
c h a p t e r  e i g h t

Leviathan, Incorporated
The fairies, in what nation soever they converse, have but one universal king, 

which some poets of ours call King Oberon; but the Scripture calls Beelzebub, 

prince of demons. The ecclesiastics likewise, in whose dominions soever they 

be found, acknowledge but one universal king, the Pope.

The ecclesiastics are spiritual men and ghostly fathers. The fairies are spir-

its and ghosts. Fairies and ghosts inhabit darkness, solitudes, and graves. The 

ecclesiastics walk in obscurity of doctrine, in monasteries, churches, and 

church- yards.

The ecclesiastics have their cathedral churches, which (in what town soever 

they be erected) by virtue of holy water and certain charms called exorcisms 

have the power to make those towns cities (that is to say, seats of empire). 

The fairies also have their enchanted castles, and certain gigantic ghosts that 

domineer over the regions round about them.

—Leviathan

Leviathan is haunted by ghosts, and by the memory of Shakespeare. Hobbes 
is never more contemptuous than when he addresses what he calls the 
“inventions of ghostly men”: the collective belief in “fairies and walking 
ghosts,” the practice of exorcism, or the use of crosses and holy water, all 
devices that the church uses to bolster its spiritual power and claims to 
political authority. “If this superstitious fear of spirits were taken away,” 
Hobbes argues, “and with it prognostics from dreams, false prophecies, and 
many other things depending thereon, by which crafty ambitious persons 
abuse the simple people, men would be much more fitted than they are 
for civil obedience.”1 The purpose of Leviathan (1651) was to make good on 
this premise, and Hobbes devoted more than half of the work to the claim 
that “no argument can be drawn that the right of supremacy in religion 
was not in kings” (3.40.12), a position that might have been taken directly 
from Hooker’s Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity. Dedicating his Latin edition of 
Leviathan to Francis Godolphin in 1668, Hobbes emphasized that the topic 
of the book was not simply “this my discourse of Commonwealth,” as he had 
described it 1651, but “this treatise on the Civil and Ecclesiastical Power.”2
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204 c h a p t e r  e i g h t

Of course Hobbes’s theory of sovereignty was intended to encompass far 
more than the question of church and state, since he believed that Leviathan 
offered an entirely novel theory of politics in general that could account for 
the origins and persistence of civil life, a theory that, like Bacon (for whom 
he had acted as secretary), Hobbes understood to be a form of “science.”3 
And like Hooker, Hobbes understood the political relationship to be a spe-
cies of corporate membership. But where Hooker had drawn closely on Ar-
istotelian arguments that presumed the primacy of the whole over the part, 
Hobbes proceeds by arguing that the composition of the whole is precisely 
what requires explanation.4 How do a multitude of men, living independently 
of one another in an atomistic state of nature and a condition of universal 
antagonism, come to constitute a community that is distinct from the sum 
of  its individual parts and endowed with the power to determine all matters 
of order and justice? As is well known, Hobbes compares this community to 
an enormous “artificial man” he names “Leviathan,” which he endows with 
absolute sovereign power. And he claims to borrow two of his most important 
concepts, those of “representation” and of the “person,” not from the law, as 
we might expect, but from the theater, the very institution that Shakespeare 
had made famous.

In what follows, I examine Hobbes’s arguments in some detail in order to 
assess how he responded to the tradition of corporatist political thought that 
preceded him, as well as to the growing influence of corporate institutions 
in economic and political life.5 My aim is also to explain why theater should 
have suggested itself to Hobbes as he sought to solve what he viewed as 
the defining question of the “political” as a distinctive existential condition, 
and to do so, moreover, on the grounds not of a classical ethical or political 
philosophy but rather in conformity to Hobbes’s own natural philosophi-
cal principles.6 As we shall see, the theatrical analogy allowed Hobbes to 
refigure mystical ideas about a corporate body politic in light of his mate-
rialism and his nominalism: he found in theater a pragmatic and entirely 
nonmetaphysical example of the “person” and of the idea of representation 
the category of person implied. Both concepts allowed Hobbes to compose a  
corporate commonwealth that was “imitated” from nature by human art, as 
he put it, and that possessed the power to act concretely— in reality— des pite 
being a nominalist abstraction. Equally important, however, the analogies that 
Hobbes drew from theater helped him distinguish Leviathan from the other 
corporate institutions of his period, even as he was deriving many structural 
features of  Leviathan directly from them. He is outraged by parliamentary 
claims to authority, of course, but he has sharp words, too, for commercial 
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l e v i a t h a n ,  i n c o r p o r a t e d  205

societies, and he reserves his most extreme rhetoric for the church and its 
institutional allies, the universities. By examining Hobbes’s criticisms of these 
corporate “rivals,” we can use his arguments to take the measure of how ideas 
about corporation had changed over the course of the sixteenth and seven-
teenth centuries, especially in relation to theories of representation, church 
and state, and philosophical accounts of politics. And perhaps most impor-
tant, we may arrive at some valuable insights into the nature of corporations 
that remain relevant today.

“ a r i s t o t e l i t y ”

Throughout Leviathan, and especially in the later Behemoth, his historical 
account of the causes of the English Civil War (1668, pub. 1679), Hobbes is 
equally hostile to Catholic apologists and Presbyterian ministers, both of 
whom he names as the collective “authors . . . of this darkness in religion” 
that threatened to consume the commonwealth.7 “As there have been doc-
tors that hold there be three souls in a man,” he warns his reader, “so there 
be also that think there may be more souls (that is, more sovereigns) than 
one in a commonwealth, and set up a supremacy against the sovereignty, can-
ons against laws, and a ghostly authority against the civil ” (Leviathan, 2.29.15). 
Hobbes argues that “the true interpretation of the word h o ly  . . . is a word 
which in God’s kingdom answereth to that which men in their kingdoms 
use to call public, or the king’s” (3.35.14), since God is himself a king, and 
the king, or sovereign, is properly taken as “the public person.”8 More fun-
damentally, he claims that the term ecclesia originally had a political mean-
ing: “Church (when not taken for a house) signifieth the same that ecclesia 
signified in the Grecian commonwealths, that is to say, a congregation or an 
assembly of citizens, called forth to hear the magistrate speak unto them” 
(3.39.2).9 When the term ecclesia is used for “a congregation assembled of 
professors of Christianity” ( 3.39.3), he argues, the church should be under-
stood as a corporate political community like that of the state, since “the 
Church can be taken for one person, that is to say, that it can be said to have 
power to will, to pronounce, to command, to be obeyed, to make laws, or 
to do any other action whatsoever” ( 3.39.4). Nevertheless, the church fell 
unambiguously under the authority of the civil sovereign, Hobbes argues; 
the very notion of “temporal and spiritual government,” he sneers, “are but 
two words brought into the world to make men see double and mistake 
their lawful sovereign.” On the contrary, “that governor must be one, or 
else there must needs follow faction and civil war in the commonwealth: 
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206 c h a p t e r  e i g h t

between the Church and State; between spiritualists and temporalists; be-
tween the sword of justice and the shield of faith; and (which is more) 
in every Christian man’s own breast, between the Christian and the man” 
(Leviathan, 3.39.5). Making arguments that are nearly identical to those of 
Hooker before him, Hobbes maintains that this troubling self- division may 
be resolved simply by recognizing that “the church, if it be one person, is 
the same thing with a commonwealth of Christians, called a commonwealth 
because it consisteth of men united in one person, their sovereign; and a 
church, because it consisteth in Christian men united in one Christian sov-
ereign” ( 3.33.24; cf. 3.39.5).

Both Leviathan and Behemoth make plain Hobbes’s belief that the ulti-
mate source of the church’s “ghostly authority” derived neither from Rome 
nor from the English pulpit: it was bred in the universities, which Hobbes 
associated with Presbyterian claims to authority in particular.10 In Hobbes’s 
view, the schoolmen had joined with the ministers to form “a confederacy of 
deceivers that, to obtain dominion over men in this present world, endeavor by 
dark and erroneous doctrines to extinguish in them the light, both of nature and 
of the gospel, and so to disprepare them for the kingdom of God to come ” (4.44.1). 
The universities had originated by papal decree, and they had supported 
papal authority consistently ever since, even under the Tudors.11 The uni-
versities in turn educated the ministers, who promoted their own authority 
among the people and sought thereby to reverse the proper relation be-
tween church and state. “The Universities have been to this nation, as the 
wooden horse was to the Trojans,” Hobbes declares in Behemoth, and they 
succeeded in “[igniting ] a civil war in which many thousands of citizens 
were killed, and the king slaughtered in a most unworthy death.”12

Hobbes’s antipathy toward the universities was deep and long- standing, 
and it fueled some of his sharpest and most public controversies over the 
course of his career. Both Seth Ward and John Wallis responded strongly to 
Hobbes’s comments about the universities in Leviathan and published in-
creasingly ad hominem attacks on his arguments, his facts, his geometrical 
knowledge, his style, even his grammar.13 And few passages in Leviathan 
are more heated than when Hobbes contemplates the universities, which 
seemed capable of overturning every principle upon which his common-
wealth rested. He is well informed about their ecclesiastical origins and 
their status as one of the earliest examples of a universitas, defining “an 
University” as “a joining together and an incorporation under one govern-
ment of many public schools in one and the same town or city” (4.46.13).14 
This pluralist memory inflames Hobbes’s sensibilities and provokes a steady 
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l e v i a t h a n ,  i n c o r p o r a t e d  207

stream of criticism. At the university, the people might learn to admire the 
governments of other nations more than their own and hence be encour-
aged to disobedience. “Take away . . . the obedience (and consequently the 
concord of the people) and they shall not only not flourish, but in short time 
be dissolved,” Hobbes warns, comparing the people to “the foolish daugh-
ters of  Peleus” in Medea, who “cut him in pieces and boil him, together with 
strange herbs, but made not of him a new man” (2.30.7). At the univer-
sity, the people will learn to admire especially talented fellow subjects or to 
transfer their loyalties to an “assembly” that is not sovereign (2.30.8); they 
will learn to “speak evil” of the sovereign, to “dispute his power,” and to 
“use his name irreverently” (2.30.9).

Before he has closed even the first chapter of Leviathan, Hobbes takes an 
ironic swipe at the “frequency of insignificant speech” that characterizes 
the “philosophy- schools” and their master, Aristotle (1.1.5). The universities 
promulgated not the authentic scientific philosophy that Hobbes sought to 
establish but a dubious “metaphysics” of essences, as he viewed it, that led 
to all manner of theological absurdities and politically dangerous supersti-
tions. “The enemy has been here in the night of our natural ignorance and 
sown the tares of spiritual errors,” Hobbes warns portentiously, “mixing 
with the Scripture divers relics of the religion and much of the vain and 
erroneous philosophy of the Greeks (especially of Aristotle)” (4.44.3). This 
“vain philosophy,” Hobbes jeers, is more properly called “Aristotelity,” and 
it is responsible for all demonology, all belief in consecration, in exorcism, 
and in other false rituals. Deluded by Aristotle, the universities maintain 
the theology of purgatory, the doctrine of the Eucharist as a real presence, 
and belief in the immortality of the soul, which by the time of Leviathan 
Hobbes had come to deny. Hobbes assails no writer more vehemently than 
Aristotle, with the possible exception of Cardinal Bellarmine: “I believe that 
scarce anything can be more absurdly said in natural philosophy,” Hobbes 
maintains, “than that which now is called Aristotle’s Metaphysics; nor more 
repugnant to government than much of that he [Aristotle] hath said in his 
Politics; nor more ignorantly than a great part of his Ethics” (4.46.11).

Some of the most radical dimensions to Hobbes’s materialism emerge in 
his comments about the “Aristotelity” of the universities, which in the 1668 
Latin Leviathan he calls a “painted, chattering whore” and which is the most 
entrenched obstacle to Hobbes’s own project of reforming philosophy in 
neo- Baconian terms (e.g., 1.5.6 and 4.46.1). As he declared in the opening 
chapter of De Corpore, “The principal parts of philosophy are two. For two 
chief kinds of bodies, and very different from one another, offer themselves 
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208 c h a p t e r  e i g h t

to such as search after their generation and properties; one whereof being 
the work of nature, is called a natural body, the other is called a common-
wealth, and is made by the wills and agreement of men.”15 Nevertheless, 
Hobbes argued that the same underlying principles needed to be observed 
in natural, moral, and civil inquiry: even as he justified his intent to publish 
De Cive (1642, 1647) in advance of De Corpore (1655, 1668) and De Homine 
(1658, 1668), the other two sections of his system, in light of the recent civil 
wars, he claimed that his discussion of the “generation and form” of  “civil 
government” employed the very method that he had developed in De Cor-
pore to arrive at a scientific knowledge of natural bodies.16 His definition of 
“cause” as the aggregation of accidents that together produce an identical 
effect in a natural body (De Cor., 2.9.3) resembles closely his discussion of 
the “multitude” and the act of covenant in Leviathan and in the Elements 
of Law (1640), composed in the same period as De Corpore (ca. 1630– 40). 
“Power and act,” he argues, are “correspondent to cause and effect” (De Cor., 
2.10.1), an equation that Leviathan later completes by translating it into an 
axiom for a new political science. For “the greatest of human powers is that 
which is composed of the powers of most men, united by consent in one 
person, natural or civil, that has the use of all their powers depending on his 
will, such as is the power of a commonwealth” (Leviathan, 1.10.1– 2).

Hobbes opens Leviathan with an efficient set of arguments designed to 
demonstrate the sensory foundation of all knowledge and the importance of 
words, or “names,” as the tokens whereby all knowledge is communicated.17 
Natural bodies are subject to motion, the basic principle of all change and 
all causation in the universe, and as these bodies move through the world, 
they leave sense impressions upon our minds, impressions that Hobbes calls 
“images.” For Hobbes, the mind is continuous with the body (Hobbes is not 
Cartesian in this respect), and it, too, is therefore subject to motion and to 
“continual change.” Over time, this motion “destroys . . . the parts which in 
the sense were moved,” leaving the imagination and memory as residues of 
these decaying images (1.2.3, 1.3.2). These mental images form more or less 
organized sequences, and they constitute what Hobbes calls our “mental 
discourse,” or our conscious life (1.3.1). From this mental discourse emerges 
our capacity for understanding, which Hobbes declares is “common to man 
and beast ” (1.2.10).

Unlike beasts, however, men have an additional faculty that translates 
thoughts into words: the faculty of speech (1.4.3). This “most noble and 
profitable invention,” Hobbes writes, consists “of names or appellations, 
and their connexion, whereby men register their thoughts, recall them when 
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l e v i a t h a n ,  i n c o r p o r a t e d  209

they are past, and also declare them one to another for mutual utility and 
conversation, without which there had been amongst men, neither com-
monwealth, nor society, nor contract, nor peace, no more than amongst li-
ons, bears, and wolves” (1.4.1). Hobbes uses the same term, “connexion,” 
to describe the way men use words to “signify (by their connexion and or-
der)” what they are thinking (1.4.3) and also to describe the “understand-
ing” that we have when we hear this speech (1.4.22). This understanding is 
achieved by the act of reasoning, which Hobbes famously describes as the 
operation of adding and subtracting names in a quantitative way: “When 
a man reasoneth, he does nothing else but conceive a sum total from addi-
tion of parcels, or conceive a remainder from subtraction of one sum from 
another; which (if it be done by words) is conceiving of the consequence of 
the names of all the parts to the name of the whole, or from the names of 
the whole and one part to the name of the other part” (1.5.1). Hobbes’s com-
mitment to a political “science” predicated on geometrical demonstration, 
logical order, and quantitative reasoning is nowhere more visible than in 
these sections of Leviathan, which now restates as a process of verbal “reck-
oning” (1.5.2) the proposition in De Corpore that “in the sciences we have 
more knowledge of the causes of the parts than of the whole. For the cause 
of the whole is compounded of the causes of the parts; but it is necessary 
that we know the thing that are to be compounded, before we can know 
the whole compound” (De Cor., 1.6.2). In his natural philosophy, Hobbes 
even seems to imagine the relationship of part to whole in representational 
terms, since, as he puts it, “that which is so put  for all the severals of which it 
consists [ pro omnibus ex quibus constat; my emphasis], is called the w h o l e ; 
and those severals, when by the division of the whole they come again to be  
considered singly, are parts thereof; and therefore the whole and all the parts 
taken together are the same thing” (De Cor., 2.7.8– 9).

Although “Aristotelity,” too, proceeds from the basis of “names” and right 
definitions, it is “repugnant to natural reason” and “supernatural” (4.46.14) 
because it takes names as the necessary expressions of the essences of things 
rather than as the arbitrary tokens that they actually are. Hence Aristotle 
encourages a mistaken belief in a principle of essence more generally and 
in related terms, such as “entity,” “essential,” and “essentiality,” that mistake 
a relation of identity for an actually existing substance.18 This error, Hobbes 
argues, results from the ancient Greek tendency to use the verb “is” as both 
substantive and copula; as a copula, Hobbes argues, the term “is” expresses 
“the consequence or repugnance of one name to another” and not a sub-
stantive being.19 As the revised Latin edition of the same chapter argued,

Turner, Henry S.. The Corporate Commonwealth : Pluralism and Political Fictions in England, 1516-1651, University of
         Chicago Press, 2016. ProQuest Ebook Central, http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/nottingham/detail.action?docID=4437812.
Created from nottingham on 2021-01-27 01:35:03.

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 2
01

6.
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f C

hi
ca

go
 P

re
ss

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



210 c h a p t e r  e i g h t

Aristotle was not so much concerned with things as with words. So when he un-
derstood, for example, what things were comprehended under the two names 
man and animal, he was not content with that, but diligently sought further, to 
know what thing was to be conceived under the copula is, or at least under the 
infinitive term, to be; for he did not doubt that the name to be was the name 
of some thing, as if there were something in nature whose name was being or 
essence. From this absurdity he fell into another still worse, viz. he affirmed 
that certain essences are separated from their beings. . . . An essence, therefore, 
is not a thing, either created or uncreated, but only a name feigned out of guile. 
It is only Aristotle who has given birth to new, bastard and empty beings of this 
kind, the first principles of a philosophy which St. Paul calls empty deceit. (Lev. 
[1678], 4.46.17)

Throughout the early chapters of Leviathan, we see especially clearly how 
Hobbes’s materialism makes impossible any belief in a mystical corporate 
body. All of the errors of the universities are symptoms of a larger tendency 
to believe in “incorporeal substance,” which for Hobbes is an oxymoron 
and a philosophical absurdity (1.4.21; cf. 1.12.7). Since “substance and body 
signify the same thing . . . therefore, substance incorporeal are words which, 
when they are joined together, destroy one another, as if a man should say 
an incorporeal body ” (3.34.2; cf. 1.4.21, 1.12.7). “The definition . . . of body,” he 
declared in De Corpore, “is that, which having no dependance upon our thought 
is coincident or coextended with some part of space.”20 In Hobbes’s view, the 
physical universe is nothing less (and nothing more) than “the aggregate of 
all bodies”; furthermore, “there is no real part thereof that is not also body; 
nor anything properly a body, that is not also part of (that aggregate of all 
bodies) the universe” (3.34.2). The danger of “the errors which are brought 
into the Church from the entities and essences of Aristotle,” Hobbes con-
tinues, is that it encourages a belief in souls that are immortal, in spirits 
and ghosts that stalk the graveyard, in a Eucharist that looks and tastes like 
bread but that is said to be “no bread,” and “a great many other things that 
serve to lessen the dependence of subjects on the sovereign power of their 
country” (4.46.18). “To be a body, to walk, to be speaking, to live, to see, and the 
like infinitives,” he argues, “are the names of nothing ” (4.46.17; cf. 1.2.8). 
Like Hamlet, Hobbes has left the university behind, and into the vacuum of 
the civil war he ushers in a new sovereign figure: the corporate state named 
Leviathan (figure 8).
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figure 8. Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan (1651) (f  Typ 605.51.454). Reproduced by courtesy 

of the Department of Printing and Graphic Arts, Houghton Library, Harvard University.
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p e r s o n s  n a t u r a l ,  a r t i f i c i a l ,  a n d  f i c t i o n a l

Although Hobbes’s earlier versions of his political arguments employed the 
notion of the “person” to describe the unity of a people once they had agreed 
to recognize a common authority, not until Leviathan did he elaborate the 
notion of the person and integrate it into a detailed theory of representation 
that could refigure received ideas about the mystical “body politic.”21 In this 
Hobbes takes a step further arguments that were also being employed by 
parliamentary writers in the same period, as Quentin Skinner has shown, 
and that extend continuously back through Hooker to the jurists of the four-
teenth century and the scholasticism of the thirteenth.22 Leviathan “is more 
than consent, or concord; it is a real unity of them all, in one and the same 
person” (2.17.13). As Hobbes puts it in a climactic passage,

This done, the multitude so united in one person is called a C o m m o n w e a lt h , 
in Latin C i v i ta s . This is the generation of that great L e v i at h a n , or rather 
(to speak more reverently) of that Mortal God to which we owe, under the 
Immortal God, our peace and defence. . . . . And in him consisteth the essence of 
the commonwealth, which (to define it) is one person, of whose acts a great mul-
titude, by mutual covenants one with another, have made themselves every one the 
author, to the end he may use the strength and means of them all, as he shall think 
expedient, for their peace and common defence. (2.17.13)

Through the act of covenanting with one another, men consent to renounce 
their natural rights to all things, leaving this right exclusively to the sover-
eign they recognize as their common authority. This agreement generates a 
new, abstract person who exists only through the representative relation-
ship, so long as this endures; this new person is corporate insofar as it is 
distinct both from the many individual men who make it up and from the 
sovereign who represents or “bears” it (2.17.13), like the soul of an artificial 
body. Hobbes is clear on this point: “whosoever beareth the person of the 
people, or is one of that assembly that bears it, beareth also his own natural 
person” (2.19.4); soon he again states that the sovereign has “two capacities, 
one natural and another politic (as a monarch hath the person not only of 
the commonwealth, but also of a man)” (2.23.2).

As Hobbes’s argument makes evident, his theory of unity through repre-
sentation folds the association whose person is represented by the represen-
tative agent into the representative agent himself, when he acts for someone 
or something else (i.e., not for himself ).23 In Hobbes’s terms, “persons” are 
anyone who can “own” words and actions as their proper author: “natural” 
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persons are in a relationship of ownership and authority to their own words 
and actions, while “artificial” persons speak and act on behalf of another 
who has the right to assign those words and actions to him. In this respect, 
Hobbes has reversed the traditional definition of the jurists, for whom the 
artificial person was the association represented by the representative agent, 
not the representative agent himself.  The opening paragraphs of chapter 16 
in Leviathan set out the definition in the following terms:

1.  A person is he whose words or actions are considered either as his own, or 
as representing the words or actions of another man, or of any other thing to 
whom they are attributed, whether truly or by fiction.

2.  When they are considered as his own, then is he called a natural person; 
and when they are considered as representing the words or actions of 
another, then is he a feigned or artificial person.

With the notion of the “feigned or artificial person,” Hobbes has in mind 
specifically the fact that natural persons become artificial persons when 
they become representatives of “things,” as he calls them, such as a church, 
a hospital, or a bridge, or of natural persons who lack the capacity to repre-
sent themselves— his examples are children, fools, and madmen. Since these 
entities do not have the authority to assign words and actions to a personat-
ing representative, Hobbes argues, in these cases the authority to act as a 
representative comes from the state itself. He characterizes the relationship 
as one “by fiction,” and he goes on to say that “there are few things that are 
incapable of being represented by fiction” in this way (1.16.9).

In the most penetrating discussion of these aspects of Hobbes’s thought, 
David Runciman has argued that Leviathan, too, should be considered as a 
“fictional person,” a category that remains largely implicit in Hobbes argu-
ment, in Runciman’s view, but that should be strictly distinguished from 
the notion of the “artificial person” that is so prominent in chapter 16. As 
we know, Hobbes explicitly compares Leviathan to an enormous “artificial 
man,” and elsewhere he describes it in corporate terms as having an 
“artificial eternity of life” (Leviathan, 2.19.14), since it is bound together by 
civil laws, which he calls “artificial chains . . . fastened at one end to the lips 
of that man or assembly to whom [men] have given the sovereign power, 
and at the other end to their own ears” (2.21.5).24 But if the artificial person 
is, strictly speaking, the person who can act and speak for another, Runci-
man argues, then Leviathan cannot be an artificial person in the sense that 
Hobbes has given the term. The state does not represent or act for anyone— 
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214 c h a p t e r  e i g h t

this is what the sovereign does, when he “bears” this person and repre-
sents it. The sovereign is the “artificial” person who acts as the state, and 
as such he also acts for or on behalf of all people who are members of it. 
By calling Leviathan “the essence of the commonwealth” and defining it 
as “one person, of whose acts a great multitude, by mutual covenants one with 
another, have made themselves every one the author,” Hobbes clearly intends 
the category of “person” to extend to both figures, the representer and the 
represented. The only logical conclusion, Runciman argues, is that Hobbes 
regarded Leviathan as a fictional person, on the model of the bridge or the 
hospital, but with a special distinction: it is a fictional person who can make 
real threats and whose actions have real consequences.25 As Hobbes himself 
writes of Leviathan, “it is a real unity of them all, in one and the same per-
son” (2.17.13; my emphasis).

Runciman has put his finger squarely on what I take to be the most im-
portant aspect of Leviathan as a corporate person, which I will rephrase 
somewhat more sharply to say that Leviathan is not simply a fictional per-
son that somehow has real effects attributed to it: it is fictional and therefore 
also real; it is real because it is fictional. We can understand this seemingly 
paradoxical statement more clearly when we situate Hobbes’s arguments 
in the context of his nominalism, his use of mechanical analogies, and his 
extended discussion of the joint- stock companies as examples of “bodies 
politic.” I propose, in fact, that Hobbes eventually turned to the example of 
theater for the crucial ingredients in his political theory because he became 
aware of two critical limitations inherent in the model of the joint- stock 
companies: their foundation in a notion of legal fiction, which could not 
be extended to the prepolitical condition that Hobbes sought to explain, 
and their association with democratic forms of government, which Hobbes 
wished to deemphasize in his theory of sovereignty. But first, in what way 
can Leviathan be said to be a “fictional person”?

When Hobbes declares that few things “are incapable of being repre-
sented by fiction,” it is worth pointing out that the phrase says nothing about 
persons, only that very few things cannot have representatives act for them 
(it does not say what types of things are excluded). The following sentence 
would then seem to make this claim more precise by stating that “inanimate 
things (as a church, an hospital, a bridge) may be personated by a rector, 
master, or overseer” (1.16.9), but the word “personated” does not necessarily 
imply any new attribution of personhood to the thing: it simply means that 
inanimate things may enter into a representational relationship with a hu-
man being who acts as artificial person on their behalf. In the moment that 
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a bridge engages in a representative relationship with an artificial person, 
the most we can say is that it enjoys a kind of reflected personhood: that it 
has a personhood by association. This seems to be what Hobbes has in mind 
in paragraph 11, when he writes that idols, which are a “mere figment of the 
brain,” can be “personated,” that is, hold possessions and other goods by 
means of a human representative. The idols and the gods they stand for— or 
of which they form an inextricable part, or which they “are,” depending on 
how one views it— display all the characteristics of human, natural persons, 
such as emotions, will, rights, and duties.

Whatever the ontological status of the thing— whether it remains a thing 
that has a personal representative acting and speaking for it, or whether 
it has become a kind of hybrid thing that is understood, in retrospect and 
when viewed through its association with a personal representative, to have 
some kind of personal quality, as Hobbes seems to present the matter in the 
later Latin edition of Leviathan— one thing is clear. Such a thing does not 
have the capacity to authorize actions. In Hobbes’s words, it is not an “au-
thor,” and it lacks “authority.” This authority is instead bestowed for it, on 
its behalf, by its (human) governors, whose authority is backed by the state, 
or it comes from the state itself. Hobbes’s use of the phrase “by fiction” here 
is the closest he comes to the traditional persona ficta of the jurists. But he 
has in fact said very little about “fiction”— the word has appeared only twice 
in the chapter— and he has said nothing at all about “fictional persons.” The 
shadow of fictional personhood has fallen across the bridge, and it seems 
to quicken into life most vividly in the idol, a type of entity that evokes 
Hobbes’s strong suspicion. But the prominent idea is that of artifice and the 
artificial person; the word “feigned,” often a synonym for fiction, is in this 
case used as a synonym for “artificial.”

Hobbes’s other example of representation “by fiction” is the incorporated 
joint- stock company: to these “artificial and fictitious bodies,” Hobbes de-
clares, its “letters patent are like capital” (2.22.10). Along with the church 
and the universities, the joint- stock companies are Hobbes’s primary exam-
ple of an incorporated group, and Leviathan includes detailed discussions of 
their accounting practices, their deliberative procedures, and the question of 
their responsibility. Hobbes himself was a member of the Virginia Company, 
having received a gift of shares from his employer and patron, Lord Caven-
dish, and attended the meetings of the court of the company from 1622 to 
1624. He was also a member of the Somer Islands Company, attending sev-
eral of its court meetings, too, and was given the task of drafting a company 
response to a list of grievances from the company’s colonists in Bermuda. So 
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he had a direct personal involvement with the companies and could observe 
them from the vantage point of their governing body: the minutiae of their 
procedures, the often heated struggles over governance between rival fac-
tions, the company’s theoretical arguments justifying colonization in terms 
of conquest, Christian conversion, and the royal prerogative.26

These sections of Leviathan suggest that Hobbes has taken several el-
ements of his theory, including the idea of the covenant and the idea of 
the collective fictional person, directly from the example of the incorpo-
rated joint- stock companies. In the earlier Elements of Law, indeed, Hobbes 
claimed to have been the first to recognize that the commonwealth had the 
same structure as a private corporation: “And though in the charters of sub-
ordinate corporations, a corporation be declared to be one person in law, yet 
the same hath not been taken notice of in the body of a commonwealth or 
city, nor have any of those innumerable writers of politics observed any such 
union.”27 The example of these corporations was significant, in Hobbes’s 
view, because they illustrated the all- important distinction between a collec-
tion of individual people who decide to form an incorporated society and 
the new group person that they form by virtue of this incorporation. “Men 
cannot distinguish,” he observes in Leviathan, “without study and great un-
derstanding, between the one action of many men and many actions of one 
multitude” (1.11.20). In the Elements, he had expressed the same idea as the 
problem of collective will, distinguishing between mere “consent” and true 
“union.” Properly understood, Hobbes argues in the Elements, the idea of 
“consent” describes the many actions of a multitude: consent is not “one 
will of many men, for every man hath his several will, but many wills to the 
producing of one effect” (Elements, 1.12.7). In contrast, “when many wills are 
involved or included in the will of one or more consenting,” he argues, “then 
is that involving of many wills in one or more called u n i o n ” (Elements, 
1.12.8, 1.19.6). “This union so made,” he continues, “is that which men call 
now- a- days a b o d y  p o l i t i c  or civil society; and the Greeks call it πóλις 
that is to say, a city; which may be defined to be a multitude of men united 
as one person by a common power, for their common peace, defence, and 
benefit.”28 In the very next paragraph Hobbes directly compares this union 
to “a subordinate union of certain men, for certain common actions to be 
done by those men from some common benefit of their, or of the whole 
city.” “These subordinate bodies politic,” he continues, “are usually called 
c o r p o rat i o n s ; and their power such over the particulars of their own 
society, as the whole city whereof they are members have allowed them” 
(Elements, 1.19.9). Like all genuine bodies politic, they depend on the true 
“union of many men” and not their mere “concord” (Elements, 2.7).
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The joint- stock companies thus illustrated to Hobbes how the originary 
covenant might come to be undertaken, and hence how men might step out 
of the antagonistic state of nature and into the political condition properly 
speaking. And they lead Hobbes to propose that democracy would naturally 
appear as the first political form— “it must be so of necessity” (Elements, 
2.2.1)— and only subsequently generate the aristocratic and the monarchical 
models (2.1.3, 2.2.1). “A multitude of men, about to unite themselves into a 
body politic,” he writes, exist first in sheer plurality, “for their persons are 
many, and (as yet) not one; nor can any action done in a multitude of people 
met together, be attributed to the multitude, or truly called the action of the 
multitude, unless every man’s hand, and every man’s will (not so much as 
one excepted) have concurred thereto” (Elements, 2.1.2). Since men never 
agree with one another and they are still “in the whole . . . in a state of hostil-
ity, and not of peace” (Elements, 2.1.2), their first decision must be “that they 
allow the wills of the major part of their whole number, or the wills of the 
major part of some certain number of men by them determined and named; 
or lastly the will of some one man, to involve and be taken for the wills of 
every man. And this done they are united, and a body politic” (Elements, 
2.1.3). Democracy is necessarily “the first in order of time,” Hobbes argues 
(2.1.1), because it marks the first moment when an actual unified sovereign 
authority appears:

For it cannot be imagined, that the multitude should contract with itself, or with 
any one man, or number of men parcel of itself, to make itself sovereign; nor 
that a multitude, considered as one aggregate, can give itself anything which 
before it had not. Seeing then that sovereignty democratical is not conferred 
by the covenant of any multitude (which supposeth union and sovereignty al-
ready made), it resteth, that the same be conferred by the particular convenants 
of every several man . . . to stand and obey, whatsoever the major part of their 
whole number, or the major part of such a number of them, as shall be pleased 
to assemble at a certain time and place, shall determine and command. And this 
is that which giveth being to a democracy. (Elements, 2.2.1)

Hobbes soon describes this democratic “body politic” as “a fictitious body,” 
a quality made visible by the question of its responsibility in the event that 
a law of God or a law of nature is violated by a sovereign assembly. In such 
cases, the body politic itself cannot be deemed unjust, because “a body poli-
tic, as it is a fictitious body, so are the faculties and will thereof fictitious 
also.” Only those who voted for the action can be deemed unjust, Hobbes 
concludes, and this is because “To make a particular man unjust . . . there is 
required a natural and very will” (Elements, 2.2.4).
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By the time of Leviathan, Hobbes had come to deemphasize the place 
of democracy in his theory of originary covenant, and his suspicion of any 
incorporated body that is not the commonwealth had become far more pro-
nounced.29 Skinner has demonstrated how closely Hobbes seems to have 
read the arguments of parliamentary writers, many of whom used the terms 
“representer,” “person,” and “Author” and formulated claims to parliamen-
tary authority in explicitly corporatist terms.30 For Henry Parker or William 
Prynne, echoing Aristotle, “politique corporations” of all kinds emerged nat-
urally from the “Pactions and agreements” of the people, who retained their 
power to authorize a sovereign representative and thus also their freedom to 
limit his authority.31 This power derived from the fact that the “people” were 
not just a multitude of individuals but a genuine universitas, or “politique 
corporation,” possessed of a unified “will and voice.”32 In Leviathan, Hobbes 
took to a logical conclusion his own earlier arguments, and he amplified the 
rhetorical gestures of other royalists in the 1640s, many of whom had de-
scribed the multitude as a shifting, variable collection of parts rather than as 
an enduring organized body.33 No matter how great the multitude, Hobbes 
writes, as long as they remain “particular” in their judgments and appetites, 
they will never be safe from injury (2.17.4). The only solution “is to confer 
all their power and strength upon one man, or upon one assembly of men, 
that may reduce all their wills, by plurality of voices, unto one will, which is 
as much to say, to appoint one man or assembly of men to bear their person, 
and every one to own and acknowledge himself to be author of whatsoever 
he that so beareth their person shall act, or cause to be acted” (2.17.13). The 
phrase “assembly of men” shows that Hobbes still acknowledged the possi-
bility that the sovereign might not be a single, monarchical person, and this 
ghost of democracy, as it were, is especially visible in Leviathan’s discussion 
of the private joint- stock companies.34 But although Hobbes recognizes that 
the “variety of bodies politic is almost infinite,” he takes pains to establish 
the priority of the commonwealth over the corporations, classifying cor-
porations as “systems” that are by definition subordinate to the authority 
of the sovereign. “Regular” associations such as the joint- stock companies 
are “bodies politic and persons in law,” and they resemble little common-
wealths except for the fact that they are limited by means of their charters.35 
The true commonwealth, also a “regular” body politic, has an “absolute and 
independent” quality (2.22.2) and no need for a written constitution, since it 
is limited only by “the unwritten law of nature” (2.22.7).

Like Sir Thomas Smith, Hobbes identifies ancient Roman provinces and 
colonies as important models of legitimate bodies politic, likening them to 
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the “children of the commonwealth” (2.24.14), and he compares them to the 
contemporary plantations of Virginia and the Somer Islands (2.22.16). But 
he tends to downplay the corporate quality of private joint- stock companies, 
emphasizing instead their multiplicity and their individualistic basis.36 Even 
those private persons who “bind themselves up in one corporation” (2.22.18) 
remain, in Hobbes’s view, a collection of individuals, since their purpose is 
“not a common benefit to the whole body (which have in this case no com-
mon stock, but what is deducted out of the particular adventures, for build-
ing, buying, victually and manning of ships) but the particular gain of every 
adventurer” (2.22.20). Above all, Hobbes objects to the commercial corpora-
tions on the grounds that they are double monopolies, with exclusive rights 
both to buy and to sell, and “the end of their incorporating,” he argues, “is 
to make their gain the greater” (2.22.18; cf. 2.2.19). Making the most of his 
ongoing analogies between the body politic and the body natural, Hobbes 
compares monopolies to a “pleurisy,” as “when the treasure of the com-
monwealth, flowing out of its due course, is gathered together in too much 
abundance in one or a few private men, by monopolies or by farms of the 
public revenues.” “The great number of corporations,” he continues, “are as 
it were many lesser commonwealth in the bowels of a greater, like worms in 
the entrails of a natural man” (2.29.21). He identifies “the immoderate great-
ness of a town” as one of the several “infirmities” in the body politic that are 
a threat to sovereign authority (2.29.21), along with other unlawful systems, 
such as “corporations of beggars, thieves, and gipsies” and “corporations 
of men . . . that unite themselves” under a foreign authority, “for the easier 
propagation of doctrines, and for making a party against the power of the  
commonwealth” (2.22.27). His account of  joint- stock companies has merged 
with his critique of the church and the universities: all are “wens, biles, and 
apostems, engendered by the unnatural conflux of evil humours” (2.22.34).

p e r s o n s  m e c h a n i c a l ,  t h e a t r i c a l ,  a n d  r e a l

It is fair to say that throughout his discussion of incorporated bodies politic, 
Hobbes is probably not drawing as sharp a conceptual distinction between 
“fictional” and “artificial” persons as is sometimes attributed to him, and 
this close association between fiction and artifactuality was registered in the 
early modern period in the etymological derivation of “fiction” from fingere, 
to fashion or to form. Rather than looking for an opposition between fiction 
and truth or fiction and reality in Hobbes’s work, we should understand 
his use of “fiction” and of “imitation” as species of the larger category of 
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the artificial, which can be fabricated and for that reason both true and real, 
as in the work of Bacon before him. This dimension to Hobbes’s thought 
is illustrated especially clearly by his famous description of Leviathan as 
an automaton or “artificial man” “imitated” by art in the elaborate anal-
ogy that introduces Leviathan; or when he argues that “the principles of 
reason” that govern the “art of well building” are like those necessary to 
make a civil “constitution . . . everlasting” (2.30.5); or when, in the “Preface 
to the Reader” of De Cive, he argues that the “generation and form” of civil 
government is “best understood by its constitutive causes,” “as in a watch 
or some such small engine” (EW, 2:xiv). In these cases, Hobbes is not sim-
ply making the point that the commonwealth is a manufactured state of 
affairs composed out of human instruments. He is illustrating the entirely 
materialist and mechanistic idea that the commonwealth is not a thing but 
a structured set of relations: relationships of cause and effect, agent and pa-
tient, force and movement, and, most generally, of whole to part.37 “Person” 
is his term for the enduring unity that results from this coordination of parts, 
and Hobbes’s account of the political union in fact consistently italicizes 
words of unity rather than words of person: “A multitude of men are made 
one person, when they are by one man, or one person, represented so that 
it be done with the consent of every one of that multitude in particular. For 
it is the unity of the representer, not the unity of the represented, that ma-
keth the person one. And it is the representer that beareth the person, and 
but one person, and unity cannot otherwise be understood in multitude” 
(1.16.13). This same “unity” has a negative corollary, which is that it is not a 
hypostasis, not a substance, and not even a “body” in the usual sense of the 
word. In the grammatical and philosophical terms that motivate Hobbes’s 
critique of the universities, we could say that the person of Leviathan ex-
ists in the way that anything exists when it is expressed by the verb “to be” 
in a copulative manner. It is not a metaphysical thing but the proper name 
for a relationship of association in the most integral way possible between two 
or more entities, a nominalist abstraction precipitated out of a tautological 
statement of equivalence. The mystical body of the scholastic, the civilian, 
and the common lawyer has been replaced by a fictional person with an 
artificial body whose composition may be explained in mechanical terms. 
This “person” is the technical abstraction that men create when they agree 
to recognize a single sovereign authority and come to understand that au-
thority as a performative one: the power to act as this person so that it may 
continue to exist in the future.

How could this future persistence come about? Again the key lies in 
Hobbes’s arguments about the artificial quality of civil polities: both democ-
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racies and joint- stock companies are artificial in the sense that they have 
been deliberately “instituted” by men who agree to covenant with one an-
other; indeed, since the covenant is itself an “artificial” device used only by 
men and not by animals (1.17.12), all forms of covenanted commonwealths 
are artificial, whether their sovereign “persons” are representative assem-
blies or representative monarchs.38 This is precisely why “civil philosophy 
is demonstrable” in the same way that geometry is, Hobbes writes in the 
dedicatory letter to his Six Lessons (1656), “because we make the common-
wealth ourselves” in the same way that we draw the lines and figures we 
use to reason about geometrical problems.39 The covenant is thus not the 
natural result of a spontaneous impulse toward association, as Aristotle had 
described it, but an “instrumental” tool that men use to exercise their power 
“to obtain some future apparent good” (1.10.1).

Hobbes’s term of this transfer of rights is “mutual translation” (1.14.16), 
a term that denotes the usual meaning of “carrying across” but which for 
Hobbes also describes a continuous passage from one time to another— from 
the present act of promising to the future fulfillment of that promise by 
another person (1.14.11, 1.14.16).40 As a consequence, this translation is also 
a transformation from something unreal to something real: the virtue of the 
covenant is not simply that it makes a promise into an “obligatory” agree-
ment but that it creates a real relationship out of a purely imaginary idea. 
For the future, as Hobbes defines it, is nothing but a “fiction”: “The present 
only has a being in nature; things past have a being in the memory only; 
but things to come have no being at all, the future being but a fiction of the 
mind, applying sequels of actions past to the actions that are present” (1.3.7). 
The covenant translates the person of  Leviathan into being because it rep-
resents men’s agreement to remain associated or to become “involved” with 
one another, not only at the moment of promise but also in the future. This 
projection forward in time allows Leviathan as a corporate person to appear 
as an entity distinct from the members who make it up, and this “transla-
tion,” to return to Hobbes’s term, is the very “essence of the commonwealth,”

which (to define it) is one person, of whose acts a great multitude, by mutual cov-
enants one with another, have made themselves every one the author, to the end he 
may use the strength and means of them all, as he shall think expedient for their peace 
and common defence.

And he that carrieth this person is called s o v e r e i g n , and said to have 
s o v e r e i g n  p o w e r , and every one besides, his s u b j e c t . (2.17.13– 14)

Once created, Leviathan assumes the power to enforce the very covenant that 
has created it: like Hooker, Hobbes has employed the peculiar temporality 
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of  the corporate idea to resolve the paradox of constituting and constituted 
power, but unlike Hooker he has done so by combining a materialist, a rep-
resentational, and a mimetic ontology of corporations into a single figure. 
For the sovereign acts as the fictional person of Leviathan— he “carrieth” 
or “bears” the person of Leviathan like an actor in the theater— but when 
he acts in this way, he does so in his capacity as a representative for the 
people, who are the true authors of Leviathan’s acts. The people have used 
the artifice of the covenant to create Leviathan as a fictional but nonethe-
less real group person, an “arbitrary institution of many men assembled 
together,” Hobbes writes, that “is like a creation out of nothing by human 
wit” (2.1.1).

We can now understand why Hobbes may have turned to the theater for 
his notion of the “person” and the principle of  “representation” it implied, 
for the theater performs the nominalist tautology of identity as the definitive 
gesture of mimesis: actor and character “bodied forth” in such a close co-
incidence of identity that the distinction between the real and the fictional 
is temporarily suspended, and may even become irrelevant. Here is how 
Hobbes puts it:

The word Person is Latin, instead whereof the Greeks have prosopon, which 
signifies the  face, as persona in Latin signifies the disguise or outward appearance 
of a man, counterfeited on the stage, and sometimes more particularly that part 
of it which disguiseth the face (as a mask or vizard); and from the stage hath 
been translated to any representer of speech and action, as well in tribunals 
as theatres. So that a person is the same that an actor is, both on the stage and 
in common conversation; and to personate is to act, or represent, himself or an-
other; and he that acteth another is said to bear his person, or act in his name. 
(Leviathan, 1.16.3)

To act in the name of another is, of course, to act as an “artificial” person 
in the terms of Leviathan, but De Homine (ca. 1630– 40, pub. 1658, 1668) ex-
plicitly calls this act of impersonation “fictional,” devoting a chapter to what 
Hobbes calls “De Homine Fictitio, sive de Persona.” Here Hobbes provides a 
briefer account of the same arguments, giving even more prominence to the 
notion of fiction and with it to the play between persona as “person” and 
persona as “character”:

What the Greeks call prosopon, the Latins sometimes call the facies or the os of a 
man, and sometimes persona: facies, if they referred to a real man, persona if they 
wished to speak of a fiction [ fictitio], as was the custom in comedies and trag-
edies in the theater. For in the theater it was understood that the actor himself 
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did not speak, but someone else, such as Agamemnon, when the actor assumed 
the fictional appearance [ faciem fictitiam] of Agamemnon and was Agamemnon 
during that time. And yet afterward he was understood without this fictional 
aspect [ facie ficta] to be showing himself as the actor he was, rather than as 
the character [ personam] he had been acting. Nor are fictions of this kind any 
less necessary in the commonwealth [civitate] than in the theater, since in com-
merce and in contracts men may be absent from one another. Therefore, since 
the use of the person [ personae] extends to the civil affairs [civilem], it may be 
defined as follows: a person is anyone to whom words and actions may be attributed, 
either as his own or as another’s: if his own, the person is natural; if another’s, 
it is fictional [ fictitia]. Even as the same actor can assume different characters 
[ personas] at different times, so any man can represent several men. As Cicero 
said, I alone bear three persons [ personas], mine, my adversaries, and the judge’s, as 
if he had said that one Cicero may be considered to be me, my adversary, and 
the judge.41

In Leviathan Hobbes extends this same understanding of the person to his 
theory of the Trinity, in which God is represented or “impersonated” in 
an earthly capacity at three different historical moments, first by Moses, 
then by Christ, and then by the Holy Ghost “speaking and working in the 
Apostles.”42 This representational understanding of persona avoided the er-
ror of the Greek fathers, Hobbes argued, who interpreted the Greek term 
prosopon, which is “properly a face, and metaphorically a vizard of an ac-
tor upon the stage,” to mean “ ‘hypostasis,’ which signifies substance; from 
whence it might be inferred, that the three persons in the Trinity are three 
Divine substances, that is, three Gods.”43 “In the kingdom of God there 
may be three persons independent, without breach of unity in God that 
reigneth,” Hobbes concedes, “but where men reign, that be subject to diver-
sity of opinions, it cannot be so” (Leviathan, 2.29.16).

Seeking a new ontology for Leviathan, therefore, Hobbes found in the 
theater an alternative to the immaterial essences of the university. While we 
might have expected Hobbes to derive this notion of the “person” from the 
law, and while his own account shows that he had legal models of person-
hood directly in mind, his theory also required the category of the person 
both to precede the law— indeed to make any civil law possible— but also to 
exceed it, since, as Hobbes infamously argued, “the sovereign of a common-
wealth, be it an assembly or one man, is not subject to the civil laws” (2.26.6). 
Hence we find Hobbes turning to a theatrical analogy in order to explain the 
problem of  how the political group somehow leaps out of the state of nature 
to constitute itself as a fictional person in a single performative gesture. In 
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theater, as in life, the “person” appears when natural bodies endowed with 
the capacity to will, speak, and act begin to act not merely “for” another but 
as another, and even “as” themselves— for Hobbes, even the individual self is 
the effect of a primary mimetic relation of likeness and comparison.44 The 
theater showed Hobbes how the category of person could be a pragmatic 
and nominalist fiction— one is “called a natural person,” Hobbes writes in 
Leviathan— rather than a metaphysical thing.45 And it showed him how the 
“person” could be an abstraction that is distinct from the members who 
make it up but at the same never become invisible and mysterious like the 
“ghosts” of the schoolmen: Leviathan is always visible in the form and body 
of the sovereign representative, to which it is attached or with which it is 
associated in such an intimate and permanent way that it could and should 
never be separated from him. This involvement is made enduring through 
covenants, and it becomes real only through an act of instantaneous, collec-
tive translation. This act suggests, in turn, a more general principle that we 
may use to evaluate the reality of any corporate association: the longer it lasts, 
the more real it becomes. If this formula could be removed from the theater 
and extended indefinitely into the future, then the corporate person of Le-
viathan really could live forever: this was the promise, and the fulfillment, 
of the covenant.
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