli
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hatta bu glicini uyrugundaki insanlara da o6gretmelidir. Ayrica, halkin baska (lkelerin yonetimini
benimsememesi, egemenden baska dini gruplar ya da baska higbir giice baglanmamasi ve hayranlik duymamasi
da egemen tarafindan ogretilmeli, yurttaslarini da kimseye muhtag birakmamalidir. Toplum sozlesmesi
geregince meydana gelen bu ydnetim, tiim insanlara esit davranmali, kimsenin ayricaligi olmamal, kurallara
uymayanlara korku salacak yasalari yapmali, gerektiginde kilicin zorunu gosterecek bir giicii de bulunmalidir.
Buradan da anlasilacagi gibi Hobbes’un diistincesindeki devlet asla kétli olamaz, adaletsizlik yapamaz. Ona gore
devletin olmadigl yerde bireyde 6zgiir olamaz. Eger devletin kotl ve adaletsiz bir yonetimi gergeklesirse o

zaman toplumsal s6zlesme bozulmustur ve birey kendini savunma hakkina sahiptir.

Hobbes’a gore vatandasin tiim haklarini devlete devretmesi nedeniyle yonetimden memnun olmayanlar
hikiimet seklini degistiremez, vatandasliktan vazgecemez, egemen glici elestiremez, egemeni cezalandirma
gibi faaliyetlerde bulunamaz. insanlarin rizasi ile is basina gelen egemen giiciin biitiin eylemleri de daha bastan
kabul edilmis demektir. Hobbes, burada insanlarin ¢ogunlugunun egemen giice yetki vermesini yeterli
gormektedir denilebilir. Bu nedenle uyrugun iktidarin yénetim seklini begenmeme hakki da bulunamaz.
Hobbes’a gore devlet yonetimi ister monarsi, ister aristokrasi isterse de demokrasi olsun uyruktaki insanlardan
bazilari muhakkak sisteme karsi ¢ikacaklardir. Bu kisiler monarsiyi tiranlik, aristokrasiyi oligarsi, demokrasiyi ise
anarsi olarak tanimlarlar. Hobbes ise bu yonetim sekilleri icerisinde monarsik yonetim tek gigtiir, egemenin
cikari ile halkin ¢ikari 6zdestir, monark giivendigi kisilerle istedigi zamanda ve zeminde fikir alis verisinde
bulunur, gorlsini ortaya koymaktadir. Diger yandan Hobbes’a gére hem Aristokrasi ve hem de demokrasi
yonetimindeki insanlar her zaman birbirlerini kiskanir ve cikarlarini korurlar, tartisirlar. Bu nedenle her iki

yonetimde de kargasa hi¢ bitmeyen bir sorundur.

Locke ve Hobbes’a gore toplum sozlesmesi geregince devletin giivenligi saglayamamasi durumunda bireyin
itaatsizlik 6zglrlGgi bulunur. St. Thomas d’Aquin de iktidarin zorbalarin eline gegmesi veya mesru iktidarin
zuliim yoluna girmesi durumunda halkin ayaklanmasini mesru gérmektedir. Hobbes ise uyrugun 6zgirligini
egemenin yasaklamadiklariyla sinirli tutmustur. Bununla birlikte ¢cogu dislinlr gibi Hobbes da bireylerin yasam
tehlikesi s6z konusu oldugunda 6zgiir davranabilecegini ifade etmistir. Ayrica, egemenin emriyle bile olsa
uyruklarin kendileri ve akrabalarina saldiranlara karsi savunma haklari da bulunmaktadir. Egemen erkin mutlak
ve sinirsiz glicli olsa da insanlarin kendini koruma hakki hicbir sekilde devredilemez. Bunun nedeni sézlesmenin
yasam hakki Gzerine yapilmasidir. S6zlesmenin iptali tim ahitleri gecersiz kilacagindan kisinin yasam hakkini
sinirlandiran emirlere karsi 6zgurligi ve hakkini korumasi icin doga durumuna dénmesi bir zorunluluk haline

gelir.
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