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IN Leviathan, Thomas Hobbes holds that prospective
subjects  authorize a sovereign to represent them. Authorization and
representation, the two key concepts in Hobbes’s political theory
in Leviathan are, of course, closely related to other significant
concepts. Representatives are persons, and giving up or alienating
some rights to the sovereign typically follows upon authorization. In
this chapter, I explicate Hobbes’s distinctive view of these concepts.
The project is difficult because he seems to have changed his view
and his terminology, and he sometimes did not write clearly, whether
by accident or design.

1 Authorization and Alienation

The theory of the origin of sovereignty that appears in chapter 21
of Leviathan was preceded by those in The Elements of Law, Natural
and Politic (1640), De cive (1642, 1647), and chapter 17
of Leviathan (1651). Hobbes’s last statement of the origin of
sovereignty by institution is in the Latin Leviathan and will be
discussed last of all. The earliest two books rely on the concept of
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alienation alone to explain the relation between the sovereign and
the subjects. According to those books, when a group of people
decides to institute a government, each member of the group
alienates her rights “to the will of one man or one council.”  If the
rights are alienated to some one person, the result is a (p.

316) monarchy; if they are alienated to an assembly of a few people,
the result is an aristocracy; and if they are alienated to an assembly
of all the people, the result is a democracy.

One apparent problem with Hobbes’s theory of alienation is that it
does not indicate the limits of the rights that are alienated. Although
the rights given up by one person are equal to the rights given up by
every other person, neither the precise rights nor the number of them
given up is specified. Let’s consider only the number of them. If all of
one’s rights were alienated, then the subject would not have the right
to resist the sovereign. If the right of self-preservation is retained,
then it is arguable that Hobbes is logically committed to the subjects’
retaining a substantial number of other rights because of his “right-
to-the-means-to-an-end” principle: “Whoever has a right to the end
has a right to the means to that end.”

It seems sensible that subjects would judge that the means
necessary to that end included disobeying the sovereign in some
situations. Furthermore, subjects cannot reasonably give up the right
to judge when their lives are in immediate danger because that is
tantamount to giving up the right of self-preservation.  And this is
something that human beings cannot do, according to Hobbes’s
understanding of human beings.
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Another problem with the “pure alienation” theory is that it is
plausible that the alienation of rights may be unacceptable to
citizens. This was particularly true of those English in the
seventeenth century who prided themselves on being free and
believed the myth of the Norman yoke, according to which the
English were free until William conquered England, when the native
Anglo-Saxons lost that freedom. If, in alienation, the subjects give up
their rights, then they have no personal stake in the government, and
it would be easy for them to complain about what the government
does with the rights that it possesses. When subjects do not
personally participate in a government, they may become
psychologically alienated from it and that alienation leads to political
instability.

Even though he never explicitly rejected the pure alienation theory
of The Elements of Law and De cive, at some point, he must have
seen that a better theory was available because he gave a
substantially different and more attractive theory in chapter 17
of Leviathan, “the theory of authorization-cum-alienation.” The key
passage expressing this theory is the first part of what I call “the
sovereign-making formula”:

I Authorise and give up my Right of Governing my selfe, to
this Man, or to this Assembly of men.

(p. 317) There is a problem with this passage. It is contradictory or
incoherent. The incoherence results from the different grammatical
requirements of “authorize” and “give up.” The verb “authorize” takes
a name or description of a person as its direct object (and perhaps
an infinitive phrase).  But the verb “give up” takes a name or
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description of some right or rights as its direct object and a
prepositional phrase that says to whom the rights are given up.
Hobbes tries to make the phrase “this Man, or to this Assembly of
men” fulfill both requirements and it cannot. If the direct object of
“authorize” is the phrase “this man or assembly of men,” then that
phrase cannot be the object of the preposition “to” in the phrase
“give up my right to this Man or Assembly of men” (emphasis
added). And if that phrase is not the object of the preposition “to,”
then that preposition does not have an object. A noun cannot
simultaneously be a direct object and the object of a preposition.
This grammatical defect points to the existence of a difference
between authorization and alienation about which Hobbes was not
yet clear. His lack of clarity about the two concepts results in a
contradictory thought.

He tries to make the same right to be both alienated and the object
of authorization even though it is impossible to authorize a person to
exercise some right R if one has given up or alienated R.  Suppose
Soma sells or gives her bicycle to Boris. She thereby gives up or
alienates her right to it, and this alienation includes the right of telling
Boris how he may use it. Authorization is different. If a
person P authorizes someone to exercise some right on P’s
behalf, P retains the right and hence can instruct the recipient about
how to exercise it. Alternatively, if Soma rents her bicycle to Boris,
she alienates some use of her bicycle to Boris in exchange for
money while she retains the right of ownership.

One might object that I have not considered another sense of
“authorization” that is compatible with the alienation of rights.
According to this sense, the person P bestowing authorization
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continues to take responsibility for the exercise of the alienated right
by the person authorized. So, in this sense, P alienates P’s rights to
the sovereign S, and S represents P in the exercise of P’s now lost
rights. This concept is highly counterintuitive. Alienating a right and
representing someone are logically independent actions. (p. 318) One
can alienate a right without any person representing another, for
example, in giving a gift. And one can represent someone without
there being any alienation, as, for example, in a friend being the
proxy of another gratis. The fact that Hobbes used two terms,
“authorize” and “give up,” suggests that he had some sense that two
things are involved. Also, we will see that when he presents his
theory in chapter 21, he separates the two concepts of authorization
and alienation. Although it is not contradictory to coin a word to
designate two very different actions, the conjunction of a person’s
giving up a right R to a sovereign S and that person’s being
responsible for S’s exercise of R does not fit Hobbes’s conception of
authorization.

Also, the suggested interpretation of authorization would remove the
attraction of authorization. Authorization is supposed to immunize
the sovereign from criticism. Subjects cannot reasonably criticize
their sovereign for doing something if the action is actually owned by
them. If they don’t like the behavior of the sovereign, they should
criticize themselves. The other side of the attractiveness of
authorization is that it gives subjects a reason to identify with their
sovereign. In seeing him act, they are seeing their own actions.

So far, I have not considered the entire sovereign-making formula. A
person authorizes the sovereign to govern and gives up some rights:
“on the condition that thou give up thy right of governing yourself and



authorize all of his actions.” It may well seem that this passage
provides a clue as to how the entire formula can be interpreted in a
consistent and politically defensible way. This interpretation—the
“government-alienation” interpretation—does not save “the
[grammar] of the passage but does preserve its sense.”  All persons
alienate their right to govern themselves and authorize all the actions
of the sovereign. This interpretation does remove the contradiction I
described. But it has a serious problem as an interpretation of
Hobbes’s political philosophy. If subjects give up their rights of
governing themselves, then they end up with virtually no rights that
they may authorize the sovereign to exercise. There is not much left
if subjects give up their right of governing themselves. And the
remaining rights are not even the right ones—the right ones being
precisely the ones they gave up, the rights of governing themselves
and all that are entailed by doing so, such as the right to judge what
rights the subjects need to give up in order for the sovereign to do its
job. In a word, the government-alienation interpretation of the
sovereign-making formula trivializes authorization.

My objection to the government-alienation interpretation is obviously
connected with the scope of government. Alienating fewer rights is
better than alienating more rights, and alienating trivial rights is
better than alienating dearly held rights, ceteris paribus. If the
number and costliness of the rights actually or potentially given up
did not greatly affect the contentment of citizens, alienation of them
would be acceptable. So the question arises: Exactly which rights
are given up, and which are immune from alienation? Hobbes had
given a relatively detailed answer to this question in De cive. (p.

319) The sovereign must have the right to punish, the right to raise
and keep armed forces, the right to judge when the armed forces
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should be deployed, the right to determine the rules of property, and
the right to immunity from all laws.

This relatively detailed answer is far from a complete description and
not detailed in the way a subject should want it detailed. Despotism
is in the details. There is no a priori way to know what the sovereign
will command its subjects to do. Giving the sovereign the right to
defend subjects from internal and external enemies and the right to
make all political judgments leaves open the possibility that everyone
will be required to do two years of service in the armed forces, or
fourteen, or forty, and to have to practice Reformed Protestantism or
Roman Catholicism or Islam, et cetera. The specific possibilities are
limitless and cannot be exhaustively described. The phrase “et
cetera,” rather than being shorthand for a possible, complete
description, in fact indicates that subjects are open to almost
unlimited restrictions on their freedom. What the sovereign will in fact
command will be determined by what the sovereign thinks the
circumstances are and his attitude about responding to them. We
might say that the sovereign has an “et cetera” right.

It is no good to hold that the “et cetera” right is innocuous because,
as Hobbes pointed out, the sovereign’s commands cannot cover
most activities in life. But Hobbes is wrong about how oppressive
laws can be. He underestimates the abilities of rulers from Caligula
to Kim Jong-Il to make life miserable for people. The serious problem
is not the number of rights that a sovereign may require one to give
up. Being commanded not to play tiddlywinks at 2:00 AM on
Wednesday, not to eat cactus needles, not to use incandescent light
bulbs, and ten million other things would not involve any diminution
in one’s contentment. The problem is losing dearly held rights, such
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as those listed in the Universal Rights of Man; that leads to misery.
The danger in granting an et cetera right to an authority was
recognized in the events leading to the English Civil War. The
Convocation of 1640 passed Canon 6, which required all officials of
the Church to take the following oath:

I, A. B. do swear that I approve the doctrine and discipline,
or government established in the Church of England, as
containing all the things necessary to salvation: and that I
will not endeavour by myself or any other, directly indirectly,
to bring in any popish doctrine . . .; nor will I ever give my
consent to alter the government of this Church by
archbishops, bishops, . . . et cetera.

Opponents of the Laudian Church understandably resisted taking
what they called the “et cetera” oath because they realized that the
“et cetera” exposed them to being required to approve of all sorts of
doctrines and disciplines abhorrent to them. Hobbes in effect
endorsed the content of an et cetera clause when he wrote that the
sovereign has “the chief authority in the city, for direction of future
actions of his citizens.”  The (p. 320) right to make future, unspecified
laws, unrestricted except by such weak considerations as the threat
of immediate death, indicates that Hobbes would be comfortable
replacing his sovereign-making formula with a paraphrase of the et
cetera oath:

I, A. B. swear to give to the sovereign my rights to defend
myself against external and internal enemies, my rights to
what the sovereign needs to defend myself against them,
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my right to judge what the sovereign needs to defend
myself against them; et cetera.

Only a reckless or naïve person would accept an et cetera clause or
anything equivalent in a sovereign-making formula. The et cetera
clause would undermine the freedom of Englishmen and the
principle that neo-Roman republicans believed was key to liberty—
namely, the right not to live under the possibility of oppression.

The general problem with the government-alienation interpretation of
the sovereign-making covenant is that it minimizes the attractiveness
of authorization. The attractiveness, as Hobbes intended it, is that
acceptance of the government, and thereby responsibility for its
actions, is written into the terms of establishing it. The actions of the
sovereign are owned by and properly attributed to the subjects.

It did not take Hobbes long to see that authorization and alienation
are conceptually separate. Whereas government, according to
Hobbes, needs both authorization of a sovereign and alienation of
rights, authorization logically precedes alienation. This difference
between authorization and alienation, and the way that the first
theoretically does not need the second, is explained in chapter 21
of Leviathan, “Of the Liberty of Subjects,”  his best account of the
institution of sovereignty.

This is not to say either that Hobbes did not struggle with the
relationship between the two concepts or that he wanted to do
without alienation. Alienation is a practical necessity in almost every
case of absolute sovereignty. This may explain why, in the early part
of chapter 21, he says that political liberty is what remains after the
sovereign has laid down all the laws:
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The liberty of a subject lieth therefore only in those things
which, in regulating their actions, the sovereign hath
pretermitted, such as is the liberty to buy, and sell, and (p.

321) otherwise to contract with one another, to choose their
own abode, their own diet, their own trade of life, and
institute their children as they themselves think fit, and the
like.

There is nothing here about freedom of speech, religion, or political
assembly, nor even nonpolitical assembly. Pretty bleak, I think. And,
in the next sentence, he recommits himself to absolute sovereignty.
By the limited liberty of subjects “we are not to understand that …
the Soveraign Power of life, and death, is either abolished, or
limited.”  However, Hobbes’s justification of absolute sovereignty
differs from those he had given in his earlier political writings. The
foundation of absolute sovereignty is not the near total alienation of
rights by the subjects, but solely their authorization of the sovereign.
The sovereign is absolute because “every Subject is Author of every
act the Soveraign doth.”  And this authorship itself involves no
restriction on the subject’s liberty.  The idea of giving up rights
disappears from the revised sovereign-making formula: “I authorize
all his [the sovereign’s] action.”  Shortly later Hobbes repeats
almost the same words verbatim, “I authorize, or take upon me, all
his [the sovereign’s] actions”  and glosses them by saying that in
them “there is no restriction at all, of his own [the subject’s] former
naturall Liberty.”  This is the theory of pure authorization. Hobbes’s
point that “no man is bound by the words [of authorization]
themselves either to kill himself or any other man” depends on this
fact.  The discrepancy between the sovereign-making formula in
chapter 17 and chapter 21 was noted by Robert Filmer:
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I cannot but wonder Mr Hobbes should say [in chapter 21]
“the consent of a subject to sovereign power is contained in
these words, ‘I authorize and do take upon me all his
actions’.” In which there is no restriction at all of his own
former natural liberty. Surely here Mr Hobbes forgot himself,
for before, he makes the resignation to go in these words
[from chapter 17] also, I “give up my right of governing
myself to this man.” This is a restriction certainly of his own
former natural liberty when he gives it away.

In short, Hobbes’s theory in chapter 17 is not consistent with the
theory in chapter 21.

(p. 322) So far, in chapter 21, all of the political lifting has been done
by authorization. Alienation has not been mentioned.  A person
could authorize a well-to-do individual to represent her in some
transaction without transferring any right to that individual. In
relatively informal organizations, one member often allows another
member to represent her in meetings without remuneration. A lawyer
or real estate agent may represent a client gratis. If subjects
authorized an omnipotent human being, then they would not need to
alienate any rights. The acceptance of Yahweh by the Israelites to be
their particular sovereign can be interpreted as authorization without
alienation. In medieval England, a monarch was supposed to “live of
his own;” he was supposed to govern England from his personal
resources and revenues and not to require subjects to alienate rights
through taxes. William I could do this, in fact, because he owned a
large part of England. During the Tudor and early Stuart period, the
ideology of “living of his own” survived even though the Stuarts
depended on taxation and other special sources of revenue.
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Alienation of some rights is usually a practical necessity for
accomplishing the “end for which sovereignty was ordained.”

Hobbes justifies the alienation of rights as a practical necessity in
two ways. The first approaches the issue from the perspective of the
subject. Whoever wills the end wills the means to the end. The
subject wills the end of being governed or having his life protected by
the sovereign. The means necessary to achieving that end is the
alienation of certain rights. Therefore, whoever wills the end of being
governed is rationally obliged to alienate certain rights.

Let’s again ask how extensive these rights are. The crucial limit is
specified by the necessity of giving up to the sovereign one’s right to
judge which rights are to be given up. The argument is that if the
subject retained the right to judge which rights were to be given up,
then the sovereign’s ability to govern would be frustrated.  So the
force of an et cetera phrase is implicit in the means necessary for a
sovereign to govern. Hobbes’s derivation of the sovereign’s right to
decide what the limits are on alienation can also be related to the
second law of nature, by which a person gives up her right to all
things. The natural reading of this law entails that a person gives up
some of her rights, not all of her rights. But the argument that
concludes that a subject gives up her right to judge which rights she
has to give up has the effect that a subject gives up potentially all of
her rights except those relating directly to self-protection. What at
first seemed to be a reasonably limited alienation of rights ends up
being a potentially oppressive alienation of rights.

Hobbes’s second justification for the alienation of rights takes the
perspective of the sovereign. The principle that Hobbes appeals to is
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that whoever has a right to the end has a right to the means.  He
illustrates this crucial principle when he explains why a (p.

323) subject has an obligation not to interfere with the sovereign
when the sovereign arrests a person other than the subject herself:
because doing so would take “away from the sovereign the means of
protecting us and is therefore destructive of the very essence of
government.”  Of course, a subject always retains the liberty to
defend herself against the force of the sovereign because not doing
so would frustrate that same end of government, the preservation of
one’s own life.

The discussion in the last two paragraphs may suggest that subjects
have a great deal of liberty, and Hobbes does say that subjects of a
monarchy have as much liberty as subjects have under republican
governments. But we have already seen that these rights are greatly
limited because in willing the means necessary to the end of
government, subjects transfer and hence alienate their right to judge
which rights are necessary to the end of government. Without that
alienation, the sovereign would be liable to being second-guessed by
his subjects. And so Hobbes returns to the “leftovers” view of liberty:
“other liberties … depend on the silence of the law.”

What is significantly new about the “pure authorization theory” is that
authorization can stand alone and explain the origin of government.
Alienation comes by way of authorization, plus the principle that
whoever has a right to the end has a right to the means to that end
and a premise about what the sovereign needs to do his job. It
should also be noted that this theory is superior to the pure
alienation theory because it promotes political stability. The subjects
are committed to accepting the actions of the sovereign as their own
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actions. It is superior to the authorization-cum-alienation theory
because it is consistent.  According to the pure authorization theory,
the sovereign is authorized to govern, and certain rights are given
up, as necessary, to achieve the goal of a commonwealth.

One might have expected that Hobbes would have carried over his
best theory into the Latin Leviathan, which was prepared about 1667
or 1668.  Unfortunately, he does not. He may not have appreciated
how much better the theory of pure alienation is over his earlier
theories even while he was presenting it in chapter 21. The
Latin Leviathan (p. 324) is usually philosophically no better than, and
is sometimes inferior to, the English Leviathan. There may be
several explanations for this. He was in his late seventies when he
was translating Leviathan into Latin. He had lost interest in political
theory in the 1650s, although not the practical application of it. And it
is possible that some parts of the Latin Leviathan had been written
before the English version when his theory was inferior to the one in
the English Leviathan.

One of the best examples of the inferiority of the Latin Leviathan is
the passage in which Hobbes should have been expressing the
authorization-cum-alienation theory. In this passage, instead of using
two verbs to distinguish authorization from alienation, he uses one
verb, “concedere,”  and gives it two direct objects, “authoritas” and
“jus meum regendi meipsum”:

Ego huic homini (vel huic coetui) Authoritatem et Ius meum
regendi meipsum concedo, ea conditione, ut tu quoque
tuam Authoritatem et Ius tuum tui regendi in eundem
transferas.
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“Concedere” usually means something like giving up, giving in
to someone, submitting to power; and so, by extension, it can also
mean to agree or to comply with someone’s wishes. Hobbes
probably wanted to convey simultaneously both the giving up sense
and the agreeing sense in order to capture the conflation of
alienation and authorization in the English Leviathan. But
“concedere” cannot simultaneously mean both “give up” and
“authorize.” So the passage above is philosophically defective. Also,
since what the speaker “concedes” ought to be the same as what his
co-covenanters concede, he should have used “concedere” in the
second half of the formula. Instead, he switches to the verb
“transfero,” which unambiguously indicates an alienation of rights,
and authorization is not mentioned at all. Instead of repairing the
defects of the English version, he gives a translation that makes the
theory worse. It appears to be a reversion to the pure alienation
theory. A related problem about the inferiority of the
Latin Leviathan is discussed in Section 2.

2 Persons and Representation

My second major goal in this chapter is to show that for Hobbes the
primary relation of representation is between the person of the
sovereign and its individual subjects. The kind of representation in
which Hobbes is primarily interested requires a person. So we need
to understand his theory (or theories) of persons.
In Leviathan, Hobbes’s (p. 325) dominant view is that all persons, both
natural and otherwise, are representatives: “to personate is to
… represent himself or another.”33



In addition to the English Leviathan, I will also discuss the
corresponding passages in De homine and the
Latin Leviathan because scholars think they may shed some light on
his views in Leviathan or show that he changed his view once or
possibly twice. However, I think that his views in the later two works
are more problematic than the ones in the English Leviathan, and I
care primarily about that latter text. Sufficient for my purposes is
what the English Leviathan shows, namely, that sovereigns are non-
natural persons and representatives. We shall also see that although
commonwealths are also non-natural persons, they are not
representatives in the first instance. I will emphasize their difference
from sovereigns in Section 3.

Hobbes’s first characterization of persons is found at the beginning
of chapter 16 of Leviathan:

A PERSON, is he, whose words or actions are considered,
either as his own, or as representing the words or actions of
an other man, or of any other thing to whom they are
attributed, whether Truly or by Fiction.

When they are considered as his owne, then is he  called a
Naturall Person: and when they are considered as
representing the words and actions of an other, then is
he  a Feigned or Artificiall person.  [subscripts added]

In the first sentence, Hobbes is defining a person as one whose
verbal or nonverbal actions represent someone, either himself or
another. Often the representative is a human being. Each normal
human adult usually represents himself and hence is a natural
person. But sometimes a representative is a sovereign and then it
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always represents someone other than itself. This is not to say that
the human being who is the sovereign never acts as a natural
person. He does.  The human being who is the sovereign is not
identical with the sovereign because, if he were, then every action of
the private person would be the action of the sovereign. Hobbes
admits that a sovereign can enter into contracts as a private person.
More importantly, although sovereigns have an “artificial eternity of
life,” humans do not.  Whereas the natural person who is sovereign
dies, the sovereign never dies according to English law. Also, human
beings who constitute sovereigns are not identical with the sovereign
because the individual human beings of the assembly of an
aristocracy and democracy are not sovereigns. This lack of identity is
what Hobbes’s official theory ought to dictate. Unfortunately,
because of his affection (p. 326) for monarchy, I think he sometimes
identifies the monarch with the man instead of the office. Even if one
believed that monarchs are identical with natural human beings, it
would not be possible for sovereigns that are democratic or
aristocratic assemblies to be identical with their constituent members
because then an aristocracy of, say, four human beings would have
four sovereigns, and a democratic assembly of one hundred human
beings would have one hundred sovereigns. It would be ad hoc to
intentionally identify a monarch with the human being holding that
office. That sovereigns are not natural persons is shown by the claim
that the actions of a natural person “are considered as his own.”
Because a sovereign’s actions are not considered to be his own, he
does not own or author them.

This much, I believe, is uncontroversial. Almost everything else
about his view of persons is: For example, the correct interpretation
of the next clauses—“when they are considered the words and
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actions of an other, then is he a feigned or artificial person.” Quentin
Skinner says that, as a matter of strict grammar, “he ” should have
“an other” as its antecedent.  On that construal of the text, the
feigned or artificial person is the thing to whom the words and
actions of someone are attributed. In other words, the non-natural
person (“the feigned or artificial person”) would be the thing
represented and not, as the first sentence asserts, the
representative. If this is the correct way to understand these clauses,
then Hobbes has introduced three kinds of persons: (1) generic
persons, who represent themselves or others (paragraph 1); (2)
natural persons, who represent themselves (first half of second
paragraph); and (3) persons who are represented by others (second
half of second paragraph).

Skinner gave a good reason not to understand the last clauses of the
second paragraph in this way: “the flow of the sentence” suggests
that “he ” probably does not have “an other” as its antecedent.  He
says that the antecedent is the natural person referred to at the
beginning of the first paragraph of the block quotation just presented.
However, a “natural person” is not mentioned at the beginning of the
first paragraph. “Natural person” makes its appearance in the second
paragraph. The person mentioned in the first paragraph is the
generic person whose words or actions are considered “either as his
own or as representing those of another man.” Because the
definition of the first paragraph is generic, I do not think that
“A PERSON” refers only to natural persons. If “he ” referred to a
natural person, then it would follow that a natural person would be a
“feigned or artificial person” (a non-natural person). This view yields
a contradiction or paradoxical result that can be avoided. On the
interpretation I suggest, a human being who is a monarch is or
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“bears” two persons: His own natural person and a non-natural
person in virtue of his office.

It is more plausible to construe “he ” as part of a parallel syntactic
structure in the second paragraph. Both “he ” and “he ” of the
preceding clause have the same antecedent: “A PERSON.” This
antecedent refers to persons generically. This use of “person”
allows (p. 327) Hobbes to talk later about, say, “persons by fiction” or
“fictitious persons,” in analogy perhaps with “accused murderer” or
“alleged document.” So he might have said that fictional characters
like Agamemnon are feigned persons, if he had wished to, in
contrast with sovereigns who are artificial persons. (Whether he
wished to do this is a vexed question.) Whatever the correct
interpretation of these two paragraphs of Leviathan, it is certain that
Hobbes held that some persons represent other persons. A
sovereign represents subjects, and the judges and ministers
appointed by a sovereign represent the sovereign.

One might have hoped that the corresponding passages about
persons in De homine (1658) and the Latin Leviathan (1668) would
be obviously consistent with that of the English Leviathan.
Unfortunately, it is not obvious. Each poses problems of its own. The
corresponding passage in De homine occurs in its last chapter, “De
homine fictitio.”  My guess is that Hobbes used “homo” in the title
rather than “persona” in order to justify its inclusion in De
homine.  This is confirmed by the chapter’s title in the book’s table
of contents.  It may initially seem that a discussion of homo
fictitio does not strictly belong in De homine because homines are
naturally occurring entities, and non-natural persons seem to depend
of something non-natural. However, Hobbes was justified in
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discussing persons in De homine because the ideas of both natural
and fictive or fictional or feigned persons outside a civil state are
intelligible.  In fact, Hobbes introduces his discussion of persons in
a nonpolitical context. Agamemnon is a persona fictitia; the words of
the actor are attributed to the fictional character. The example of
Agamemnon leads to Hobbes’s definition of “person”:

Persona est cui Verba & Actiones hominum attribuuntur vel
suae vel alienae. Si suae, Persona naturalis est; si alienae,
Fictitia est.

The first sentence says that a person is the thing to which the words
and actions of men are attributed, either their own or those of others.
This is clear. The sense of the first half of the second sentence also
seems clear. If the words or actions are attributed to the thing that
produced them, then it is a natural person. The precise meaning of
the rest of the sentence is unclear. I believe a correct translation is:
“if [the words and actions are attributed] to some other, he is fictional
[or: feigned, or: artificial].” That is, if the words or actions are
attributed to something other than the thing that produced them, (p.

328) then that other thing is the person. On this interpretation, the
words and actions of an actor playing Agamemnon are attributed to
Agamemnon, and Agamemnon is the person. So the person is the
thing represented and not the representative. This view, the opposite
of the one in the English Leviathan,  is consonant with Hobbes’s
remark shortly thereafter that even bridges and hospitals and
inanimate things can be persons. In Leviathan, Hobbes holds that
these things can be personated but not that they are persons.

43

44

45



This interpretation has several considerations in its favor. One is that
the language of representation in De homine is introduced, not in the
context of giving an explanation of the way a sovereign represents or
even of representation in general, but in the limited context of a
person exceeding his authority: “some bear the person of the one
commanding; and others do something not by the one
commanding.”  The latter representatives are exceeding their
authority.

The interrelations between persons, representation, authors, and
actors that worked so well in Leviathan do not work well in De
homine. Hobbes’s author/actor distinction, which is inspired by
theater, ill fits that phenomenon. When one looks to the author of
stage actors, one looks for the playwright. But Hobbes conflates the
stage actor, say, Nikos Sedaris, with the fictional character,
Agamemnon. Whereas the stage actor remains the actor for
Hobbes, the words and actions of the stage actor are attributed to
the fictional character; for example, Agamemnon. Hobbes does not,
and could not plausibly, say that Agamemnon is the author of the
words and actions because Agamemnon could hardly authorize any
actor or other human being to represent him on the stage.
Aeschylus, the author of Agamemnon, is not mentioned at all for
good reason. Agamemnon’s return to Argos is not owned by
Aeschylus.

The oddities attaching to persona fictitia may have been the result of
his changing his primary perspective from politics in Leviathan to
nonpolitical human behavior in De homine.  Even if man and
person do not come apart for a natural person, they do come apart
when nonnatural persons are at issue. In the political case
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of Leviathan, the words and actions of the sovereign get attributed to
his subjects. In the nonpolitical case of De homine, the words of the
actor get attributed to the fictional character. The interpretation of De
homine being considered is also consonant with the fact that Hobbes
applies only one term to the class of non-natural persons, the
postclassical word fictitia, much closer to English “fictional” than the
classical terms “ficta” or “artificiosa.” Because Hobbes uses only the
word fictitia for non-natural persons, when he (p. 329) previews the
content of De cive at the end of chapter 15 of De homine, he has to
allude to sovereigns as “fictions of this kind” (“Hujus modi …
Fictionum”).

Hobbes’s comment that the verbal and nonverbal actions of many
men are attributed to one thing straightforwardly fits fictional
characters. There are many theatrical productions in which different
human actors have their actions attributed to something different
from them—say, Agamemnon. And it is certainly apposite to say that
Agamemnon is fictitia:  “loqui non ipse Histrio, sed aliquis alius,
puta, Agamemnon, nimirum Faciem Fictitiam Agamemnonis
induente Histrione, qui pro illo tempore erat
Agamemnon.”  Hobbes’s difficulty in talking about the relation
between stage actor and fictional character is indicated by the
contradiction within the last quoted passage: The actor does not
speak; Agamemnon speaks, and Agamemnon is identical with the
actor (“qui … erat Agamemnon”).

The idea of the words and actions of many successive men being
attributed to one person does not neatly fit Hobbes’s political theory.
In the political case, he is primarily interested in the relationship
between the words and actions of one sovereign and many subjects.
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This is not to say that there is no Hobbesian political relation that
satisfies the many-one relation of being “attributed to.” In an
aristocracy and democracy, the words and actions of the many
individual people who constitute the sovereign are attributed to the
sovereign, which in turn are attributed to the many subjects.
Hobbes’s clearest statement of the relationship of one sovereign to
many subjects occurs when he is preparing to talk about the fact that
sovereigns can represent the person of God.

For if many men agree that whatever some one [man] or
some assembly from the many does, they themselves will
hold it to be the action of each one of them; each will be the
author of the actions which the man or assembly does.

In short, Hobbes’s account of sovereigns as persons in De homine is
subordinated in chapter 15 and is of little value to his political theory.
It is possible that he did not care because De homine is not
supposed to be a work of politics and seems to have been cobbled
together simply to complete his promised trilogy. For example, of the
fifteen chapters, two through nine are about optics, and the last six
about a hodgepodge of topics, including desire, speech, and religion.
It does not approach being a complete anthropology.

(p. 330) About a decade later, Hobbes returned to the issue of
personhood in his Latin translation of Leviathan. Chapter 16 of the
Latin Leviathan is briefer than the English text, and the brevity
begins with the title. The English title, “Of Persons, Authors, and
Things Personated,” becomes “Of Persons and Authors” (“De
Personis & Authoribus”). Here is Hobbes’s definition of persons:
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Persona est is qui suo vel alieno nomine res agit. Si suo,
Persona Propria, sive Naturalis est; si alieno, Persona est
ejus, cujus Nomine agit Repraesentativa.

The translation of the first sentence and the definition of a natural
person is again unproblematic: “A person is he who does things in
his own name or that of another. If in his own [name], he is a proper
or natural [person] …” In other words, the generic person represents
either himself or something other than himself. If he acts in his own
name, then he is a natural person.

The translation of the rest of the passage is problematic, and several
Latinists have given two different translations. The first of these is:

and if in [the name of] another, the person is Representative
of him in whose name he acts.

According to this translation, the non-natural person is the
representative, not the thing represented. This translation fits the
doctrine of the English Leviathan, as one would expect of the
translation. It is not necessary to say that he returned to his earlier
theory of persons because his account in De homine may have been
different simply because it had a different purpose. Also the
typography of the Latin largely fits Hobbes’s practice of putting the
names of the things being defined in italics:
Persona … Persona Propria, … Persona … Repraesentativa.

Nonetheless, Hobbes’s translation of the English Leviathan is
somewhat odd. The original, “represented truly or by fiction,” is
replaced by Latin words that literally mean “representative of him in
whose name he acts.” The distinction in the
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English Leviathan between representing truly and by fiction
disappears in the Latin translation, even though the distinction is
sensible because a sovereign truly represents people, according to
Hobbes’s account, and representing a fictional character or even a
bridge or hospital does involve some kind of fiction. The concept of
representation that appears in the definition of a generic person is
transferred in the Latin Leviathan to the definition of a non-natural
person. Finally, the presence of “suo vel alieno” in the
Latin Leviathan is a kind of echo of De homine’s “suae … alienae.”
But why should the former echo the latter, instead of adhering to the
English words? Of course, it is possible that the definition of non-
natural persons in the Latin Leviathan is supposed to be the same
as (p. 331) the one in De homine. There is an alternative translation of
the Latin Leviathan that is consonant with that view:

If in [the name of] another, the person belongs to him, in
whose name he acts as representative.

According to this translation, the (non-natural) person is not the
representative but the thing represented, the thing in whose name
the representative is acting. So the doctrine of persons would be like
that in De homine and not in the English Leviathan. This translation
would, in effect, explain why Hobbes departed from the syntax and
vocabulary of the English in the way he did. It is certainly odd to
translate a passage so as to say the opposite of the passage
translated. But one cannot put that past Hobbes.

A proponent of the alternative translation may reason that if Hobbes
had wanted to say the same thing as he said in Leviathan, he would
have given a straightforward Latin equivalent of the phrase “feigned



or artificial,” perhaps, “ficta vel artificiosa,” and he would have
retained the parallel structure of the second paragraph of Leviathan.
But he does neither. Although “Repraesentativa” could be used to
denote what “feigned or artificial person” had denoted in Leviathan, it
is not a translation of that phrase. As for the parallel structure, he
could have written the “si alieno” clause as “si alieno,
Persona Repraesentativa.” Instead, he goes out of his way to
destroy the parallel structure by omitting a name for the relevant kind
of person between “Persona” and “est” and inserting “cujus Nomine
agit Repraesentativa.” What the last clause of the just-quoted
passage literally says, according to this alternative translation, is “If
(he acts in the name) of another thing, the person belongs to him in
whose name the representative acts.” “Repraesentativa” is not the
name of the non-natural person. No name is given for this nonnatural
person. On this interpretation, the definitions of a natural and a
nonnatural person are not actually species of a so-called generic
definition of “person,” just as religion, as defined in chapter 6, may
not be the genus of superstition.  So the term “generic” would be a
misnomer if it were applied to the definition of person in the
Latin Leviathan as someone who acts in someone’s name.

Whether Hobbes thought of the representative or the represented as
the person in the Latin Leviathan, he needed to introduce the idea of
representation in the definition of a non-natural person because he
had not included it in his definition of “person” at the beginning of the
text we are considering.

The meaning of “si alieno, Persona est ejus, cujus Nomine
agit Repraesentativa” has a duck/rabbit quality; its meaning seems
to shift as one’s focal point on the text does. Over a stretch of three
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years, I have alternated between the two translations discussed.
And, just as I had determined that a large majority of competent
readers of Latin favored the first translation, two additional Latinists
opted for the latter. At that point, I considered (p. 332) the possibility
that Hobbes had intended his definition to be ambiguous between
the two translations. I conjecture that he intended both of them.

Each translation gives him something reasonable and perhaps at
least part of what he intended. Like the definition in the
English Leviathan, non-natural persons are representatives. And,
like the definition in De homine, non-natural persons are things
represented. A complete theory of persons should make both
sovereigns and subjects, playwrights and state actors, stage actors
and fictional characters persons. My last word on this topic is
anticlimactic: Because my concern is the doctrine of the
English Leviathan, the inconclusive results of the Latin Leviathan are
not a problem for my view.

3 Sovereigns as the Primary Political Representatives

The goal of this section is to show that the primary political relation
in Leviathan is the one between the sovereign and the subject. The
sovereign directly represents each subject individually. One
consequence of this is that the existence of the commonwealth is
logically consequent upon the existence of the sovereign. A second
is that the sovereign represents the commonwealth, too.
Theoretically, Hobbes could have done without the commonwealth
altogether because it itself cannot act. The essential political entities
for Hobbes are the sovereign and the subjects. The commonwealth



is epiphenomenal; it acts only in virtue of the actions of the
sovereign, so to say that the commonwealth acts is metonymy.

The key passage for my interpretation is the same as the one that
prepares for the introduction of authorization-cum-alienation. In order
to escape the state of nature, people “confer all their power and
strength upon one man or upon one assembly of men, … which is as
much as to say, to appoint one man or assembly of men to bear their
person.”  This conferral of power is upon the sovereign, not upon
the commonwealth because, as Hobbes often says, it is the
sovereign’s actions that are owned by each subject.  He does not
say that subjects own the actions of the commonwealth, and, indeed,
in the sovereign-making formula, the commonwealth is not
mentioned at all. The commonwealth is introduced after the words
“This done.” That is, the commonwealth follows upon the creation of
the sovereign: “This done, the Multitude so united in one Person, is
called a COMMON-WEALTH; in latine CIVITAS.”  Syntactically, (p.

333) Hobbes is indicating that the creation of the commonwealth is
either temporally posterior to the creation of the sovereign (“done”)
or the cause of it. This interpretation is confirmed by the text of the
Latin Leviathan, which uses a past construction for “this done,”
namely, “quo facto.” The priority of the sovereign is confirmed in the
next chapter, chapter 18. Hobbes says that by instituting the
commonwealth, “the Rights of the Sovereign” are created, not the
rights of the commonwealth.

The sovereign has “the right to present the person” of all his
subjects.  It has “all the rights and faculties on whom the sovereign
power is conferred.” It, not the commonwealth, has the sovereign
power. Subjects are “Subjects to the Soveraign” and not to the
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commonwealth.  Because the sovereign represents each individual
subject, and the subjects come to be united in the commonwealth,
Hobbes also says that the sovereign is the “Representative of the
Commonwealth.”

It would be misleading or mistaken to infer that the commonwealth is
the author of the actions of the sovereign. The literal truth is that the
individual subjects are the authors of what the sovereign does, and
they own those actions. Skinner takes a different view:

whenever our sovereigns exercise their powers to procure
our safety and contentment, the acts they perform should
not be regarded as their own but rather as those of the
person whom they are representing, that is, the person of
the state.

However, if the actions were attributed to the commonwealth, as
Skinner thinks they are, then individual subjects could distance
themselves from responsibility for those actions: “The
commonwealth is the author of the actions, not me.”  That is
precisely what Hobbes wants to avoid, I believe. Hobbes ensures
that the individual subjects are responsible for the sovereign’s
behavior by making the sovereign the direct representative of the
individual. Indeed, Hobbes wants to reduce the commonwealth to
as close to nothing as he can.  That is why he is happy to say that
“the commonwealth is no person,” has “no capacity to do anything
but by the representative, that is, the (p. 334) sovereign,” and “a
commonwealth without a sovereign power is but a word without
substance and cannot stand.”
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The unity of the sovereign is logically prior to the unity of the
commonwealth, and its unity is not the same as the unity of the
commonwealth. The unity of the monarch is the unity of the human
being who constitutes the monarch. The unity of the aristocracy and
the democracy is presumably the unity of the human beings who
constitute the aristocratic and democratic assemblies,
respectively.  That the sovereign and the commonwealth are
logically separate is evident from Hobbes’s comment that “the
Soveraign in every Commonwealth, is the absolute Representative
of all the subjects.”  Substituting “sovereign” for “commonwealth”
would result in nonsense: “the sovereign in every sovereign is the
absolute representative of all the subjects.” The subjects in a
commonwealth constitute the commonwealth but are subject to the
sovereign and typically do not constitute part of the sovereign: “And
he that carryeth this person is called SOVEREIGN, and said to have
sovereign power, and every one besides, his SUBJECT.”  However,
these statements cannot be precisely true because a sovereign and
a commonwealth have different properties, as we have already
shown. The sovereign can be constituted by a single human being,
but a commonwealth is never constituted by a single human being.
Hobbes also indicates a difference in his principal analogy of the
commonwealth. The commonwealth is a living body, and the
sovereign is its soul.

That the primary and direct political relationship holds between the
sovereign and the subjects also emerges from considering the first
part of the sovereign-making formula of chapter 17, “I authorize and
give up my right of governing myself, to this man or to this assembly
of men.”  The man or assembly of men is the sovereign, not the
commonwealth. The category of a commonwealth is determined by
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the type of sovereign it has, and the sovereign, of whatever type, is
the representative of “every one of the multitude,” each individual,
not an artificially unified object.  It is in virtue of the unity of the
sovereign, of whatever type, that subjects have a unity in the
commonwealth: “A multitude of men are made one person when
they are by one man, or one person, represented … For it is the
unity of the representer or representative, not the unity of the
represented, that maketh the person one.”  In other words, the
subjects have to rely on the unity of some logically prior entity in
order for them to be united. This other entity (p. 335) cannot be the
commonwealth because then its unity would exist before it was
created, a logical impossibility.

Hobbes would not want the sovereign to be the creation of the
commonwealth because if the sovereign were, then the sovereign
would directly represent the commonwealth, not each individual
subject. The danger, as far as Hobbes is concerned, is that the
authority of the sovereign would be mediated by the authority of the
commonwealth, and this would open the door to some theorist to
argue that the sovereign may fail to represent the commonwealth
correctly and that the constituents of the commonwealth, the
subjects, could make this judgment. The sovereign could not be the
judge in this circumstance because no one can be a judge in his own
case.  The distance being considered here between the sovereign
and the subjects is logical in the sense that to go from a proposition
about the sovereign to one about his subjects one would need a
mediating premise about the commonwealth such that one could
argue as follows: “The sovereign (directly) represents the
commonwealth; the commonwealth (directly) represents the
subjects; therefore, the sovereign (indirectly or mediately) represents
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the subjects.” The distance is also psychological because a person
going through the logical calculation would feel more removed from
the proposition that appears higher in the proof. English law in the
first half of the seventeenth century countenanced an analog of this
distance. The monarch directly represented or ruled the people and
could do no wrong, although the ministers of the king could do wrong
because they did not represent the subjects—as Lord Strafford and
the Archbishop William Laud knew only too well because they were
executed for obeying Charles I. In other words, if the sovereign or
the king represents the subjects indirectly, then he may be open to
the same vulnerability as the king’s ministers had been, and Hobbes
did not want that. I am not saying that the alternative theory being
considered is cogent but rather that Hobbes would not want to say
anything to inspire anyone to adopt it on the basis of his own theory.
In fact, the alternative theory is similar to a central part of John
Locke’s theory.  Locke uses the words “society” and “community”
where we have used “commonwealth.” Society or the community
selects a sovereign, who is given limited powers; the sovereign may
be removed by the society, and, in general, the sovereign may perish
without the society perishing.

Sometimes Hobbes wants to give the impression that the
commonwealth is at least equiprimordial with the sovereign. So he
says that to the “COMMON-WEALTH … [OR] (p. 336) that great LEVIATHAN …
wee owe … our peace and defence.”  But in the next sentence, he
confuses the issue by saying “by this authority, given him by every
particular man in the commonwealth, he hath the use of so much
power and strength conferred on him that, by terror thereof, he is
able to conform the will of them all” [emphasis
added].  Grammatically, the italicized pronouns refer to the
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commonwealth, and we may say that, by metonymy, what Hobbes is
saying is true. But, according to Hobbes’s express doctrine, the
pronouns should refer to the sovereign because the commonwealth
only acts in virtue of the sovereign acting. This interpretation is
confirmed when he explains that the person he is speaking of is “the
essence of the commonwealth.” The essence of the commonwealth
is not the commonwealth, according to the doctrine of essence.

And if the essence is identified with the soul, it is again not identical
with commonwealth.  Hobbes then again switches the focus of the
discussion from the sovereign to the commonwealth, and then back
again:

And in him [the sovereign] consisteth the Essence of the
Commonwealth; which, (to define it [commonwealth],) is
One Person, of whose Acts a great Multitude, by mutuall
Covenants one with another, have made themselves every
one the Author.

And he that carryeth this person is called SOVERAIGNE, and
said to have Soveraigne Power; and every one besides,
his SUBJECT.

Reversing the illusion of those who try to “make men see double and
mistake their lawful sovereign,” Hobbes tries to get men to see single
by conflating the commonwealth with the sovereign.  The logic of
Hobbes’s theory cannot support a strict identification of sovereign
and commonwealth. In a monarchy, one human being constitutes the
monarch. If the subjects constituted part of a monarchy, then they
would have a vote in the decisions of the sovereign. But they don’t.
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4 Conclusion

I have tried to show that Hobbes’s best theory of the origin of the
political sphere is that individual people (through a covenant)
authorize some one entity—one human being in the case of
monarchy and some assembly of human beings in the case of
aristocracy and democracy—to represent them. The action of
authorization in itself does not involve alienation of any rights and
hence does not limit the liberty of the covenanting individuals. Their
liberty comes to be limited either in virtue of the principle (p. 337) that
whoever wills the end wills the means and the fact that human
sovereigns almost always lack sufficient resources of their own to
govern or in virtue of the fact that whoever has a right to an end has
a right to the means to that end.

The action of authorization creates the relation of representation
between the sovereign, who has some preexisting unity, and the
covenanting individuals. A consequence of this relation is the
creation of the commonwealth and thereby a unity of the individuals
themselves. In addition to representing individual citizens, the
sovereign represents the commonwealth because the
commonwealth lacks the power to act on its own. Hobbes’s theory of
authorization and representation, then, is his attempt to defend the
priority and privileges of the sovereign, not the commonwealth.
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Notes:
( ) Hereafter I’ll use “subject” to denote both subjects and prospective subjects.

( ) De cive 5.6; see also Elements of Law 19.7. De cive and the Elements of Law, Natural
and Politic will be referred to by chapter and section.

( ) See Leviathan 18.8, 90; also 14.21, 68. References to Leviathan give the page in a copy
of the 1651 Head edition preceded by the number of the chapter and paragraph, where
appropriate. See Hobbes 2011.

( ) I think that the suggested argument, considered as an objection to Hobbes’s theory, is
cogent. Sreedhar (2010) argues that Hobbes actually held this doctrine. I think he does not
acknowledge the objection and would not want to because it would frustrate his desire to
make the sovereign absolute.

( ) Leviathan 17.13, 87.

( ) The phrase, “I authorize” is grammatically incomplete. One must say who is authorized
to do what. Whenever Detective Joe Fontana, played by Dennis Farina in Law and
Order, wanted to get a citizen to allow him and his partner to do something they were not
legally permitted to do, he said to the citizen, “It’s okay; we’re authorized.” Authorized by
whom to do what?

( ) It may seem that the sovereign does not receive any rights that he did not have before
the alienation because of Hobbes’s remark, “For he that renounceth or passeth away his
right giveth not to any other man a right which he had not before [because there is nothing
to which every man had not right by nature], but only standeth out of his way, that he [the
‘recipient’] may enjoy his own original right without hindrance from him” (Leviathan 14.2).
However, there’s a difference between A’s right to, say, eat an apple and B’s right to, say,
eat an apple. A’s right is for A to eat an apple and B’s right is for B to eat an apple, and
these are different rights. Virtually every sovereign depends on subjects’ positively
contributing to the sovereign’s work. So, the right of the sovereign S to defend B, is not the
same as the right of B to defend B. If subjects did not transfer their particular rights to the
sovereign, they would be hindering it. See further Martinich 2005: 150–154. Johan
Olsthoorn raised the issue in this footnote and helped me formulate my response.

( ) I am grateful to Robin Douglass for offering this interpretation; the quoted phrase is his.

( ) De cive 6.3–10.
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( ) De cive 6.9.

( ) Pettit 1997 and Skinner 2008.

( ) It is possible that Hobbes began to see the light as early as his writing of chapter 18. In
the first paragraph, he wrote that a sovereign is created when “a Multitude of men do agree
and Covenant, every one, with every one, that to whatsoever Man or Assembly of
Men, shall be given by the major part, the Right to Present the Person of them all …
shall Authorise all the Actions and Judgements of that Man, or Assembly of men …”
(Leviathan 18, 88). Although Hobbes used a form of “give,” he did not say that men
give up their rights. Rather something is given to the sovereign. So there is no mention of
alienation here. In effect, the sovereign is given a right that consists of the power to govern.
This is another way of saying that the sovereign is authorized.

( ) If it seems strange that Hobbes would improve his theory between chapters 17 and 21,
a plausible explanation is that theorists often do not immediately see how a new theory
ought to be worked out. Also, Hobbes’s thought in chapter 21 was motivated by his attempt
to attack republicanism, which arguably puts a high premium on authorization.

( ) Leviathan 21.7, 109.

( ) Leviathan 21.7, 109.

( ) Skinner 2008: 128–130, 133, emphasizes that Hobbes changed his view about liberty
between The Elements of Law and Leviathan.

( ) Leviathan 21.10, 111.The corresponding passage in the Latin Leviathan is: “actionum
omnium ejus hominis cui summam tribuimus potestatem authorem me facio”
(Latin Leviathan 21.13).

( ) The corresponding passage in the Latin Leviathan is: “author sum omnium actionum
ejus cui summam tribuimus potestatem” (Latin Leviathan 21.13). Hobbes apparently did not
look at his earlier translation of the authorization formula when he translated this passage.

( ) Leviathan 21.14, 112.

( ) Leviathan 21.15, 112.

( ) Filmer 1991: 193.

( ) Cf. Skinner 2002: 206, and Skinner 2008: 173.

( ) Leviathan 21.15, 112.

( ) Leviathan 21.15, 112.

( ) Leviathan 18.8, 90; see also 18.20, 94; 30.3, 175; and 38.13, 237–238.
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( ) Leviathan 21.17, 112.

( ) Leviathan 21.18, 113.

( ) One might argue that the authorization-cum-alienation theory should be understood as
the same as the pure authorization theory. My problem with this suggestion is that the text
of chapter 18 does not support this reading. Also, what rights a sovereign commands to be
transferred to him cannot be initially specified because the sovereign is not a party to the
covenant and because the rights that are transferred change depending upon the
sovereign’s changing judgment of what’s necessary. See Green (2015) for an alternative
way of resolving the inconsistency.

( ) One might criticize the philosophical cogency of the pure alienation theory on the
grounds that, by the principle that whoever has a right to the end has the right to the means,
each subject has to alienate this right to govern himself, and so that right is both authorized
and alienated. I cannot explore that objection here.

( ) Rogers and Schuhmann claim that the Latin Leviathan, published by Blaeu in 1668,
was largely translated from a manuscript owned and corrected by Hobbes. However, the
Latin Leviathan sometimes abbreviates the English text and contains grammatical errors.
Most of these errors were corrected for the 1670 edition, probably by an accomplished
Latinist who did not consult with Hobbes or have a copy of one of the English editions
(Rogers and Schuhmann 2003: 241–258).

( ) Individual words and short phrases in Latin are placed in italics. Longer segments are
in the typeface of the original publication.

( ) Latin Leviathan 17.13, 85.

( ) Leviathan 16.3, 80; cf. Skinner 2002. See also Pettit 1997, Pitkin 1967, Runciman
1997, 2000, 2010, Tricauld 1982.

( ) Leviathan 16.1, 80.The phrase “feigned or artificial persons” does not necessarily
indicate two subclasses of persons. The word “or” could have an appositive use as in “man
or rational animal.” Hobbes likes to use this construction, and it appears in his definition of a
person in the Latin Leviathan, “persona propria, sive naturalis,” as we shall see later.

( ) Leviathan 19.4, 95–96; 23.2, 123; and 28.25, 166.

( ) Leviathan 19.14, 99.

( ) Leviathan 17.13, 87.

( ) Skinner 2002: 188.

( ) Skinner 2002: 187.
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( ) The phrase “homo fictitio” is not quite correct because Hobbes distinguishes between a
man and a person.

( ) It seems to me that, strictly speaking, artificial persons are not human beings. But if
one thinks that monarchs are artificial persons and identical with human beings, then
human beings can be artificial human beings.

( ) De homine 87.

( ) Also, the discussion of persons in Leviathan occurs appropriately in Part I, “Of Man,” as
Johan Olsthoorn reminded me.

( ) De homine 15.1, 84: “A person is he to whom the words and actions of men are
attributed, either to himself or to another. If [the words and actions are attributed] to himself,
he is a natural person; if [the words and actions are attributed] to some other, he is fictional
[or feigned, or artificial].”

( ) Cf. Skinner 2002: 189.

( ) “[A]lii jubente eo cujus Personam gerunt, alii non jubente id faciunt” (De homine 15.2,
84).

( ) Complications such as the fact that repressive governments often hold authors
responsible for what their characters say and do are not relevant here.

( ) Hobbes is no clearer about whether a person is the representative or the thing
represented when he writes, “one Person, [is one] that can speak, command, or do any act
of a Person” (An Answer to a Book Published by Dr. Bramhall, 71). Whether a bridge, a
thing represented, is a person or not depends on whether we say that it can speak or
command through a representative.

( ) De homine 15.4, 85.

( ) In Leviathan, Hobbes begins the chapter with his definitions of various persons and
only briefly uses the example of the theater to illustrate what a person is.

( ) De homine 15.1 84: “the actor himself did not speak, but some other [did], for example,
Agamemnon, namely, the actor putting on the false face of Agamemnon, who was for that
time Agamemnon.”

( ) Hobbes De homine: 15.4, 85: “Si enim consentiant Homines plures ut quicquid fecerit
unus aliquis, vel coetus ex pluribus, id se pro actione uniuscujusque ipsorum habituros
esse, erit unusquisque, Actionum quas homo vel coetus faciet, Author.”

( ) Published in 1668 at the end of Opera Omnia and then separately, in an edition with
some of the grammar corrected by a Latinist, in 1670 (Rogers and Schuhmann 2003), and
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1676 in London.

( ) Latin Leviathan 1676: 79.

( ) Cf. Martinich 1992: 50–59.

( ) Leviathan 17.13, 87.

( ) For example, Hobbes 115; cf. Newey 2008: 106. I do not agree with Skinner when he
says, “our sovereigns … should not be regarded as their own but rather as those of the
person whom they are representing, that is, the person of the state” (Skinner 2002: 200).
Sovereigns are persons because they represent other things.

( ) Leviathan 17.13, 87. Cf. “the Person in whose name the sovereign acquires the right to
speak and act will be the Person engendered by the multitude out of its agreement to be
represented” (Skinner 2007: 171, also 200). I believe Hobbes’s text shows that the
agreement to be represented is each individual’s agreement to be represented individually.
The commonwealth is not yet in play.

( ) Some editors think that “present” is a mistake for “represent.” However, it is plausible
that Hobbes was using “present” as a synonym for “bear” because he uses “gerendi” when
he translated the passage into the Latin Leviathan: “Personam omnium gerendi Ius”
(Latin Leviathan 18.1, 86).

( ) Leviathan 23.8, 88.

( ) Leviathan 7.37, 159–160; 28.12, 163; 28.13, 163; and 29.6, 168; cf. Skinner 2002: 200.

( ) Skinner 2002: 200.

( ) In fact, in my opinion, subjects are not culpable for the actions of their government
although they may be culpable for not trying hard enough to prevent their government from
acting badly.

( ) By the same token, the sovereign cannot be unjust to any individual subject because
each individual directly authorizes the sovereign, and subjects have an obligation directly to
the sovereign. Also, because the sovereign’s behavior is the subjects’ actions and no one
can injure themselves, the same conclusion follows. Leviathan 21.21, 114, and 18.6, 90.

( ) Skinner (2008: 188–189) thinks that the sovereign is a person “by Fiction” and denies
that he is “real or substantial.” He thinks that the commonwealth is the more important
object.

( ) Leviathan 31.1, 186.

( ) Perhaps the unity of a democracy is identical with the unity of all the subjects, if the
latter can be said to be a unity at all.
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( ) Leviathan 22.5, 115.

( ) Leviathan 17.14, 88. There are other passages in which Hobbes muddies the waters
and either conflates or gives the impression of conflating sovereign and commonwealth.

( ) Leviathan 21.21, 114; Latin Leviathan: “Is qui summam habet Potestatem, pro Anima
est, corpus totum vivificante & movente” (1668: bbb ).

( ) Leviathan 17.13, 87.

( ) Leviathan 19.1, 94; cf. Skinner 2002: 200.

( ) Leviathan 16.13, 82; see also 17.13, 87.

( ) This problem of a prior-existing unity may apply equally to sovereigns as to
commonwealths. The sovereign does not exist prior to the sovereign-making action.
Hobbes gives the impression that he has a solution to this problem for monarchy. The
multitude is made “one person when they are by one man … represented.” The unity of
monarchy is guaranteed by the preexisting unity of the human being who is the monarch.
But the person of an assembly does not exist prior to the unity-making action of
authorization.

( ) Leviathan 15.30, 78.

( ) See also Skinner 2007.

( ) Quentin Skinner once said in conversation that the problem with Hobbes’s theory is
that “he has no theory of society.” I think that this is what he meant.

( ) Leviathan 17.13, 87.

( ) Leviathan 17.13, 87–88.

( ) De homine 8.23, 71.

( ) Leviathan Introduction, 1.

( ) Leviathan 17.13, 88.

( ) Leviathan 39.5, 248.

( ) I want to thank Michael LeBuffe, Kinch Hoekstra, all the members of “Hobbes: Politics
and Philosophy Workshop,” King’s College, London, May 2012, especially Adrian Blau,
Robin Douglass, and Johan Olsthoorn, and the audience at Emory University, especially
Ursula Goldenbaum, for their illuminating comments on this chapter. Leslie Martinich and J.
P. Andrew also graciously helped with the editing. Finally, I want to thank Dean Randy Diehl
for awarding me a Dean’s Fellowship from the University of Texas at Austin, which gave me
additional time to work on this chapter.
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