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e Eogmm omﬂm Em most mﬁgm& mbm?mum Om m._a HEW& nosnmwﬁm o%.
- authorisation and- representation in oﬁnwﬁﬁ. xvi of hmﬁn%n@ the
. .‘.ormwﬁmﬂﬁ which he rounds off Part I, ‘Of Mary, and paves the way for:

- his: &moﬁmmwob ‘Of Oo_.uu._ows\m&%~ in Part u This pivotal chapter, .

LOf PERSONS, AUTHORS, and QEHmm wm&obnﬂm% hasno noE:anmﬁ in-

o .n:roH of the earlier recensions:of his civil .ug_o.wovwg I Nothing like "

it can-be found in ﬂum E.mEmhﬁm of. hnﬂq which he rma Eﬂnﬁmﬁm& in

manuscript in Hm#o nor in De Cive, which he had HuﬁE_mrma in1645.,

Hobbes never speaks in these. texts: of representation or Hnwnmmmﬂg-

tives, nor of- m._a cwmmﬁﬁnm suggestion:that itis ﬁOmEEw t0 sérve as .

an ‘author’ s&o can mﬁroﬁmm the ﬁonoHﬁmﬁom of an action’ by some~
ne else. By contrast, in Leviathan these nobooﬁnm form the bedrock:

f Hobbes's theory of the legitimate state, and in the Latin version of -

8 he was content to. omm_.. a EE@ER@ ﬁwwﬂob of mmmmuﬂmz% &um B
me mungmbﬂ : :

.om is r.o S.r%a Soﬁm or mnSoum are nobm_mowmm 95@,. as Hﬁm GwWH, oH/.
resenting Eo words or actions of another man, or of any. other thing
om they are. attributed, whether truly or by fiction: ‘When m.:&\ are
; ,.om as _ﬁm own, ﬂrmn is rm omcmm 2 E;E.& uﬂ.mcu mbn_ s&ms ﬂrmw are .

mﬂn&:_q to wogoinmmm uﬁuzmmwob m.oE mwmnwén: ws_urmmﬁum 8

ome material froin my article ‘Hobbes on Woﬁmmoﬁmmnou mﬁo@mnn_.
w@.momo@ww Hm _“pooi, Hmmlmp o
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considered as Hm?mmnnﬁum the words and actions OM muo__“rﬂ. &Sb is _.:w a-

feigned or artificial person.

Hobbes's basic mzmmmmﬁos here is that wowmobm can be mm?nmm essen-

tially in terms of their capacity to represent and be Hm@Hmmosﬁma 3 A

person is someone who, in speaking or acting, either Tepresents him- -
self — plays his own part — or clse represents another person or thing. .

If you represent someone mymo - if you play his part, speak or act in’

his name - then you count as an artificial person; if you speak ot

act in your own name, then you count as a natural person. {As these

passages illustrate, Hobbes always uses ‘he’, his’, etc. when Hamﬁﬁﬂm

to agents, and I shall generally feel obliged to follow his smmmo.w.
As this-analysis makes clear, an artificial person is merely another

name for a representative, and in the Latin version of Levigthan -

Hobbes drops the former term altogether, preferring simply to con-
trast ‘natural’ with ‘representative’ persons;* By contrast, a natural

! person is someone whose words and actions, as Hobbes-puts it, are

‘considered as his own’: he is someone who is capable of ‘owning up’
. to theim, taking responsibility for their occurrence. To this analysis
" Hobbes then adds that anyone who owns his actions may also be said

* to be their ‘author’, whether the actions in question are performed

by the agent himself or by a representative to whom he has mu.muﬂom .

authority to act in his name. As Hobbes: puts it:5

Of persons artificial, some have their words and actions owned by those

.whom they represent. And then the person is the actor, and he that owneth ;
his words and actions is the AUTHOR; 5 Sgnw. case the.actor mnﬁmﬂw AU%.

authotity. i

If, in other words, I genuinely have authority to act as a représenta-
tive of someone else, this can only be because:the other ; person has
authorised me to perform the action in their name.

To be able to act in your own name, it is necessary to be a HE.EB_ :
person. But to be able to act, it is not éven necessary to-be a person
at all. For as Hobbes begins by laying down, it is possible for-actions |

performéed by authorised representatives to be attributed not merely

to other persons but even to things — and even; he adds later in the -

chapter, to mere figments of the brain. As an example of the last
possibility, he takes the case of the Gods of the heathen.® They had

no existence, but they were wgwﬁwﬂwmw able to hold and dispose

. H.Ho_u.com on wmﬂmosm ?H&._E.m mba Wnﬁnnmmﬁmﬁém : .‘.«H.mw N

Om ,Eowmaﬁ _“rnocmr apo ‘agency OH 5@ wﬁnmﬁm Erc mﬂd& as: Hrm:..
_ représentatives and were authorised to do-so. by the state.”. -

. covenants that bring civil associations. into _umEma one of his main:~

of persons, authors and: Houw.omob\nﬂ?mm He first Qo&mﬁww mumn ﬁrg

the meémbers of 2 multitude covenant to mc&mﬂﬁ 10 & common woéﬂ

~.what they do is ‘confer all their power and strength upon one man;
" or upon. one Assembly of men, that may. reduce all their wills; by.. -
4. plurality of voices, unto one will’.# Speaking iri me Elements and -

- De thh;mboﬁéngm act of no&mﬂﬁmsd Hobbes had described tt3sa -

e S e i g e,

[V

now speaks In mSHEBWE ditferent terms. To speak of.a HEEE%
noummﬁﬁm Emﬁ woéﬁ. ‘and mﬁm:.mm.h r.n now ma&ﬁmm s

s .mm Eccr as to say, to mEuoE.n one man or mmmmb.&q o» mep.tebgar their

- petson, and every one to own and acknowledge himself to bq of what-
“soever he nrmd so beareth their person shall act, or cause tobeaTed; in those”

things s&ﬁr concern mﬁ 85505 ﬁmwnm and m&mQ ST

L ﬁﬁ onEE ooqgmbﬂ 5 o%ou Soam is now mma 8 ﬁm_na nrm moﬁB

of an act not of Hm_EaEmvEgﬁ but of authorisation, an act by Er:ur

- every. EaEuwH of the-multitude makes himself the author of what- -

‘ever is said and mobm in his name by his: sovereign mowwommsﬁmﬂﬁ o
Oma of the most striking features. of this new way of Geromﬂsm

' the covenant is that-it picks up and deploys the distinétive vocabu-
lary originally put into cutrency by the parliamentarian and radical

When Hobbes turns in nrmﬁﬁma xvii to examine the nature om mpo -

purposes is to bring out the worﬂn.& E%rnmnonm of. mﬁm mnm&@m .

-simple Hm:smﬁmrﬂoi and hénce an abandonment of rights.? Bothe . - -

“writers of the r640s. Henry Parker, for mNmEEo ‘had- similarly ocabmm.
his Observations of 1642 by aon_munrw that man, not God, is the free
and <oHEHSQ Author’ of whatever powers are ‘deérived’ into w_m hand -

E of kings and magistrates. "The peopleare always ‘the Authors, or ends -
of all power’ and hence ‘the finall cause of Regall Authoritie’.”> The -
anonymous Maximes Q&oﬁm& {1643) had likewise argued that ‘Ocm
is not so exact in the choice of gm%mﬂmﬁnm as to be their Authours’, .
Hmmnwﬁnm to leave it to the people to decide by whom they wish to be
governed. He had concluded - in an astonishingly Hobbesian turn of -
phrase - that'it is always men who act as ‘the >=¢5Hm Hmmﬁﬁbgﬁm
amatter, forme mum énd of 004255@5 ‘13 :

A number of ﬁﬁrmgmﬁﬁmﬁmu writers had moﬁo onto mmm mﬁn pm
EmE mo<m§5mbﬁm can _un Emﬂgﬁmm on% Sroﬂ the wmoEo E&no m .

=




¥

160 QUENTIN SKINNER |

-

grant of mum.: own original authoerity, we o.m.b.. equally well say that

the people must authorise their kings and magistrates to rule, and-

thus that governments are lawful only to the extent that they have

duly been authorised. William Bridge explains in The Truth of the

Times Vindicated (1643) that the legal act involved is that ‘some.

. are authorized to exercise Eﬁm&nﬁob in Common-wealths cver

others’.™ Philip Hunton in A Treatise of Monarchie (1643) under-
lines the strictness of the boundaries imposed by this agreement” ob
the jurisdictions of kings. When the people authofise a ruler, ‘then is

~ his Authority limited’, and ‘neithér are the instruments of his will

mwommnrsm those lawes, authorized’. Should he subsequently violate
the terms of this authorisation, then his HmmEHEm acts ‘are not hmwmb
and binding, that is, are non-Authoritative’ 35 .

Developing a very similar line of thought, Hobbes begins 3 moro-
ing the account given by the parliamentarian writers of the peo-

ple as the authors of all power. As we have seen, he EEN agrees '

that, when we covenant to-institute a commonwealth, we become _
‘by this institution author of all the actions and judgements of the -
1 sovereign instituted’.® He likewise agrees Emﬁ unless we are the

. authors of the powérs to which we submit, those powers themselves
; will not be legitimate. The reason is that ‘no man is. obliged by a
¥ covenant whereof he is not author, nor consequently by a covenant

made against or beside the authority he gave’. 7

Habbes continues to follow the wmﬂrmﬂgﬂmﬂmﬂ writers when he
turns to consider what it means to- speak-of authorising. someone
to speak or act in our name. He had opened his discussion in oﬁm@-
ter xvi by invoking the theatrical understanding of this @Gmmﬂob that |

Cicero had originally put into currency, and that many of the par- .

liamentarian writers had taken up. First Hobbes reminds us that in
Latin the word persona *signifies the disguise or outward appearance .
of 2 man, counterfeited on the stage, and sometimes more particu-
larly that part-of it which disguiseth the face’."® He then explains .
that this is why ‘he’that acteth another is said to bear his person,-.

" or-act in his name’,"® and-quotes the passage mwog the De oratore in'

which Cicero had spoken of sustaining three wmamonm ‘my own, my.
adversary’s, and the judge’s’.> Hobbes's first suggestion is thus that .
the act of authorising someone is that of wﬁbﬂﬁm H.:E the Smwa to
personate someone else.

As he correctly observes, WOSESH Qﬁm oﬂmgmzw Hrmmﬁﬁnﬁ ter-

minology was eventually generalised to apply ‘to any representer of

.- -alent to- -appointing just such a Howummmuﬂmu To which he adds that -

- ..m.._mﬁ he begins by singling out the ters

: ) use he makes in the revised version. of his théory of the distinctive - ..” . Lo :
- .<oom¢Em&~ developed by the wﬁrmﬂoamnmb propagandists 0m the .

- ‘.ﬁ%orw _uo% of: %o wmoEm must ﬁwﬁmmop.m ¢n Hmmm&am H as Humﬁn@. wﬂﬂm

Eozumm on: wﬂmosm »Eﬂrom,. mwm wmuwomoﬁwﬂﬁm o . ;H.\u.ﬂ .

.mwmmnr mﬂm moﬂoﬁ as Smb in Evcs&m as %nmﬂmm\ 2T EE nowmannn&
view of s&mn it means to wﬁmosmﬁn someone is;thus thatitis equiv-

anyone authorised to. serve as-such an actor is H_oémam%m suscepti-

Dble of being mmmoﬁwnm ina .qmﬁo@ of. SBE "His list of aﬂﬁdm_mmﬁam-..

includes ‘an attorney, a deputy, a Eonﬁﬁ@i 2 but it is noticeable. - .

'representer’ m._m termi-that .o 00

" the parliamentarian and. Haﬁazmn ﬁﬁwmam EY bﬂmE < Eﬂ..oacbom T .
“into the debate:?3 . oo . :

_These. atguments-constitute a HmEmHWmEm mﬁnnmzﬁ of Ecv_umm s
earlier E.Eqmwm in The Elements-and De- Cive. of the covenant as a .
mere: H&E@Emwgmﬁ of.- ﬁmEm meﬂoﬁm commentators who rmﬁu
focused on Hobbes’s very different way of presenting his theory in

% : .hmﬂa&pmn have generally ooﬁ&cm& that he-must have identified -
|

some weaknesses; difficulties or even. contradictions in the'initial
, _mﬁmﬁﬂsmﬂ of his ca &mﬂm must have decided to recastit in an effort

ontrast with these soméwhat specilative

sy

e

~.and guestion- wnmmEm 1ypotheses; Ty principal aim in what momoﬁm
sa: be to suggest adifférent Kind of mNEmbmﬁou forthe Bo&m_nmﬁobm

ﬁomzomm What | ‘seems to me crucial is the mwﬂnﬂm_ﬁ

. - 16408, the propagindists whoin he- stigmatises in chapter xxix of Z.
. Leviathan as the 'demotratical writers’ and denounceés for destroying .

e e
A ———

~the English monarchy.?s What Hobbes i is.domg, | ShAIl ekt attempt ™) o T

et e g

to show; is seeking n.@ discredit these ‘writers by amﬁbozmﬁmﬁsm that -

N RS et e e

_ it is possible to accept the basic structiire of their tHeory without' in

the Teast mﬁ.&ommEm any of the radicat imiplications they had drawn

Mb;ﬁ.ﬁ, It is this new Wmaoﬁo& strategy in hmﬁnﬂmmu “and’ the way'
in which it leads Hobbes t&" enunciate a strongly con oonﬂmmﬁsm theory.
of Howwmmmﬁmnzm moqmuunpobn .nrmn next Hﬁmmm to _uo._hﬁmﬁ.mmﬁou. .

: Ho see WOS mo_“&mm mouoém out Em bm% mﬁmﬁm@w we bmmm to vo.wE _u%
focusing on the moment at é?ow he parts company with the aﬁbo .
cratical writers and their views about the genesis- of lawful govern-~

ment: They had Eqmzm_uF assumed that civil associations must have
arisen out of free and natural communitiés and had inferred that the’
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itin his Ow‘mmz\amou& as ‘the proper Subject’ of sovereigi power.*
This, according to-Hobbes, is an egregious error, and one of his basic
purposes in presenting his melodramatic description of the state of

. nature in nrmvﬂﬁ. xiii of Leviathan is to lay the error bare. There is

simply no such thing, he retorts, as the body of the people. If ‘we
look beyond the bounds of civil asgociation, what we find is nothing :
more than a throng or multitude of 'particular men’.?? Purthermore,.
it is a multitude in which, due tothe similarity of everyone's desires -
and powers, we are all ‘dissociate’ from each o&»ﬁ and ‘every man is
enemy to every man’.*® As aresult, the natural condition of mankind .
is not merely a state of men ‘in solitude’, a state in s&Er there is
‘mo society’ and ‘neither propriety nor noEE:EQ ; it is actually ‘a |
condition of warre one against another’, a perpetual war ‘of every-
_man, against every man’.*® : -
The crucial significance, according 8 Eo_uwom Qn mmu‘:nm to recog-
nise the frightening truth about our natural condition is that it
@mﬂﬂmu\m the democratical writers into giving a misleading account of .
the political covenant. They had generally argued that the body of the
people, acting in the manner of a single Person, contracts with.a des-

. ignated ruler and consents to submit to his rule. They had assumed,

{

{
i

" that is, that the. people are capable of acting as a unified commu-
nity or group. As Parker puts it, the people need to be viewed not
- merely divisim, as single subjects, but conjunctim, as a universitas
or ‘politique corporation’.® This means, as the athor of Maximes
Unfolded adds, that when the people act by ‘the common consent of
all’, they may _u@ said to act as a ‘union’ and by ‘their united power’
as a corporation, and hence in ‘the manner of a mEmwm person moﬂﬁm
with one will and voice.3*

Hobbes is now able to dismiss out Om bhand this aspect of Em demo-
cratical writers’ case. Before becoming subject to sovereign power,
he retorts, the people ‘are not one person’; they are nothing more
than the individual and mutually hostile members of “a disunited -
multitude’.3* It follows that the parliamentarian vision of ‘the whole
multitude, as one party to the covenant’ is, as Hobbes blankly asserts,
‘impossible”.33 To suppose otherwise is simply to Bumﬁuamnmﬁmbm ﬁro
natural condition of mankind. -

If the political covenant cannot be an mmHmnamE vmnémmb the do%
of the people and their designated ruler, what form can it possi-
bly take? Hobbes's Emwuuoﬂm answer is that it takes the form Om a

.‘..momu_umm on wﬂmoﬂm ?ﬁro% mbm w@Hmmoﬂﬁmﬁﬁwm T Hmu

- covenant _um_uiomﬁ mmnr and mﬁwQ 5&5&9& Boﬂ.&wn n.m mﬁ EE; :;
c titude. Everyone agrees with everyone else ‘to submit their wills, ..
every one to his will, mbm their Emmmgobﬁ to his Emmaos.m dﬁmu
the result that the sovereign receives his authority from ‘every par--
. ticularmarin the comfrionwealth’ 34 It is true that, orice the individ-
7 ual members of the multitude have umwmouspmm thisact of mEuEHmmEu
. thisfinally has the effect of converting them from a mere. throng into
" one Person.-This i is _umom:mm they now have a’ mEmHm will and voice =. -
that of their moaaHE.md Hm?mmabﬁmﬁﬁ iﬂow noE:w as ﬁro 428 om..
: them all’3s : o T
A multitude of men’, as Eo_uvom 's mﬁgﬁmﬁmnm\ ‘are made one wmﬂ- -
~ son, when they are 43 one man, or one person, Ho?.mmmunm% 38 The
‘ r outcome of the covenarit is monoHn_EmE a real ﬁEﬁq of ﬂ_poE mm in .‘

4 one and the same vmnmoH.i 37 very much. »
% ‘had miaifitained. As Hobbes oobﬂﬁcmzw insists, Woﬁmﬁy this is ﬂrm .
v %mw. in which a multitude can ever be viewed as a unified wc& ;

of people. He concludes by Hmnmﬁupm the H.:S_ parliamentarian arial-:
ysis and repudiating it at the same time.. It is only ‘the unity of the .

- % representer, not the unity of the Hmwummmﬂﬂon_ that maketh the person:

'} one’3® To which ke adds that, in spite of what is mmmmum:w.var%mm ‘
"unity, cannot otherwise be understood in multitude’.3 .

o So far these claimis would have been Hﬁm&% familiar to any Hmmaﬂ

‘of Hobbes’s previous attacks on the theory of popular sovereignty in -
The Elements and De Cive. There Hobbes had already argued that
the people in their natural condition are a mere multitude;#° that %a.‘..

dorﬂomw covenant- takes the form’ Om an agreement between: ‘every’
several man’;** and that the act of instituting a sovereign aloné has
the effect of converting apm multitude into a unified body of people.**-

K we now retun to hmﬂn%nu ﬁoéﬁ.ﬁ. we find that beyond this

point Hobbes’s argument ‘begins to-move into nom:wwmﬂm? new ‘ter-

‘authorisation and Howaomgﬁmﬁou ‘that the mmu..hooumﬂomw Eﬁﬁmﬁm E&

ut into currency in the course of the 1640s. - .
> Hobbes begins by underlining his contention &Sﬁ Woomcmo Hrm

tude ‘cannot be understood for one; but many mﬁﬁoa of évery
thing their representative saith, or doth'in their name’.4 We have .
nuﬂmmmm QEQ man m:asm &#ﬁ common Hmwummmbﬁmu mﬁﬁoﬂ@.

" rain. Once we recognise, he now suggests, that there is no such thing E&a 1§
as the body of the people, we can rowm to &moun&ﬁ the entire theory.of ¥4

multitude naturally is not one, but many’, the Boﬁvﬂm of the mul- f_f '




- missed. For ‘if by all together they understand them as one Person
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from himself in particular; and owning all the actions the Ho@womo.ﬁ.dnu

doth’ in his name.* According to Hobbes’s social ontology, &.58 is :
no other means for a sovereign to be authorised.

The significance of this way of understanding. the covenant
becomes apparent as soon as Hobbes turns to consider the radi-.
cal implications drawn by the democratical writers from their rival

account of the unified body of the people as the ou..w.mwb&.mc%oﬂ of -

all:power. One inference they had drawn was that, when the peo-
ple covenant with a king, the body or universitas of the people must
remain maior or greater in standing than the king himself. Any king,

as Parker had declared, ‘though he be singulis Major, yet he is univer- )

sis minor’, always lesser in standing than the universitas or ‘politique

corporation’ from which his rights and powers are derived.* ‘
Hobbes offers no comment on this line of argument in The. Ele-

ments or De Cive, but in Leviathan he immediately«deploys his indi-

vidualistic analysis of the covenant to wave it aside. ‘[Tlhere is little
ground’, he scornfully replies, ‘for the opinion of them that say of |

sovereign chmm though they be singulis majores, of mmmmﬁma power

than every one of their Subjects, yet they be universis minozes, ofless
power than them all together’.#® The reason is that, because there is
no such thing as the universitas or body of the people, we canonly |

make sense of the statement in one of two equally unsatisfactory
ways. One is to suppose that, when the democratical writers talk

about ‘all together’ in contrast with ‘every one’, they are referring”

not to the Person into which the multitude transforms itself 23@?
it authorises a sovereign representative, but simply to the multitude
itself. But if this is so, then their argument can readily be dismissed.

‘For if by all together %3 mean not the collective body 4s one ﬁou-
son, then all together, and every one, signifythe same; and the speech .

s absurd’.#” The only alternative is to suppose that, when they say

‘all together’, they are referring to the Person into which the mul-
titude transforms itself by authorising a sovereign representative.
But if this is so, then, their argument can be no less readily’ dis-~

(which person the sovereign bears), then the power of all ﬂomomunu
is the same with the mOﬁmHﬂmwm power; and so. mmm.E the speech is -

absurd’ 4% . e

A second-inference drawn _u< the democratical writers had wamﬁ

that, as Parker expresses it, when the body of the people authorises

i

, m.mo<w8~mb it "may oamﬁ_m what ooﬁ&ﬁoﬂm E.& Hx.ombn érmn bounds )
‘it pleases’, &mnm_uw placing its ruler under an- ovrmmﬁoﬁ to govern .
-} according ﬂo the terms of a noﬁ&ﬂoﬂmﬂw trust.* Turning to mﬁm.
"argument in chapter xviii, Hobbes seeks.to demonstrate that’ it'is

‘ moﬂoﬁw oognﬁﬂnma v% w:.nmmmx 54

, ﬂozunm cﬂ..m.wum.oﬂm\ >ﬁwdnm mma W@ﬂﬁw@bwﬁ?@w.. ,

even more-obviously mﬂﬂmﬁw—nm in- mdcmnnm#% mﬂﬁboma the: members
of the multitude make a covenant witha amm&sﬁmm ruler'who, after
his institution, acts in such a way as to produce ‘a breach of the

" Covenant’ to which he had EREEN agreed.’® By this stage the rulér:

will have entered upon rmm sovereign rights, in consequence of which

cevery one of his subjects: will be. obliged.to ‘own’ and ‘avouch’ what- -

ever actions hé may choose to. ﬁmnmoHE. in their naines, because he

.will be performing them ‘in the person and Eﬂ the right of every one’
“of them in particular’.s’ But_this means. mﬁn ﬁ&mﬁgow rgpwmﬁowm
- on his actions he may. rmdo moonﬁﬁom vmmoHomea ﬁromo mmﬁmmamwnm

will now be null and void because ‘what act soever can be pretended - -
by any one of them for breach thereof is the act both of EEmnm and of
all the rest’.’> Any mﬁ_&nnn who now complains about his mo<mHQmﬂ 5

% behaviour will be _onmEm a ooHEu_mEﬂ Fa,_.naoﬁm? gcﬂmw mmmﬁmw
.Egmm: . .

The last and most mNEOmEm Hgv__omﬁoa &Bﬁu d% ﬂrm amgooumﬁ-..w .
ical writers had been that, as William Prynne had E.oo_mﬁsma in:
The: mod\mmﬁ.wbm Power of Parliaments.and Kingdomes (1643), mﬁ%.

L king failing to henour the terms of his covenant can be resisted by

his own subjects and removed from power ‘by necéssary defensive -
Armes’.’3 ‘Hobbes recurs to hisrival mﬁmaﬂma of authorjsation to show )

" that this is the mwmmﬂomﬁ m_umE&Q of all. Op.qoﬂ that ’ every mﬂgnﬁ is -

author of the actions.of his sovereign’, any subject ‘seeking to punish. -
his sovereign ‘will be condemning him, even BE.@ E&Qozmg for

sht!r %Nﬂi& wD Cqu\:w.}. L r..(__fﬁ\n. mh
ol & ankeio wal

. . B . ”. ) . N ﬁ/.mz)J.ClVﬁ«.fw.ﬂw».r
:H %ﬁkﬁ«;&}k. e,u ?\. %29‘

The mbm?.mpm of %m vorﬂo& oo<mnmbﬂ offered by m.ﬁ mogoou.mﬁn&

writers generally-formed only the first part of a two-part mﬁm&a_m
of how Hmmﬁnﬂmﬂo moémﬁﬁboﬁm 93?@ over EEm H?&ﬂ ‘had- gﬁmﬂ%

the vmoﬁo m<o§dm=< mocwm it ﬁmowmme 8 Emﬂﬂﬁw Humurmupmbﬁm mm

‘ameans 3. representing; nWmBmo?om and :@ro_,&ﬂm ﬂ_umc,. Eﬂﬂdmﬂm as

a SWOHQ

AP iiy .




: that Parliament represents the @oom;o what they mean is that it has -
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When they say that Parliaments represent the people, some of
these writers emphasise the idea of répresentation as the act of pic-:
turing persons and.things, and accordingly speak of Parliament as an -
image or likeness of the people as a whole. Henry Parker eniploys
exactly this vocabulary, describing Parliament as a ‘representation®’
of the ‘reall body of the people’ and as a ‘representation’on a smaller -
scale of ‘the wholé body of the State’.55 He is closely echoed by the
author of A Soveraigne Salve, who likewise speaks of HUmmHmﬂmﬂﬁ asa’
‘representation’ of ‘the whole kingdome’,5¢ and by a number of other .

parliamentarian writers, including John Goodwin, Charles Herle and

Philip Hunton, all of whom describe the two Houses as an image or -

‘representation’ of the kingdom, nation or @mo@rw at large.’”
Fundamentally, however, when the parliamentarian ﬁﬁﬂﬂm say

" authority to speak and act_in their name. The two Houses of the

- English Parliament, as Parker puts it in his meﬁénonm rmﬁw been’

‘vested with a right both to counsell and consent’ and appeare in

the right of the whole Kingdome’.5® Philip Hunton later speaks in .
very similar terms in his Treatise of Monarchie. When we say that
‘the house of Commons is chesen by the people and they represent .
the people’, we are saying that the members of the Commons. have
the same ‘power to doe an act’ as was oEwEmHF in mum Uoowww Swo :

chose and elected them.59
~ The essence of the constitutional theory UE,. mogma by the aﬂ.bo-
cratical writers is thus that, to assure peace and avoid tyranny, the

best solution is to have a monarchy checked and-balanced by rep-

resentatives of the people. They are exponents, in other words, of

the ideal of the mixed constitution. Parker enunciates the- ammHE.

its classic form in his Obsefvations, as does Hunton in his Treatise

of Monarchie, Both contend that sovereignty under the English con-
stitution is in normal circurhstances held jointly by the king and -

the two Houses of mmﬁEBoﬂﬁ and that each of these three Estates

must give its-consent before any proposed enactments can become:

law.%° After the outbreak of English civil war, however, a number of
propagandists followed the more aggressive lead offered by Charles
Herle in his Fuller bbméﬁ of December 1642. Herle accepts that the
three Estates must normally work together, but insists that in any

disagreement the two Houses must predominate over the will of the .-
crown. The main outcome of the argument I have been tracing was

-
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Finall and casting result of the States Eammﬂbnnm Bﬂmﬂ &236 nmmam
- ‘in the two Houses of Humu..rmﬂuoﬁ, 6L T d .
Oonmuowﬂbm these arguments in book II & hmﬁnﬁwnb mozumm w»m

s vttt

no n_.:mﬂ.,& with the. claim that Parliaments maybe described as repre-

E mmwnfmdmmﬂg wmﬂwﬁmm‘d%w‘mmﬁvwnm noless thanindi- -

viduals may ¢ authorised to serve as. sovereign, H@Ham.nbwm}ﬁmﬁ{ww _
What he’ cannét aeept is the - mﬂmmmmﬂnﬁ -that Parliaments. can be:
¥ regarded as images or representations of the éro_m body: of the peo-.
L ; Jple. Ashe has already explained in ommmsmnmw xvi, there is no such thing .
as a body of people awaiting tepresentation. Because boauﬁm €Xistsin ..
- nature except ‘a mulfitude of men’, there i is bomﬂsm to be UEEH@Q or -
- represented except ‘every one of. Hrmd Bﬁwﬂgmm in particular’.%3 This .
‘commitment prompts Hobbes to @ﬁmmﬁoﬂ the entire parliamentarian. -
..mu&%mwm of the representation of the people. One of his contributions.
is anegative one and may be said to take the form:of a derisive mnmnno

_W.Hrm um&&ﬂmﬁmﬂmﬂ writezs; and later the Levellers, had mﬁ&mmmaﬁ.;

- .t debated the question as to Smm.ﬂ a mmﬁmmnﬁoﬁ image or representa-
o ﬁ tion of the people nieeds to look like. How many mon_mw mHonwm should.
| be included in the picture? How large. should the Hnﬁwmmmﬂﬁmﬁﬂo body -
i j be ifitis to speak-and act effectively for mp@ ‘real’ body of the people? .

" How can the correct EomoHﬂobm.._HQ be. maintained between the fea-
" “tures of the representative body and the features of the real w.o% bein
anEHa@ or represented? H_._mmm questions all presuppose ono\nF s&mﬂ

. Hobbes denies: that civil associations are created out of preexisting,

“and unified bodies of wmoEo mo rm mﬁ_m even to mo_cpoéhmawoj.nmm

m s At i

.. : Hom_bﬁum debates. _
Hobbes’s E&ﬂmﬂmrmﬂn ﬁHoHEmmm m_mo QEEo EE to. E.&S a ﬁcm_-

tive and mﬁz more nﬁmzwﬂ%ﬂm intervention in the mm,cmﬁo ,Hrmsmmmpo

.oESo& sq:“@..m had Ee.mﬁm_uq nmwg it for mEﬂﬁmm that a mmﬁmmmoﬁoQ :

— M a4} Y

x PO

_bod . fthe Hmubm mﬂm assufptio rtm _umnon.bou_
S0’ mnm@—% mﬂﬂnﬂoﬂ& that we find them H@mﬂmbm - E a now obso-
lete usage — to any body of people with the. right to.act in-the name.’
of a larger body ‘as ‘A representative’,54 .H.ro% had come to assume,
9‘093 words, that what it means for the body of the woome to be.-
‘Hoﬁuommznnm is 8 have a mgmmﬂ wom% of people: moﬁum in its name. -
Eowvmm counters that, since there is ho&ﬂb@ to be ﬂmﬁnommnﬂnm
XCept ﬁr@ E&ﬁmﬁﬂ vo&mm ‘of m= E.E oSwa one & the BEHE@@
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there is no reason why this act of HmemmoE.mﬂob‘mroﬁE not be per-
formed equally well by an individual body as by a body ,om wnoE@.ﬂ ..
He draws this inference as forthrightly as wommmuw,n when he turns
in chapter xix of Leviathan to consider the mwmﬂmz?mouﬁm..OM_F.EW. :
ful government: ‘It is manifest’, he proclaims, ‘that men who are

in absolute liberty may, if they please, give authority to one man .

to represent them every one; as well as give such authority to any, =~

assembly of men whatsoever; and consequently may subject them-
selves, if mu@w think good, to 2 monarch as m._.umo_ﬁng..m.m toany ompm.w
representative’,5 , L : i
In announcing this commitment, Hobbes is not in the least m_umﬂ...
doning the idea that what it means to offer a representation of some- .
one or something is to furnish an image or likeness of their extérnal

bodily appearance. On the contrary, lie already assures us in the open- )

ing chapter.of Leviathan that to speak of ‘a zepresentation’ is equiv- ..

alent to speaking of an ‘appearance’.” When he speaks more mwm&m- ,
ically about political representation, he likewise maintains that any.

magistrate can be characterised as a ‘representation’ mﬂm.rw.bnn an’
‘image’ of his sovereign.*® He adds that any sovereign can in turn be:

described as a ‘representation’ of his people, and he.cautions mcnr.

sovereigns against allowing any other représentations of the $ame -
people to be produced.®® . . " :

For Hobbes, however, what is crucial is that, wher we speak of

offering a representation of the people, we cannot be H.nmmﬁsm. to the
act of picturing a unified body, but only to the act of picturing %.o
individual members of the multitude. But if this is so, then there is .
no reason why this act of representation should not be performed
" by an individual body with a representative character. Hobbes’s key

concept is thus that of representativeness. Me maintains, that is,. .

that one way to represent the members of a multitude (in the sense
of speaking and acting for them)} will m_sﬁvﬂm be to appoint m.mﬂm_.o .
person who can represent (in the sense of n,umo&um an image or E_nw-._
ness of) the individuals involved. A satisfactory ‘representer’, on n.#ﬁ.m .
analysis, will simply be someone who can stand as a Hn_uummouﬁ.mﬁﬁwn .
person, a person representative of each and every E&iasmw. S.w.o Hmw
being represented. - . SO -

So confidently does Hobbes set aside the usual corporatist pieties

that it seems natural to ask if there may have been any obvious prece-

.. dents for his line of thought. One intriguing possibility wm.”ﬁr.m\n_ Wn.E..NQ, .

o

T writers was William Perkins, but perhiaps the most suggestive devel-
~ .- __opmient of their ideas can be found-in. Thomas Goedwin’s treatise -
* blances, - :

" person representing all Man-kind’, while the figure of Christ was

_acteristics common to us all.” The§ ity tiiis Be sald to constitte
- itly says of Adam, he is- ‘not to be considered as a single Man, but "
... as-one that was Al men, by way of representation’.7s. Goodwin pro-
© . ceeds to infer that, because of their representativeness, Adam and.
< Christ 'had no other'end to come downe into this world, bint to stig-

. representatively, and hence in-the-name of s all. We can therefore
- think- of ourselves as ‘included, and involyed in them’, while they -

-~ them.”* As Goodwin concludes, it is because Christ was ‘a Comirnon’
* sanctified in him’76 7 . .-
. Hobbes as a close reader of such theological texts may seem implau--:

‘in his treatise of 1643, The ﬁﬁni&m%mm. cx.m.nwwmnﬁ.‘Eﬁuw.‘:v._..‘.
-Armes.”® Digges speaks about the representativeness of kings in the - -

4 - Hobbes on Persons, Autliors and Representatives- 169
have been influericed by the English covenanting theologians of the
_ early severiteenth century.7° A number-of puritan divines, including
" Paul Bayne, William Bridge and'Richard Sibbes, had developed out of -
- Lutheran ..mosﬂnwm..‘mﬁ,mmmpﬁmdn about Adam and Christ as * commbon
.persons’ representative of all mankind. The pioneer among these”

of 1642 muﬁ&.mm Q,m“ﬁ..w&‘.m_mﬂ..m.,bwaf..ﬂo”.igwﬂ Hobbes'’s analysis ..omwov.. -
_resentativeness in Leviathan béars some astonishingly close resem-

The figure of Adam;, accordingto ﬂoo.%ﬁ? was the first’ Comron -
the second ‘Common personteptesenting us’.”* One of the senses in. -
which they were common persons is. that both embodied the char-

N by e
B ety s

[P F

_an image or representation of éach one of us. As Goodwin explic:+:

Christ were in-turn able to represent us in the sense of bearing-our -
persons and acting in otir names. He goes so far as to suggest that.

taine our persons, and to act_our parts’.7 Both he: and Adam acted

may be said to be ‘standing for all the rest’, whoare ‘typified out’ by -
person representing us’ that we are ‘virtually, .and representatively -

"While. these are .oxﬂm@H&.mew _mzmm.mw.ﬁ?o passages; ..nrm idea of =

sible,”7 If there is a more-likely source of inspiration, it'may per- -
‘haps be found in Dudley Digges’s analysis.of political representation :

course of countering the parlistmentarian’ suggestion that they arc
maior singulis sed minor universis. He responds that this doctrine s
‘evidently false’ because any supreme rulér possesses the. entire’
power of the multitudeand is thus ‘the representative all’ and’legally




/
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the whole people’.7® Later he recurs to the point when summarising
his reasons for believing that in the case of England ‘the King is not
minor universes’ . ‘There is a great difference’, he repeats, ‘between
the reall and representative all.’ Where the Wﬁm is-absolute, ‘there he
is Populus Anglicanus, legally the English Znﬁom and inr that case’
we may say that ‘the Kingis the whole wnoﬁm mﬁa what he ao&.b is-
legally their Act’.5

If we now return to Leviathan, we find mczumm speaking in almost

identical terms. He g%ﬂmmmmﬂnmﬁw endorses the key assumption

that-it is possible for a single individual to G&EU:U mmumHmH repre- .

sentativeness. He repeatedly affirms that a sovereign monarch can
stand as a ‘person representative’, as ‘one representative person’, as
‘the person representative of all and every one of the multitude’.2> It
is always possible, that is, for an individual sovereign to be ‘represen-

tative of the whole number’, thereby typifying or exemplifying them.

all.®s Closely echoing the Humsmmm of the covenanting theologians,

he adds that ‘the king of any country’ can therefore he described as -

‘the public person’ who is ‘representative of all his own subjects’.%

As this analysis reveals, Hobbes takes it for granted - as did the

covenanting theologians — that the features of the multitude requir-.
ing to be pictured or represented are common to everyone, men and

women alike. One implication is that the multitude can-equally well

be represented by.a'queen regnant as by a king. The frontispiece of
Leviathan admittedly suggests that Hobbes’s own preference may be
for the representative person to be a man.? But he is carefulto allow
that a woman can equally well stand as the person representative
of us all.®® He even suggests that, because women are_ sometimes

more prudent than men, and because prudence is self- oﬁmwnﬂF a-
desirable attribute in a representative, women may in some cases be |

better suited than men to exercise dominion over others.?7

Hobbes also agrees that, because a single person can be typical -
or representative of us all, such a person can in turn serve as what

he describes — again following the covenanting theologians — as our-
‘common representer’ or ‘cominon representative’.%® Here Hobbes
has a more general as well as a more specific cl: claim to make. His

general claim Hw.m._ﬁ%x\. That-any fistural person can be assigned the -

right to speak and act in the name of us all, and can therefore serve
as.‘an absolute representative to all intents and purposes’. 89 As we

have seen, however, Hobbes also believes %mn S?w.u the Emadﬂm ‘

3

o:ﬁmmm e

mowvmm ou Humamomm ?#vow.m E& anummmbnmﬁﬁm . ..H‘NH

of ﬁro EEEE&@ maﬂroﬁma SOmeone to serve as ﬁrms. sovereign Hmv.
resentative, this decision has the effect of ﬁmwmmoHBEm themnt into
one Petson, since it has the effect of gmoéﬁm them with a single -

will and voice, His.more specific claim is thus that the Perdon in

whose naie the sovereign acquires the right to speak and mnn will be!
the Person engendered by the E:EE&o out of its agreement to wo
Haﬁnmmmﬁmm As hie expresses. the. HSE_“ at the outset of chapter xviii,
the sovereign is assigned ‘the right to. E.mmmmﬂ -the H.xw.mos Hrmﬁ Ew
multitude thereby brings into existence.9® :
As we have seen, the upshot of the EmsBoE Emmobﬂam by the
democratical writers had been that the best form of government must .
be a mixed monarchy. The people of England, they had added, even-.

tually succeeded in establishing just such'a Eobmun_dm one in 3&5? :
the people were able to institute a representative mmmoBE% to check

and .U&E.Ea the powers of their kings. Turning to-this final argu--
ment, Hobbes -abandons his normally c_u_mnﬁqm manner of writing
and allows EBmm: to Hnmwoﬁm in érmﬂ mEummHm to w.n a ﬂozm & Hmm_

1 Wboi not how this, so Embmnmﬁ a a.dﬁv mromE of late wo 80 rﬁwm OWmﬂ.ﬁwm
that in a monarchy; he ﬂwﬁ had the sovereiguty from a ammnmuﬂ of 600 years, -

~ . was alone called sovereign, had the;title of Majesty muoE every one of his'
- subjects, wua was unquestionably taken by them for their WEW wis zoﬁﬁﬂw

mﬁmum.Em never considered- as their Hmﬁummnunmn:ﬁm

gpmﬁ aam amBoQ.mﬂom_ éﬂnﬁm noEE,QmG mmb to mnWﬂoéHommo

'Hobbes is claiming, is that the act of instituting the. monarchy of

which king Charles I was the eventual ErmESH was nb.mn&\ ﬂ?m. act
of authorising a representative. . B : .
Once we recognise this cardinal HHE& we omw HomnE% see mnnoH&ﬂm
to Hobbes that the thearies. of mixed EObmH&Q propounded by the ..
democratical writers arc dangerously confused. He begins by refer-

(ring to the most familiar version of the ‘theory, mnongEm to which.
‘the power of making laws’ is made.to depend {as he moo_.ﬁmszw puts

it} on ‘the accidental consent’ of one man with two separate repre-.
sentative dssemblies.?> This system requires that ‘the king bear the:
erson of the people’ while /the general assembly bear also ‘the per- .‘
om 0f The peoplé’ and ‘another assembly bear the person of 4 part of
he people.”s But this arrangement cannot be described as a- EmEn

85 om Buﬁa Boﬂﬁ&é woomcmw it is u.oﬁ a SmEo m%wnmﬁ om
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government at all.9 Hrm effect is to institute ‘nét one person, nor
one Soveraign, but three Persons, and three Soveraigns’, thereby cre-

ating ‘not one independent Common-wealth, but three Emmwmsn_gﬁ

factions’, a perfect recipe for chaos and civil war. 95

Eo_uwmm admits, however, that this is not the GﬁmaHmﬁmU&ﬁm of
mixed monarchy most favoured by the democratical writers. As we
have seen, they had generally maintained that there are only two

elements in the mixture, king and Parliament, and that Parliament.

as the representative assembly of the sovereign people must predom-

inate over the king. Hobbes replies that this is simply to repeat the.
- same mistake. When the people of England institited their monar-

chy, they granted to their kings ‘the zight to Emmm_ﬂ the person of

them all’.9% But ‘where there is already erected a Soveraign Power,
there can be no-other Representative of the same people, but onely
to certain particular ends, by the Soveraign limited’.97 The reason,

Hobbes reminds us, is that otherwise the effect will be ‘to-erect two
sovereigns, and'every man to have his person represented by two

actors’.%® The only possible outcome will again be waz, an outcome
‘contrary‘to the end for which all sovereignty is instituted’.9?

What, then, is the true status of Parliaments within hereditary =
menarchies? Turning to this question in chapter xxii, Hobbes again

underlines the absurdity of supposing that they can ever be represen-

tative assemblies in the sense of having an'independent right to speak
and act in the name of everyone. The reason, he repeats, is that the

monarch will already be ‘the absolute representative of all the sub- -

jects’, from which it follows that ‘no other can be representative of

any part of them, but so far forth, as he shall give leave’."* Hobbes's
answer is thus that Parliaments can never amount to anything more

than purely consultative bodies that monarchs may choose to sum-

mon from time to time if they r&%g to want some Emongmﬂow or
advice, ;

! _This is an astonishingly Hmmoﬂoumh% response. Ummﬁ:m everything
that had happened in the 1640s, Hobbes 1§ sittiply reverting to the
. position adopted by the most high-flying defenders of divine right at

the start of the civil war. There can be little doubt, roém\émﬂ that he.

fully intended to adopt as deflating a tone as possible in nobmuoﬁﬂsm .

the theory of EEEHD@BSJ\ sovereignty that had triumphed 5 the

intervening years. He is willing, of course, to allow that any mo<m-.

reign monarch, mWosE he happen to think fit, Em% nrogm Jo m?o

mo_uwmm on wuaHmosm, >5%.on mba menmmmﬁmnﬁom : ._ nwu._

“command to .&m towns mﬁa oﬂwﬁ. mmﬁwumm @E&m of %n:.. noanog to. -
send to him their mmwﬂﬁom to inform him of the tondition and neces-
- sities of the subjects, or to advise with him for the making of good
. laws, or for any other cause’.™®* He is even. SEEW to concede that
. we can think of such mm@ﬁﬁmm as represeritatives of the ﬁmnﬁ_m so that’
" when summoned and brought together'they may be said to consti-
‘tute ‘a body politic, representing every subject of that domininon’3o* -
" But he is unrepentant in-insisting that we cannot vo%&q think om_ 3
thein as having an independent right at any stage to speak and act in-
- the name of the populacé as a whole. As he never tires of reminding
us, to grant them this status SOGE be to institute ‘two. moﬁﬂﬂmum.
‘over the same vmoﬁm S_dow cannot oobmpm.n 4&9 %mﬂ. Ummoo‘ 3.0

IV )

o

moEumm s theory om Homammozﬁm_ﬁm moﬁu,uaowﬂ Eumrn m@@mmn 8 Hnméo
‘him with an awkward &mﬁ&@ Of whom, on his account; is
‘sovereignty to be ?.mm—omﬁo% To put-the @ﬁmmﬁoﬁ the other way -
round - as Henry Parker had done in his.Observations - who is ‘the ©
proper Subject’ of sovereign power?™® The defenders of divide right
id responded that sovereignty is the mmﬁﬂﬁm m_HE_uﬁm of Habmm But
cording to Hobbes no king enjoys a status any higher than that of -
authorised representative. The m.mEooﬂmﬂn& writers had retorted -
at the body of the people is. s the oEmE& m Bu&w&,w&&.& “of
Hﬂmﬂﬁsﬁﬁ.mooa&nm to' Hobbes there s no such thing as the.
Ky of the people. So if sovereigity is-the property. neither of &E .
nor of the people, who can possibly lay claim to it? - v
this nomusmEB Hobbes supplies an epoch-making answer. .Ho
how he arrives atit, we need dto _ume by recalling two &mﬂﬂnﬁﬁ
es of his analysis of the covenant, ‘1 e First is that, WHed the

et B e

e1S: of the multitude wwmmom._mm 2 Iman or mmmoEE% to serve as-
‘epresentative, the ommoﬁ is to transform them from a mere
tion into one Person because they are now endowed with.
will and voice.™s Hobbes’s other &mﬁEQEm contention is-
oquQme is the representative of the Person engendered or:
* by the multitude out of this agreement to be- represented.

short, the members of a. BESE@@ Emﬂaﬁm a msaumpmu
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What we need to know, therefore, is the name of the Person engen-’
dered by the multitude out of their agreement to authorise a represen-
tative, This will be to know the true subject of the sovereignty that

".the sovereign representer merely holds the right to exercise. Hobbes
" finally lets us-into the secret in the pivotal and Bm.wEWomS&% reso-

nant passage in chapter xvij in which he describes the moment when -

the political covenant takes place. When the members of the mul-
titude agree ‘every man with every man’ to authorise an individual

or an assembly to represent-them, the name of the Person they gen- .

_erate is ‘a COMMONWEALTH, in Latin civitas’.’7 Hobbes thereupon
summarises his doctrine in two crucial definitions that immediately

follow. First we are told that ‘a COMMONWEALTH, Ot STATE, |in Latin
Qﬁﬁp&;& can be defined as ‘one person, of whose acts a great multi-

tude, by mutual covenants one with another, have made themselves

every one the author' . Then we are told that the name of the per--.

son who ‘bears’ or ‘carries’ this Person is the sovereign, who may.

consequently be said to ‘present the person’ of the Commonwealth’ g

or State.*™ As Hobbes later confirms, the moqﬁ.ﬂws may therefore

be described as ‘the public person’ who serves as ipm Hm@HmmmEmE of

the commeonwealth’. ***
It is true that the living person of the sovereign is always HEEm to

occlude the purely fictional Person of the Commonwealth-or State..

As Hobbes acknowledges, ‘a commonwealth, without sovereign
power is but a word, ‘without substance, and cannot stand’."?* But

this consideration only renders-him' the more anxious to insist that’
-'sovereigns are nothing more than actors who body forth the actions of

Commonwealths.!'3 When a natural person or assembly of persons
receives authorisation to represent 'a Commonwealth, the actions

they perform in the name of the Commeonwealth will always be"

attributable to the Commonwealth’ itself. Hobbes makes this com-
mitment unambiguously clear at the outset of his discussion of civil
law in chapter xxvi. Although the OoEBomén,&.% can do nothing

but by the Person that Represenis it’ the Commonwealth remains

the Legislator, and ‘the name of the person Commanding’ is ‘per-

sona civitatis, the person of the commonwealth’."™ We may there-

, fore say —and Hobbes repeats the phrase throughout the chapter™s -

that civil laws are always ‘the commands of the commonwealth’, and

! that it is only ‘the commonwealth, and his noEEmEm. m.:; Emwﬁﬁ y

m law’. 116

Eow_umm on H.mumobm ) bﬂmooﬁm and wmﬁammmamﬁdmm
o Hobbes nmsm usin &.5 mwwm&m Um&omﬂoQ to hmﬁnﬁwnm m._mn 1 mﬁm&n .
_“ not of the men, but (in ‘the Abstract}.of the Seat of Power-*7 He
“....nosor.&om by insisting %mn this seat is occupied not by any natural
person or body of persons, but rather by So &mmE_uo&ma and fic-
tional Person whose generic name is the State.18’ Eoimdoﬁ he is-

© conventional enough to believe that, like the offspring of any lawful
zmﬁos the Person mmboumﬂmm, by the union of the multitude deserves

| it own name as well. Following out his metaphor of marriage and

" proereation, he wnoom&ﬂmg goes on to perform the mEuHoﬁES actof -
" baptism. He announces in his gravest tones that ‘this is the genera--
" tion.of that great LEVIATHAN, of rather (to- muomw nore Hoﬁuhwsmi of
that Mortal God, to which wee owe: cﬂmmu ewm .qEEOHEH Qcm our.
. peace-and defence’.™> ! o

~ Hobbes's allusion is to the. sea Eoﬂmnﬁ.. @wmoﬁv& in owmﬁ.mou 41 o%
- the Book of Job; which he tréats as an Hﬁmmm of térrifying and over- .
- whelming mﬁobm% The claim that we need: to submit to m:aw an -
absolute moﬂ.p of power had been ‘denounced by.the newly sovereign .
House of Comtnons ds recently as its Declaration of gwaw:mgm;
‘Such an unaccountable Officer, Parliament had warned, would be "’
‘2 strange Monster to bé permitted by mankinde’."2° Hobbes unhesi- .
tatingly picks up and hurls back the SE.: The main _uE.moﬁ. of his .
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