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Consideranda imprimis est ipsa hominum, coeuntium in unam civitatem suo ipsorum
arbitrio, multitudo quod sit;

The first and crucial question is this: what actually is a multitude of men (who unite by
their own decision in a single commonwealth)?

Thomas Hobbes 1642, De Cive, VI, 1.
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The present study examines the fundamentally intertwined relation of the concepts
of motion and multitude in Thomas Hobbes's political philosophy. The concept of
motion was, as it has been widely recognized in previous research, a basis for
Hobbes's philosophy. Yet, its political nature has not been fully examined before.
Furthermore, in recent decades the emphasis given to motion as a central concept
in his political philosophy has diminished. On the other hand, the concept of
multitude, which is usually understood as an apolitical concept, has been almost
totally neglected in Hobbes scholarship. The aim of this research is to bring
together these two concepts and show how the structure of Hobbes’s political
philosophy depends on the interplay of these two. Thus, we claim that the most
crucial problem that structured Hobbes’s political philosophy was the problem of
multitude in motion.

Hobbes saw that multitude, that is, the unorganized, incoherent, anarchic,
and constantly moving and changing mass of human beings was the greatest
obstacle for the peaceful and organized political life in the commonwealth. The
political problem of the unpredictable behaviour of crowds was already familiar to
classical philosophers. Hobbes was, however, dissatisfied with the solutions
offered to this fundamental question. In his philosophy he proposed a totally new
way of understanding the action of human masses based on the analysis on motion
and geometrical method. Hence, to understand how Hobbes applied the new
theory of motion introduced by the scientific revolution to his political philosophy,
we must see how Hobbes analysed and used the concept of multitude.

Through the analysis of Hobbes’s conception of multitude we enable critical
re-readings of Hobbes’s political thought. We are interested in his conception of
fear and its relation to the government of the state, in Hobbes’s contradictory
relationship to democracy, in his distaste for revolution and finally in his vision of
international relations. In general, the present research opens new ways of reading
Hobbes's political philosophy as a philosophy of motion.

Keywords: political theory, political philosophy, conceptual history, multitude,
motion, Thomas Hobbes, emotions, fear, revolution, democracy, international
relations



Author

Supervisors

Reviewers

Opponent

Mikko Jakonen

P.O. Box 35

Ylistonméentie 33

Department of Social Sciences and Philosophy
FI-40014, University of Jyvaskyld
mikko.p.jakonen@jyu.fi

Professor Pekka Korhonen
Department of Social Sciences and Philosophy
University of Jyvaskyld

Professor Mika Ojakangas
Department of Social Sciences and Philosophy
University of Jyvaskyld

Docent Tuija Parvikko
Department of Social Sciences and Philosophy
University of Jyvaskyld

Research Professor Sakari Hinninen
National Institute for Health and Welfare

Senior Lecturer Gabriella Slomp
University of St. Andrews

Assistant Professor of Philosophy Gordon Hull
University of North Carolina at Charlotte



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This thesis is a product of research that I have been conducting over many years
under many different titles and many different influences. In the economic
sense my honest gratitude goes to those many instances that have financed my
research and thus enabled me to concentrate more or less full time on my
research. Right after having graduated in 2006 I received several scholarly
grants for starting my Ph.D. project from the University of Jyvaskyld, the
Headmaster of the University of Jyvdskyld and the Ellen and Artturi
Nyyssonen Foundation. I have also received longer grants (one year each) from
the Finnish Cultural Foundation (Eino Niinisen rahasto) and Finnish Cultural
Foundation of Central Finland (Keski-Suomen rahasto). Without these grants
my Ph.D. work would not have been possible. At the beginning of my career as
a researcher I also received a short-term position as a researcher candidate at
graduate school SOVAKO in the program of “Cultures of Power and
Governmentality”, which helped me considerably at the early stages of
research.

During my research I have also been honoured to take part in academic
teaching. An enlightening window to the academic world was my one year
position as a junior lecturer in political science in 2007-2008 at the University of
Jyvéskyld. Teaching and guiding students in their studies gave me a good
experience in academic practice. Ever since my period as a junior lecturer I have
been entitled to teach annual courses on the classics of political theory and
philosophy along with other courses of my own interest. These courses have
been significant for me in many ways and thus I would also like to thank all my
students during the past years in lecture series, reading circles and seminars. I
would also like to thank all those people who have worked with me in various
lecture series and other courses.

Along with the aforementioned sources of funding I have been privileged
to take part in the project “The Concept of World Politics”, led by professor of
World Politics Pekka Korhonen and funded by The Academy of Finland in
2009-2012. Taking part in this project gave me the possibility to concentrate
solely on my studies on Hobbes for two full years and most of the text for this
Ph.D. was produced during this period. I am greatly indebted to professor
Korhonen who has helped me in every possible way during my research and
has always been open to my suggestions and questions. After the Academy
project, I have had a chance to finish my Ph.D. as a University Teacher at the
Department of Social Sciences and Philosophy. In autumn 2012 I was also
offered the possibility to work as a Lecturer of Cultural Policy for six months. I
am very grateful to professor of Cultural Policy Anita Kangas for this
opportunity, which opened for me various new insights to the academic life
and social sciences in general.

In the process of doing my Ph.D. research I have been able to travel a lot: I
have participated in seminars, conferences and spent several periods as a



visiting scholar in different universities. I have been fortunate to get funding
from the Department of Social Sciences and Philosophy, and also from POLITU
(the graduate school of political scientists), of which I am more that grateful. Of
course, I have also received funding for research abroad from the Academy
project “The Concept of World Politics”. The several grants and other support
have enabled me to spend time as a visiting scholar at the laboratoire
SOPHIAPOL in Université Paris Ouest et Nanterre (Paris X) in 2008, at UFR de
Philosophie in Université de Rennes 1 in 2010 and two periods at the
Department of Sociology, Goldsmiths College, University of London in 2010
and 2011. During my visits to these universities in France and the United
Kingdom I have always received the best possible help and guidance from
other scholars, university staff and professors. I would like to thank especially
professors Christian Lazzeri (director of SOPHIAPOL), professor Alain
Juranville (Université de Rennes 1) and professor, head of department Beverley
Skeggs (Goldsmiths College) for kindly inviting me to their universities. The
facilities, interesting seminars and opportunities to give lectures on my own
research topics have been an invaluable experience to me as an academic.
Especially I would like to thank Frangois Calori in Rennes 1 for kindly letting
me take part in his preparatory course for agrégation in philosophy, where the
topic was Hobbes’s first political text, The Elements of Law.

I would like to thank one more institution without which it would be
impossible to ever imagine conducting research and producing new scientific
understanding, that is, libraries. As a student of political science and
philosophy I have loved to sit and read in libraries, search the shelves for books
previously unknown to me, and nowadays search the huge amounts of
knowledge stored and organised in different kinds of databases. I am
particularly indebted to all the library staff who are always ready to lend their
helping hand in finding some lost article or copying some rare material. Since
most of this Ph.D. was written in libraries I would like to pay regards to my
“home” library, the Central Library of University of Jyvaskyld, the library of
social sciences at Mattilanniemi, Jyvéskyld and all the municipal libraries in
Jyvéskyld (especially Kuokkala, Palokka and Huhtaharju) as well as libraries all
over Finland where I have found peaceful places to read and write when
needed. I have also spent lots of time searching out many important pieces of
information for my work from the bibliotheque of Université Paris Ouest et
Nanterre (Paris X), Bibliotheque de Cité Universitaire Paris, Bibliotheque
municipale Georges Brassens at Montparnasse, Bibliotheque de Université
Rennes, the Library of the Goldsmiths College and last, but not least, The
British Library.

Among the aforementioned people I would like to thank especially my
supervisors professor Pekka Korhonen, professor Mika Ojakangas and docent
Tuija Parvikko. In addition to the supervision of Pekka Korhonen, in the last
couple of years I have received supervision also from professor Mika
Ojakangas. Being an opponent of my Licentiate thesis with docent Kari
Saastamoinen, Mika led me to new tracks with my Hobbes research. His
interest in the concept of multitude has been one of the important sources of



support for me delving into this perplexed topic. Just like Pekka, Mika has
offered his good experience in reading academic texts and his comments to my
manuscript have always been constructive, yet critical when needed. I am also
very grateful to docent Tuija Parvikko. I have been priviledged to enjoy her
intelligent, warm, and always supportive guidance during the last seven years.
Tuija’s comments concerning Hobbes and other classical theorists have always
been right and needed. The mix of these three professionals has provided me a
good supervision all the way through from the very start to the final
manuscript. In this context I would also like to thank the two diligent and
erudite reviewers of my Ph.D. manuscript, lecturer Gabriella Slomp and
research professor Sakari Hénninen for giving me encouraging, profound and
useful comments. I tried to make use of as many comments as possible in my
published work, but I know there is so much more that I can use in my future
publications concerning Hobbes. I want to give my best regards to assistant
professor Gordon Hull who kindly agreed to travel to Finland and work as the
opponent for this thesis.

During my research on Hobbes I have participated in many different
seminars, conferences and other events, where I have always received good and
competent comments on my work. I would like to thank the following people,
among many others, for commenting my work: Adrian Blau, Johan Olsthoorn,
Noel Boulting, Andy Knott, Juhana Lemetti, Dirk Brantl, Kari Saastamoinen,
Martin Jay, Paul-Erik Korvela and Stuart Woolf. I would also like to thank
several colleagues who have been important during my Ph.D. studies. My
gratitude goes especially to a colleague and friend Paul-Erik Korvela who
originally encouraged me to continue with Hobbes after my master thesis.
Further gratitude goes to my friend, co-writer of articles and co-editor of
Yhteinen yliopisto and co-organizer of many courses, workhops and conferences
Jouni Tilli and to my roommate and partner in the Academy project, Evgeny
Roschin. I am greatly indebted to Tuomas Parsio, who helped me with Greek
and Latin terms. I would also like to thank all those people who have supported
and encouraged me during many years such as professor Kari Palonen,
professor Eeva Jokinen, professor Risto Heiskala, professor Mikko Yrjonsuuri,
University Lecturer Jussi Vahaméiki, Academy of Finland Fellow Petri
Koikkalainen and professor Marja Kerdnen. I would equally pay respect to all
the administrative staff at the Department of Social Sciences and Philosophy
and especially to Ainoriitta P6lldnen. I am also indebted to Susanne Kalejaiye
who checked English for this dissertation.

I am also truly obliged to all academic friends, fellow workers and people
I have worked with concerning Hobbes, or other themes such as precarization,
political theory and philosophy. Among these I would especially like to thank
Akseli Virtanen, my dear friend and tireless organizer Jukka Peltokoski; and my
good friends Panu Viidndnen, Tero Toivanen and Joel Kaitila. I would also like
to thank my “second university”, that is, all the members of the past
Webmagazine Megafoni collective with whom I have had a pleasure to
cooperate and work for several years in the most fascinating atmosphere. I
would equally like to thank the publishing house Tutkijaliitto and all the



members of the publishing board and also the organizers and participants of
the annual Summer School of Tutkijaliitto. Similar thankfulness goes naturally
to all the other magazines, newspapers and journals that I have had a pleasure
to co-operate and publish with. However, life is not only words on paper. In
this occasion I want to praise all the co-players in our football and futsal -team
Vellamo (now Kady-Vellamo). You have saved me from many moments of
frustration with your cheerful companionship.

There are still some people who have been most crucial not only for my
research, but also for my academic career and life in general. First of all, I want
to thank MA Akseli Linnanen, my long time precious friend and the person
who first suggested to me to become a student of social sciences. This advice
given to me sometime in the end of 1990s at some bar in Iso-Roobertinkatu in
Helsinki turned out to be crucial for my life.

Secondly, I would like to express my sincere gratitude to all the family
that I have become to know through my relationship with Anna Helle. I am
glad about the nice and warm relations with the family and thankful about the
support that you have showed me during the last 16 years Anna and I have
been living together.

Thirdly, the support that I have always gained for all my antics in my life
from my dear parents Arto and Tanja Jakonen is invaluable. Whether I have
chosen to be a carpenter or an academic, whether I have wanted to play guitar,
football or ice-hockey, or to skateboard or run, they have always supported me
in every possible way. I also guess that I have inherited from my parents a trust
in hard work and big plans. I have never feared starting up with new things
since I know that whatever problems I might face, my parents will always
support me. The same applies to my dear little sister Mari.

Now, last but definitely not least, there are three persons in my life who
are more dear to me than anyone else. The importance of my partner Anna is
beyond description and I cannot thank you enough for all the love and support
you have given to me through many years. With Anna we have been lucky to
have two incredible children, Verna and Mitja. The everyday life with these two
intelligent, smart and kind children has made my life full and rich. I know that
both of you have heard more than enough about the great and not so great
philosophers, but I want to dedicate this dissertation to the two of you.

Jyvéaskyld 27.3.2013

Mikko Jakonen



NOTES ON THE TEXT

Classical names: 1 use standard English names for classical authors and their
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standard transliterations.

Non-English book titles: I have decided to refer to book titles by first giving the
original name and then the English translation in brackets.

Gender: 1 have tried to use gender-neutral language as far as possible. Yet
sometimes it is better to highlight the fact that authors are clearly considering
rather male than female sex. In such cases I have used “he” instead of “she”.

References: 1 refer to all literature, other than Hobbes, in standard author-date
system by putting first the author, secondly the year of publication of the
present volume used and then lastly the page number of the volume used. With
classical texts, I use Stephanus numbers when available; otherwise I indicate the
point of reference by putting first the book, secondly the chapter and thirdly the
paragraph. All literature can be found at the end of this dissertation under the
title “BIBLIOGRAPHY”. Anonymous works are referred with the title of the
book / article instead of the author’s name.

With references to Hobbes’s works I use abbreviations designated under the
title “ABBREVIATIONS”. The complete list of Hobbes’s works used with
proper bibliographical information can be found at the end of the dissertation
under the title “WORKS OF HOBBES”. In citations I usually use available
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1 INTRODUCTION

This study examines the fundamentally intertwined relation of the concepts of
motion and multitude in Thomas Hobbes's political philosophy. The concept of
motion was, as it has been widely recognized in previous research, a basis for
Hobbes's philosophy. Yet, its political nature has not been fully examined. Our
study starts from the political problem of motion. We do not, however, proceed
in a conventional way. Rather than investigating Hobbes’s theory of physics
and metaphysics, we commence from the middle of political strife: from the
chaotic and disturbed crowd of human beings, the multitude. By analysing
Hobbes’s definitions and uses of the concept of multitude it is possible to
understand how Hobbes introduced the fundamental question and problem of
motion to his political philosophy via his conception of multitude. In other
words, we claim that the element of motion, which played a constitutive role in
his philosophy in general, is best manifested in Hobbes’s political philosophy in
his description concerning the dynamics of multitude and its relations to
sovereign political power. By analysing Hobbes’s conception of the constantly
moving and changing multitude we enable critical re-readings of Hobbes’s
political thought. In our re-readings we are especially interested in his
conception of fear and its relation to the government of the state, Hobbes’s
contradictory relationship to democracy, his ambiguous understanding of
revolution and finally his vision of international relations. By studying these
different aspects of Hobbes’s political thought through the concept of multitude
we get a more focused picture of Hobbes as a political theorist of motion. Thus,
our aim is to show how the political nature of the concept of multitude is
important for Hobbes’s conceptual architecture of political philosophy.
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1.1 The Problem of Motion and Multitude in Hobbes’s Political
Philosophy

In Hobbes’s philosophy everything is about motion. Whether it is about the
motion of the sun, circulation of the planets, gravity, diurnal changes, flatfishes
swimming in the sea, the turn of the tides, heat and cold, the fermentation of
wine, burning wood, the generation of living creatures from the earth, optics or
digestion and other bodily processes: everything can be understood and
explained with the concept of motion.!

With his emphasis on the principle of motion as the basis of all natural
phenomena Hobbes does not differ much from his earlier colleagues: pre-
Socratics such as Thales or Heraclites were convinced that nature is conceived
best by understanding the special character of motion.2 ®voig (physis), nature,
was for them the principle of motion and rest, which manifested in every
particular being.? Plato and Aristotle wrote long analyses concerning the
concept of motion in their discourses on physics and metaphysics. For both of
them, the concept of motion was the foundation for explaining the phenomena
of nature.*

Again, almost two thousand years later, the advent of the so-called
“scientific revolution” was centred around the redefinition of the concept of
motion. Whether it was the early metaphysical ideas of Nicolas of Cusa (1401-
1461) concerning the impossibility of absolute motion and rest in the realm of
physics, or later influential reconsiderations of planetary and other motion
depicted by Nikolaus Copernicus (1473-1543), Tycho Brahe (1546-1601),
Johannes Kepler (1571-1630), and most importantly Galileo Galilei (1564-1642),
all new astronomy and physics was interested in the phenomena and
redefinition of the concept of motion. The mechanical view of motion, which
cast away the old Aristotelian physics and metaphysics as well the Ptolemaic
picture of the cosmos, was at the centre of the new revolutionary natural
philosophy and science in the early modern Europe. Again, the redefinition and

1 See for example Hobbes DM, XVI, 209-214; XVII, 215-225; XXIV, 288-304; Hobbes
DCO, XXVI-XXVII, 334-379; Hobbes SPP, I-11, 7-17; IV, 25-32; VI, 40-50; Hobbes PP, II,
313-317; Hobbes DP, 1V, 95-108; V; 108-117; VI, 117-128; X, 169-177; Hobbes DH, I, 2,
pp. 2-5; II-VIII, 7-76. Hobbes even wrote a poem concerning the motion of the Earth
named as De Motibus Solis, Aetheris & Telluris. See Hobbes DMSAT, 441-447.

2 This is manifested in the fragments of Heraclites, where the problem and principle of
motion and change is constantly considered and reconsidered. See Heraclites 2004,
239, DK B30 / M51; 241, DK B90 / M 54; 207, 13 & 14; 211, 17, DK B91. The problem
of motion was also of utmost importance to such skeptics as Zeno of Elea, who stated
that all motion is ephemeral. See Koyré 1981, 9-35.

3 See Aristotle’s Physics (Aristotle 1995a, 188a, pp. 15-30). See also Hussey 1986, 12-14;
Pellegrin 2002, 12-13.

4 See Plato’s Timaeus, particularly Plato 1961, 56c-58c. Aristotle states in Physics that:
”Since Nature is the principle of movement and change, and it is Nature that we are
studying, we must understand what ‘movement’ is; for, if we do not know this,
neither do we understand what Nature is.” (Aristotle 1995a, 200b12-15.) On
Aristotle’s basic categorization of motion see Aristotle 1995a, 200b15-201a15 and
Aristotle 1995b, 1068a10-1069a10.
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analysis of the concept of motion was extremely important for the true founder
of the new philosophy, René Descartes. Descartes, like Galileo and Hobbes,
ascribed to the new theory of law of inertia and explained bodily and mental
processes with motion.?

Like Descartes, Hobbes sees that it is not only the external objects that can
be analysed with a mechanical conception of motion.® Our own senses are
nothing more than motion, caused at the interplay of “internal parts of the
man” (Hobbes L, II, 5. p. 12-13) i.e. brain with external objects.” Sensing is a
rather complicated process where the true nature of the sense can be
understood by conflating the concept of motion in its various forms to the one
who senses and to the perceived phenomena. Hence, sense and sense
experience are reduced to motion. In general Hobbes’s psychology and his
theory of mental processes such as speech are thoroughly marked by his
conception of motion.? This is not, once more, a totally new theory: Aristotle’s
De Anima’ underlines the meaning of the motion as does Plato’s theory of

5 The first law of nature defined in Descartes’s The Principles of Philosophy follows a
modified law of inertia: “each and every thing, in so far as it can, always continues in
the same state; and thus what is once in motion always continues to move.”
(Descartes 1985a, 240-241.) On the law of inertia see also Descartes 1985b, 241-242.
Concerning the human body, Descartes believed that the heart is a sort of motor that
produces heat, which further moves all the limbs (Descartes 1985b, 316-319;
Descartes 1985¢, 331).

6 Hobbes saw that motion is the basic category of all sense experience. Different
motions differ from each other and make our perceptions: “But effects and the
appearances of things to sense, are faculties of powers of bodies, which make us
distinguish them from one another; that is to say, conceive one body to be equal or
unequal, like or unlike to another body; as in the example above, when by coming
near enough to any body, we perceive the motion and going of the same, we
distinguish it thereby from a tree, a column, and other fixed bodies; and so that
motion or going is the property thereof, as being proper to living creatures, and a
faculty by which they make us distinguish them from other bodies.” (Hobbes DCOE,
L 4. pp. 5-6; p. lat. 5.)

7 The indefatigable interest in motion and human senses was the origin of Hobbes’s
great interest in natural philosophy. In his Prose Life Hobbes writes that: “When he
was staying in Paris, he began to investigate the principles of natural science. When
he became aware of the variety of movement contained in the natural world, he first
inquired as to the nature of these motions, to determine the ways in which they
might effect to senses, the intellect, the imagination, together with the other natural
properties.” (Hobbes PL, 47; p. lat. xiv.) For Hobbes, motion is not only a basic
feature of all bodies [“...MOTION and MAGNITUDE, which are the most common
accidents of all bodies” (Hobbes DCOE XV, 1, p. 203; p. lat. 175.)], but the sense itself
is a motion: “Sense, therefore, in the sentient, can be nothing else but motion in some
internal parts of the sentient; and the parts so moved are part of the organs of sense.
For the parts of our body, by which we perceive any thing, are those we commonly
call the organs of sense. And so we find what is the subject of our sense, namely, that
in which are the phantasms; and partly also we have discovered the nature of sense,
namely, that it is some internal motion of the sentient.” (Hobbes DCOE, XXV, 2. p.
eng. 390; pp. lat. 317-318.)

8 See for example Hobbes EL 11, 7. pp. 5-6; III, 1. p. 9; IV, 2 p. 15; V, 14, p. 25. Similar
aspects and formulations are repeated in full in Leviathan, Part L.

? In De Anima motion is considered especially in book III, paragraphs 9-11 (Aristotle
1995¢, 432a15-434a20 pp. 687-690) and the action of the senses is defined in relation to
motion in two places, in book II, 5 (Aristotle 1995¢, 416b30-418a5, pp. 663-665) and
III, 2 (Aristotle 1995c¢, 425b12-427a16, pp. 677-679). All acts of sensing are explainable
with motion. Anger, for example, is the certain mode of motion. He continues: “That
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human psyche in Timaios.1% Still, what is new with Hobbes is his systematic
emphasis on mechanical motion. In the end, even Hobbes’s basic categories of
philosophia prima'l, epistemology?? and his scientific method'® are defined with
the concept of motion.

Following from his reconsiderations on motion Hobbes concluded that it
is impossible to find true rest from the world or from human mind: “But that
when a thing is in motion, it will eternally be in motion, unless somewhat else
stay it...” (Hobbes L, II, 1. pp. 10-12). According to this application of Galileo’s
preliminary theory of the law of inertia, world, as it appears to us, is made out
of matter in motion, which is at a constant state of change: motion causes
motion and absolute rest can exist only beyond existence, in the case of an
individual, at the death.* This peculiar idea opposes the Aristotelian physics,
which operates with contrary opposites, motion and rest.’> Aristotle sees, of
course, how things in the realm of nature (physis) need causes to move, so that
their potentiality might be actualized. Nevertheless, he postulates an idea of the
primary, one, unmoved mover that is the origin of all the motion in the world.16
Later scholastic philosophy combined Aristotle’s idea of an unmoved mover to
the Christian God!”: God is the unchangeable and eternal source of all that lives,
moves and changes.!8

is precisely why the study of the soul - either every soul or souls of this sort - must
fall within the science of nature.” (Aristotle 1995c, 403a25-30. p. 643.) Yet in his study
Aristotle tries to combine and surpass the classical theories that concern only matter
in motion (e.g. Democritus) and those dialecticians (such as Plato) whose concern is
only the formal explanation. On the relation between Aristotelian and Hobbesian
theory of sense experience, see Leijenhorst 2007.

10 On the motion of the soul see Plato 1961, 69c-92d.

1 See Hobbes DCO, II. pp. lat. 81-174; Time for example is defined in the following
way: “TIME is the phantasm of before and after in motion;” (Hobbes DCOE, VII, 3. p. 95;
p. lat. 84.)

12 See Hobbes EL, II-VI. pp. 3-30; Hobbes L, I-V. pp. 9-32; Hobbes DCO, XXV, pp. lat.
315-334.

13 See Hobbes DCO. VL. pp. lat. 58-80; Hobbes DP, II. pp. 82-88.

14 See for example Hobbes L, II, 1. p. 11.

15 Opposites are crucial for Aristotle’s analysis and they are generally treated in
Categories (Aristotle 1995d, 11b15-14a25, pp. 18-22). In Metaphysics Aristotle uses
opposite categories of potentiality (dunamis) and actuality (energeia) or fulfillment
(entelecheia) to describe change and motion (Aristotle 1995b, book IX, especially
1045b27-1046a35. pp. 1651-1652).

16 Aristotle states: “...it is evident that that which primarily imparts motion is
unmoved: for, whether that which is in motion but moved by something leads
straight to the first unmoved, or whether it leads to what is on motion but moves
itself and stops its own motion, on both suppositions we have the result that in all
cases of things being in motion that which primarily imparts motion is unmoved.”
(Aristotle 1995a, 258b4-9, p. 431.) Generally on unmoved mover see Aristotle 1995a,
Book VIII and Aristotle 1995b Book XII.

17 In Latin Leviathan Hobbes criticizes The Bible and states that it sees the earth as
immobile, although several scholars have proved that earth moves. According to
Hobbes, this is due to the fact that The Bible was written by apostles, not by
philosophers. (Hobbes LL, VIII, 64.)

18 The scholastic idea derives directly from Aristotle’s texts where he explicitly states
that there is only one unmoved mover and this one is eternal and unchangeable.
(Aristotle 1995a, 259b32-260all. pp. 434; Aristotle 1995b 1072a 24-26, p. 1694.) See
Aquinas’s commentary on Aristotle’s first, unmoved mover in Aquinas 1963, 530-
539.
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According to Hobbes, Aristotle and the Scholastics are fundamentally
wrong with their conception of motion and rest: unlike Aristotle, Hobbes states
that: “...it is not intelligible that anything can depart either from rest, or from
the motion it has, except by motion.” (Hobbes DCO, VI, 5. p. 70; p. lat. 62).1° The
source of motion in a particular body is always the cause of an external, moving
body affecting it. Following Galileo?, motion is mechanical for Hobbes: in other
words, motion is always mediated by some substance in direct connection to
the body.?! For this reason there is no vacuum in the world either.?? Resulting
from this, the concept of motion is defined by Hobbes in a most simple way in
De Motu: “[motion is] the continuous quitting of one place and the acquiring of
another.” (Hobbes DM, XXXX, 2, p. eng. 493; lat. p. 434.)%

For Hobbes the real cause and origin of motion is hidden: this suggests
that there might be a principal mover or God, but the limits of our knowledge
and understanding hinder us from saying anything certain about these things:
we must only trust and believe in God but we cannot say anything truthful
about God on the basis of our sense experience.?* Yet, even though we do not
know what causes the motion in the world, the only way to understand the
phenomena of the world and things occurring in our minds is to analyse all the
phenomena, mental and physical, systematically with the concept of motion.
Thus the emphasis put on the concept of motion is extraordinarily strong and
radical in Hobbes’s philosophy, which is manifested in several, crucial texts
concerning motion such as Thomae Albi Tres Dialogi de mundo a Thoma Hobbio
Malmesburiensi examinati (De Motu) (1643), De Corpore (1655), De Homine (1658)
and Decameron Physiologicum (1678). In a statement, which resembles statements
by Aristotle and other classic authors, Hobbes claims that the right conception
of motion is of highest important since “if a knowledge of motion is lacking,
nothing certain can be laid down about motion, and hence (because whatever is
done by nature is done through motion) about nature.” (Hobbes DM, X1V, 1.
pp. eng. 158; pp. lat. 202.)%

19 Hobbes criticizes the Aristotelian understanding of motion already in De Motu by
describing it as: “Motion is the act of ens in potential, so long as it is in potential.”
(Hobbes DM, XXXX, 2. p. 492; p. lat. 434.) In De Corpore he states following Galileo
that “...motion, indeed, is not resisted by rest, but by contrary motion.” (Hobbes
DCOE, IX, 7. p. 125; p. lat. 111.)

2 Hobbes knew Galileo’s texts very early on, as his letter to William Cavendish
26.1.1634 shows. Hobbes was in London seeking for Galileo’s dialogues. He also
knew the political outcomes of Galileo’s book in Italy, when he compares it to the
books written by Luther and Calvin. (Hobbes CTH, Letter 10. p. 19.)

21 See for example Hobbes DCO, XV; XXII.

22 Hobbes DCO, 1II, VIII, 8. pp. 96-97.

- In De Corpore the same thing is formulated in the following way: “... motion is
defined to be the continual privation of one place, and acquisition of another.” (Hobbes
DCOE, XV, 1. p. 204; p. lat. 177.)

24 See Hobbes DCO, XXVI, 1. pp. 334-339. Hobbes also criticizes the Holy Scripture
from the basis of his theory of motion, see Hobbes L, XXXIV, 5. p. 262.

%5 In Leviathan Hobbes, emphasising the importance of geometry, states: “For nature
worketh by motion; the ways and degrees whereof cannot be known, without the
knowledge of the properties of lines, and figures.” (Hobbes L, XXXXVI, 11. pp. 444-
445.)
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What interests us especially in our research is how Hobbes himself
thought that his philosophy concerning nature and motion was the basis of his
moral philosophy as well:

After physics we must come to moral philosophy; in which we are to consider the
motions of the mind, namely, appetite, aversion, love, benevolence, hope, fear, anger,
emulation, envy &c.; what causes they have, and of what they be causes. And the
reason why these are to be considered after physics is, that they have their causes in
sense and imagination, which are the subject to physical contemplation. (Hobbes
DCOE, VI, 6. pp. 72-73; p. lat. 64.)

According to Hobbes the reduction to physics applies to politics as well:

...the principles of the politics consist in the knowledge of the motions of the mind,
and the knowledge of these motions from the knowledge of sense and imagination.
(Hobbes DCOE, VI, 7. p. 74; p. lat. 65.)

It is perhaps for this reason we have a significant amount of studies that
consider how Hobbes's scientific thought was the basis and the starting point of
his political thought. However, it is slightly controversial to claim that Hobbes’s
political philosophy derives directly from his natural philosophy.?¢ First of all,
Hobbes thought that the principles of civil philosophy?” belong more to the
realm of deductive (ratiocination) method, not only to the inductive

26 Some scholars, Watkins (1965) and Spragens (1973) among others, have insisted that
there is a notable link between Hobbes’s natural philosophy and his political
philosophy. However, even they do not see that Hobbes’s political theory is totally a
direct application of his natural philosophy, as Spragens writes at the introduction of
his Politics of Motion: “...I hope to contribute to the understanding of the relationship
between Hobbes's natural philosophy and his civil philosophy. I argue that Hobbes’s
political ideas were in fact significantly influenced by his cosmological perceptions,
although they were not, and could not have been, completely derived from that
source.” (Spragens 1973, 7.) Yet, as Spragens continues, he sees that “...conceptual
patterns and models developed to deal with natural phenomena became prisms
through which he perceived human and political phenomena.” (Spragens 1973, 7.) In
this study we see that there is a crucial connection between Hobbes’s natural and
civil philosophy, they are indeed parts of the same system, but we do not, however,
consider that natural philosophy and its models were primary for Hobbes’s
developments and conceptualisations on his political philosophy. Instead we see that
one of the main motivations for Hobbes to study and conceptualize the natural
motion was political as it is explained later in the text. Thus, his natural philosophy
was developed side by side with his political philosophy. This means that we do not
either pledge to the views of the “other camp” of the debate such as Strauss
(1936/1984) or Warrender (1955/2000) who claim that Hobbes’s political philosophy
has little or nothing to do with his natural philosophy. As Strauss claims in his book
The Political Philosophy of Hobbes, Hobbes himself knew that natural and political
philosophy are fundamentally different in both material and method. From this
follows, according to Strauss, that “On this awareness is based his conviction that
political philosophy is essentially independent of natural science.” (Strauss 1984, 6.)
We see this position as too extreme as well. In our perspective, the problem of
motion was a natural and political question for Hobbes. In our study we thus depart
from both of these extreme positions and try to emphasise the problem of motion as
the common ground for Hobbes’s natural and political philosophy. For a
comprehensive list of Hobbes studies concerning natural philosophy etc., see chapter
2.1 of this study.

z Hobbes claimed boldly that the civil philosophy was no older than his De Cive.
(Hobbes DC, Epistola Dedicatoria.)
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(experience) method that characterizes physics. In fact, in his “map of sciences”
in Leviathan, natural and civil philosophy are two distinct branches of science:
civil philosophy does not derive self-evidently from natural philosophy.
(Hobbes L, IX, 3, pp. 56-57.) However, in the Epistle Dedicatory of Six Lessons
Hobbes states that geometry and civil philosophy are both demonstrable, since
human beings are the ones who make figures and commonwealths. Yet, since
the natural bodies are beyond our art, we can only seek to understand what
they are through experience. (Hobbes SL, Epistle Dedicatory. p. 184.)

Secondly, even though we would accept that physics plays a significant
and fundamental role as the basis of Hobbes’s political philosophy as Hobbes
leads us to comprehend in De Corpore, and even though according to De Corpore
the truths of civil philosophy can be found by both the analytical and the
synthetic method (Hobbes DCO, VI, 7. pp. lat. 65-66; pp. eng. 73-74), his
political doctrine is still not incontestably grounded on his theory of science and
motion, since his political philosophy is first and foremost constructed on the
basis of conceptual and linguistic practice. What is even more important is that
Hobbes’s moral and political philosophy, which he usually conceived to be
“scientific” is highly political. It seems that in certain respect, Hobbes admitted
this himself for he states in the preface of De Cive that “...Monarchy has more
advantages than other forms of commonwealth (the only thing in this book
which I admit is not demonstrated but put with probability)” (Hobbes DCE,
Preface to the readers, p. 14; p. lat. 153.).

All these doubts concerning the scientific nature of Hobbes’s political
philosophy has made some scholars in recent decades emphasize Hobbes’s
humanistic, instead of scientific, grounds in his political philosophy?8, as
Quentin Skinner states in his Reason and Rhetoric: “Although this view of
Hobbes as ‘formed’ by the scientific revolution is widely shared, it is part of my
purpose to suggest that there is something misleading about it.” (Skinner 1996,
216.) Even though Skinner, for example, acknowledges the impact of the
concept of motion in Hobbes’s philosophy (Skinner 1996, 253-258), what follows
from this humanistic position is that the importance of the concept of motion as
the most crucial concept of Hobbes’s philosophy is radically lost. Sometimes the
problem of motion is implicitly referred to through such interesting questions
as language’s capability to move people, but in the end, there is no special
interest in the theme. The same goes with Hobbes’s relation to natural
philosophy and geometrical method. These questions are simply not that
interesting for the rhetorical and contextual approach?, partly because this
approach stands against the earlier interpretation of Hobbes as a forerunner of
scientific politics, partly because these questions are rather distant to the
question of language, although according to Hobbes language has a

2 Generally on this theme, see chapter 2.1. of the present study. The debate of Hobbes's
humanistic origins commenced already in the 1930s with Strauss’ comments on
Hobbes's profoundly humanistic character. (Strauss 1984.)

29 Yet, it is useful to acknowledge that Hobbes’s idea of science and his materialist
metaphysics are also concerned, yet critically, in Johnston’s The Rhetoric of Leviathan
for example. (See Johnston 1986, 26-65.)
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tremendous power to move people’s mind and thus, affect people politically as
we will see later on.30 In this kind of research Hobbes is conceived mainly as a
political actor and an intellectual, not a Scientist. The questions pertaining to
Hobbes’s method and natural philosophy are treated by considering his
changing attitude between natural philosophy and humanism.3! In the end this
approach sees that Hobbes could not have evolved his philosophy without
eloquence, a thing that Hobbes admitted himself in Leviathan.3?
Notwithstanding, there appear to be no studies concerning the rhetorical uses
of the concept of motion in Hobbes’s philosophy.

In our study we see that even though Hobbes’s political philosophy does
not stand thoroughly, and sometimes not even convincingly, at the basis of his
scientific method and physical conception of motion, his political theory is still
deeply inspired, rooted and related to the concept of motion. We comprehend
that the problem of human motion - especially the unorganized, violent and
chaotic motion in the multitude - was the starting point of Hobbes’s process of
political resolution, that is, the analysis concerning the fundamental elements of
politics. Despite the fact that the concept of motion is not widely used in
Hobbes’s political texts and links to his detailed theory of motion are rare, the
vocabulary and imagination connected to motion is always present. Indeed, we
find motion at the centre of the most crucial arguments concerning the
commonwealth designed by Hobbes. First of all, sovereign power is the soul
giving motion to its members.3? In other words, it is the principle of ordered
and structured motion of the citizens that the sovereign manifests. Secondly,
the civil laws are something that ought to keep people in the right kind of
motion in which they do not hurt themselves or others.3* Thirdly, some of the
most crucial political questions in Hobbes’s political philosophy, such as the
question of liberty® and the resemblance between the individual and political
body?¢ find their motivation from the question and conception of motion.

In our understanding the motivation and need to solve the problem of
motion was a political question for Hobbes. We claim that it was the political
problematic of motion that inspired Hobbes’s philosophical project in the first
place. To avoid misunderstandings, we must further define our starting point.
For us, the question of motion is a multilevel political problem for Hobbes. First
of all, it refers to a confusion that prevailed in the metaphysical and physical

30 This fact is, naturally, emphasized by Skinner 1996 throughout his book.

. This is especially the framework provided by Quentin Skinner in his Reason and
Rhetoric in The Philosophy of Thomas Hobbes (Skinner 1996).
32 Hobbes, first of all, acknowledged that “Eloquence is power, because it is seeming

prudence.” (Hobbes L, X, 10. p. 58.) Secondly, he admits that reason is not always
enough for the best solutions to succeed: “So also reason, and eloquence, (though not
erhaps in the natural sciences, yet in the moral) may stand very well together.”

(Hobbes L, A Review, and Conclusion. pp. 467-468.)

33 Hobbes L, Introduction pp. 7-8; XXI, 22. p. 147; XXIX, 20-23. pp. 220-221.

34 Hobbes states that laws are actually like fences that guide citizens” motion. Hobbes L,
XXX, 21. pp. 230-231.

3% See Hobbes DC, IX, 9. pp. lat. 258-260; pp. eng. 111-112; Hobbes L, XXI, 1-2. pp. 139-
140; XXVIIL, 20. p. 209; XXIX, 15. pp. 217-219.

36 See Hobbes DC, XII, 1. pp. lat. 284-286; pp. 131-132; Hobbes L, XXIV, 13. p. 168.
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theories of scholastic philosophy. Hobbes strongly opposed the classical
metaphysics and physics precisely due to their misconception of motion. This
was not, however, only a philosophical question: as we will see in our study,
the confusion in the realm of metaphysics and physics affected political
questions as well. In short, the question of science and knowledge was a
question of politics for Hobbes.3” He saw that the prevailing episteme produced
by the scholastic philosophy and universities was an indirect, yet crucial cause
of the Civil Wars.38 For this reason, even though his work on the geometrical
method and natural philosophy is sincere, we must keep in mind how it was
both philosophically and politically opposed to the scholastic philosophy. As
such, his whole philosophical project, including metaphysics, has a political
nature.3

Secondly, following from what has been stated above, Hobbes saw that
the questions pertaining to the natural philosophy had always been part of the
political power structure: expert elites on the questions of cosmology and
natural philosophy were tightly entangled with the dominant political power.40
Again, the question of who possesses and produces knowledge and the
dominant beliefs concerning the “world” is a major political question for
Hobbes.

Thirdly, and most importantly for our present study, the question of the
right order of the everyday action and motion of the people, both physical and
mental, was a crucial political question for Hobbes. The reason why Hobbes was
so interested in human nature and psychology derives exactly from his
motivation of finally inventing the way to guide and control the natural motion
and everyday action of the common people. As stated above, this concerned both
physical and mental motions, although it is good to emphasize that Hobbes
believed in the power of education more than in the power of the sword
pertaining long term political change.#! Hobbes thought it would eventually be
possible to change the behaviour of human beings. Hobbes sees that egoistic and
even violent action of individuals “are indeed great difficulties, but not
impossibilities: for by education, and discipline, they may be, and are sometimes
reconciled.” (Hobbes L, A Review, and Conclusion. p. 467.)

37 See Willms 1992; Jakonen 2010. For a detailed study on the relationship of Hobbes’s
metaphysics and politics, see Zarka 1999.

38 See chapter 6.2.4 of our present study.

39 Johnston describes Hobbes’s attack against scholastics in the following way: “His
attacks upon scholasticism in Leviathan constitute merely one variation upon a
consistent and much larger theme. That theme is the contrast between ignorance,
superstition, and magic on the one hand and knowledge, reason, and science on the
other.” (Johnston 1986, 104.) According to Johnston, Hobbes also attacked religion
and superstition with his conception of motion. (Johnston 1986, 176, 182.) See also
Leijenhorst 2002, who shows how Hobbes used his theory of sense perception
against the Scholastics. (Leijenhorst 2002, 98-102.)

40 It seems that this question interested Hobbes especially during the 1660s and 1670s.
He refers to the power of priests, druids, philosophers etc. and connects the natural
philosophy of the schools to the power elites in England in Behemoth (Hobbes B, 90-
96) and Decameron Physiologicum (Hobbes DP, II. pp. 71-81).

4 On Hobbes’s relation to education, see Vaughan's (2002) Behemoth Teaches Leviathan
and S.A. Lloyd'’s (2003) Ideals and Interests in Hobbes’s Leviathan.
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In its very basic form, the political problem of motion is condensed to the
question of liberty:

LIBERTY (to define it) is simply the absence of obstacles to motion; as water
contained in a vessel is not free, because the vessel is an obstacle to its flowing away,
and it is freed by breaking the vessel. Every man has more or less liberty as he has
more or less space in which to move; so that a man kept in a large jail has more
liberty than a man kept in a small jail. And a man may be free in one direction but
not in the other, as a traveller is prevented by hedges and walls from trampling on
the vines and crops adjacent to the road. Obstacles of this kind are external and
absolute; in this sense all slaves and subjects are free who are not in bonds or in
prison. Other obstacles are discretionary; they do not prevent motion absolutely but
incidentally, i.e. by our own choice, as a man on a ship is not prevented from
throwing himself into sea, if he can will to do so. Here too the more ways one can
move, the more liberty one has. And this is what civil liberty consists in; (Hobbes
DCE, IX, 9. p. 111; p. lat. 259.)

For Hobbes the absolute liberty of the individual means the absolute freedom to
move in any way a person wants to. This is the case in the famous state of
nature, where absolute freedom is possible. It is this very problem of absolutely
free motion, which poses for Hobbes the most crucial political question: can we
cope with the absolute, limitless liberty and what are the outcomes of this
liberty? Do we have to somehow restrict our inbuilt drive for endless motion
(endeavour, appetite) to build up an order, which secures the existence of the
individual, but at the same time, limits our freedom? And how could this be
done? These are the central questions that Hobbes deals in his political
philosophy and they are implicitly and explicitly connected to the concept of
motion.

Traditionally in Hobbes literature these questions are dealt within the
framework of the state of nature and social contract.*> The bulk of Hobbes
literature has been dedicated to echoing a story told by Hobbes of the state’s
victory over the state of nature: the negative state of nature is conquered by
instituting a sovereign power by the contract of every man with every man.
This view conceives the state of nature as an apolitical state, a state of
individuals, where politics does not exist. The outcome of the contract, the state,
is instead seen as the proper place and sphere of politics. In this vision, politics
takes place only inside the state. Thus the ordinary view in literature on Hobbes
is that the Hobbesian politics is understood to be more or less the same thing as
the government of the people.

This dissertation focuses on slightly different questions. We seek to
approach Hobbes’s vision of politics by following the path that the analysis of
the concept of the multitude opens. Multitude is, in our understanding, the key
that opens up the question of motion as a particularly political problem that
Hobbes was about to solve in his civil philosophy. Hence, we see that analysing

42 Even though Hobbes did not use the term ‘social contract’ but instead preferred the
terms ‘contract’ and ‘covenant’ and sometimes even a ‘pact’ (although these terms
refer to different kinds of contract) in this text we use the term “social contract’ for the
sake of clarity, since the use of the term is an established practice in contemporary
literature on political philosophy.
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the concept of multitude means the analysis of the political problem of motion
in Hobbes’s philosophy.

Like the concept of motion in natural philosophy, the concept of multitude
has a long history in the political thought before Hobbes. In the classical period
authors like Plato, Aristotle and Thucydides used the concepts of m\ffog
(plethos), ot moANot (oi polloi) and &xAog (ochlos), which all most often refer to a
common people or plebs. Later in the Roman political thought, multitudo was a
concept that had a somewhat similar content: plebs, common people and
underclass were typical synonyms for multitudo. In the Renaissance,
Machiavelli especially used the term: for him moltitudine was not only a group
of common people. Instead he uses the concept to also refer to a violent mob
and confused crowd, which are attributes that had already been used by Plato
and Aristotle.

In Hobbes's time the word ‘multitude” was widely used to refer to a poor,
confused, rebellious and sometimes violent crowd consisting of the common
people. In the medieval times it was also used in the meaning of “population” .43
It was a rather common word in the religious and political language, with a
loose reference.#* Although Hobbes must have known both the classical
meaning and his contemporary use of the word, he also elaborated and
redefined the concept, as he did with most of the political concepts he used.
Our study is especially interested in this conceptual redefinition, in the finding
of new definitions, connections and new ways of using the ‘old” concepts such
as multitude and motion in Hobbes.

It is important to note, that in Hobbes’s use the multitude does not only
refer to the common people and plebs, but instead to every person or group of
people living without the sovereign power or against the orders of the
sovereign power. Furthermore, we must also clarify that multitude does not
either point to a certain group of people with certain history, quality, ethnicity
or background. Instead anyone; rich or poor, good or evil, young or old may
belong to the multitude or to be even more precise, these definitions do not play
any role in multitude. Multitude is a name for a disorganized, confused,
headless, anarchical and powerless collection of human beings without any
specific form, shape or essence. Multitude is human matter that is always in
motion: multitude changes and goes through constant metamorphoses. Yet, on
the other hand multitude is an absolutely stagnant and powerless mass of
human beings: it is more potentiality than actuality. It is difficult to understand
multitude’s undertakings; there is no other common denominator for their
actions than that they are the actions of the multitude. Multitude is a monster,
half a man, half an animal. It is a mythical, Biblical violent beast, the Behemoth

43 See Peter Biller (2000): The Measure of Multitude: Population in Medieval Thought.

4 Unfortunately, it is not possible in the confines of this study to seek out the proper
uses of multitude from the political pamphlets and sermons of Hobbes’s
contemporaries. An idea of the uses of the multitude might be grasped from
Christopher Hill's book The World Turned Upside Down: Radical Ideas During the
English Revolution (Hill 1975). See also Evans 2000, who tells about the poor
(multitude) in early modern Exeter and Patrides (1965) who analyses the negative
uses of the multitude in the Renaissance.
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which Hobbes describes for us in his History of English Civil Wars. Multitude is
something that opposes the king of pride, Leviathan, the principle of political
order.®> We must try to comprehend how in the end the multitude is, in fact,
more a logic that defines the motion and confusion of human crowds than an
ostensive term. As a matter in motion, multitude is the political problem that
calls for a definitive, geometric answer in Hobbes’s philosophy. However, we
must realize that the problem of multitude is “unsolvable”, since even after the
social contract the logic of multitude haunts the organized political community.
The question of multitude is something that political government must
constantly think about and in his philosophy Hobbes offers elementary tools for
this.

In this dissertation we claim that it is especially with the concept of
multitude that Hobbes introduces the political problem of the motion to his
political philosophy. In fact, multitude is, more or less, the very problem of
motion. It is the problem of the disorganized, moving, changing and rioting
human crowd that Hobbes aimed to solve with his political philosophy. Hence,
as a crucial political problem we conceive multitude to be the starting point of
Hobbes’s political philosophy. By the juxtaposition of the logic of multitude
with the logic of sovereign power, Hobbes manages to pinpoint the problem
that is fundamentally political: the contrast and border between chaos and
order, disobedience and obedience, apolitics and politics.

The analysis of multitude also shifts our interest from the question of an
essentially egoistic individual to a social process that produces egoistic
individuals. In this sense our understanding of the problem of individual and
human nature departs from the standard interpretation: the lonely, hostile,
egoistic and even violent individual living in the state of nature. According to
our interpretation, the individual within the multitude is not lonely and hostile
due to some sort of essential human nature that cannot ever be changed.
Instead, it is the logic of multitude, the ensemble of anarchical and confused
social and political relations, which make people turn into a mere collective
beast.4¢ With right political governance, right political philosophy and right
education it is possible to reorganize and turn inbuilt human endeavour and
motion to right tracks. What is needed, however, is the difficult task of
eliminating the logic of the multitude from the human community, while
simultaneously harnessing the powers of the multitude, the everlasting motion
of human crowds, as a driving force of the commonwealth.

Consequently, at the focus of our research we have two classical concepts,
motion and multitude, that seem to flow together in a fruitful way in Hobbes’s
political philosophy. From this basis we claim that it is essential to study how
the problem and the concept of multitude is constructed and manifested in
Hobbes's political philosophy.

45 Concerning the mythical etymology of the Behemoth and Leviathan, see Tralau 2007,
61-81 and Schmitt 2002, 73-80.

46 Hobbes refers several times in his texts to classical beasts such as Centaurs or Hydra.
These examples are always connected to the logic of multitude. See for example
Hobbes DC, Preefatio ad lectores, p. lat. 144; p. eng. 9.



27

1.2 Composition of the Study

This study is composed of five chapters that study Hobbes’s conception of
multitude from different aspects. We begin our re-reading on Hobbes’s
philosophy in chapter two entitled Multitude in Motion by introducing the
intertwined relationship between the concepts of motion and multitude. In
general, we ask what kind of concept is multitude for Hobbes: how he defines it
and how he uses it. Our special interest is in the question of how Hobbes
displays his most crucial political and philosophical problem through his uses
of the concept of multitude: the problem of a mob or crowd composed of
egoistic individuals. Yet, we depart from the traditional interpretation that sees
individuals as the starting point of Hobbes’s political philosophy. We argue,
instead, that the real problem and logical starting point for Hobbes is not
individuals, but multitude. It is the sense experience concerning the body of
multitude that makes individual beings act in the most egoistic, haphazard and
irrational ways. As we will see, the body of multitude affects human beings in
the most immoral ways: it makes them doubt every motive of their companions
and lose their trust towards each other.

Hence, it is through the analysis of the concept of multitude that we can
state how the individual is not the starting point, but an answer to the political
problem of multitude expressed by Hobbes. What Hobbes wanted to avoid was
the formation of large mobs, throngs and crowds that denude humanness from
human beings and deprive their closest relationships to family and relatives.
Yet, he does not plead for social formations such as families or religious and
political sections to build up a new political order. Instead, he speaks to those
lonely, fearful, disappointed and betrayed individuals that are an outcome of
the confusion of the multitude. In short, it is the multitude that produces lonely,
egoistic yet uncertain individuals. It is the lonely, but pacified individuals who
are the fundamental building blocks of the commonwealth. For Hobbes only an
individual whose ties to his family, relatives, hometown, corporation or section
have been disentangled, is able to create and serve the great Leviathan. Thus,
we are interested in the complicated logic that on a one hand produces egoistic
yet fearful individuals and on the other hand offers a sanctuary for these same
individuals.

For Hobbes it is of utmost importance that we do not attach any political
subjectivity to the multitude, like previous philosophers and Antiquity did. It
seems that one of the most important fractures between classical and Hobbesian
idea of the people is that, according to Hobbes, the people must be artificially
created, so it can become a political subject. The classical thought instead
always found the people as a natural political subject already existing. Usually
this political subject was called oi polloi, plebs or moltitudine. Hobbes, instead,
does not attach any political subjectivity to the mass. What is evident is that
according to Hobbes, the multitude is totally incapable of reigning itself. Hence,
by investigating the concept of multitude we are examining the border of
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politics displayed by Hobbes: what belongs and what does not belong to the
political order and most of all, what are the prerequisites of the political in
Hobbes's philosophy.

While the second chapter introduces the basic problematic of the
constantly moving multitude and thus the political problem of motion, in the
third chapter Fear, Multitude and Motion we delve more deeply on the question
of how the body of the multitude affects human beings. In our understanding
Hobbes'’s political theory is deeply related to his theory of sense experience or
aisthesis. Individual mistrust, actions, reactions and decisions are all related to
the way in which an individual perceives the world outside her. Thus,
combining Hobbes’s philosophy of mind to his definitions and uses of
multitude, we are able to understand how it is the very elementary sense
experience pertaining the actions and motions of others that causes most of the
psychological confusion that Hobbes finds existing in the multitude.

Along with aisthesis, we are equally interested in Hobbes’s conception of
mimesis: it is a concept that practically explains how the dynamics of motion in
the human community work, especially in multitude. It is noteworthy that
imitation is something that Hobbes wants to exclude from the commonwealth.
Instead, as Hobbes explains, citizens should act and behave according to the
confines of civil law and honour sovereign power by regulating their own
action and motion. Thus, we see how two different bodies, the disorganized
body of multitude and the organized body politic (state), affect human beings
in different ways. From this basis we also come to understand how it is the
organization of the motion of individuals that is at the core of Hobbes’s politics:
the inbuilt individual endeavour must be guided and directed to the
construction, not demolition of the body politic.

The fourth chapter entitled Democracy and Multitude moves us to the
question concerning the forms of government in Hobbes’s philosophy. In this
chapter we are especially interested in Hobbes’s relationship to democracy,
which he generally despised as a form of government. In our analysis we claim
that Hobbes’s attitude towards democracy was heavily influenced by his
reading of classical political philosophy: Plato, Aristotle and Thucydides among
others. He reflected the democratic and republican movements of his own time
in the mirror of ancient experiences from Greece and Rome. In general,
Hobbes’s attitude towards democratic government was especially negative
since Hobbes saw that democratic government is always on the brink of
collapsing to the reign of multitude. This was, as we will demonstrate, also the
viewpoint of classical writers: multitude was something that threatened the
polis, which was based on a proper constitution and rule of law. This was a
viewpoint that Hobbes shared with classical writers. The wrong use of
eloquence and demagogy described by classical writers was something that
Hobbes encountered in his own time as well. All this threatened the order of
commonwealth and mobilized citizens to act against sovereign power. For this
reason, democracy as a mode of government was too risky for Hobbes.

In spite of this, Hobbes’s theory of sovereign power was based on
democracy: the social contract is an essentially democratic covenant made by
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every man with every man in the multitude. In the social contract is formed a
majority, which rules over the minorities with omnipotent power. Now, the
really interesting question concerning the concept of democracy in Hobbes’s
philosophy does not concern Hobbes’s personal political interests and motives,
but instead it is about his theoretical decision: Why did Hobbes carry the
concept of democracy within his political theory, while simultaneously he
always contested the reasonableness of democratic government? The reason for
this, it is argued, is that Hobbes had to construct the legitimacy of the sovereign
power on the basis of the moving multitude, not on God or nature for example.
The starting point of the social contract is the violent ‘dead end’ faced by the
lonely individual living in the multitude. As an outcome of the social contract
the naturally problematic multitude becomes an object of governance for
Hobbes: it is by the scientia civilis that it is possible to govern the cruel nature of
the human community. Consequently, it is this curious movement, a
metamorphosis of the multitude to a people that interests us in this chapter.

The question of democracy, the best form of government and contract are
tightly connected to the question of the generation and corruption of the
commonwealth. In the fifth chapter Revolution and Multitude we delve on
Hobbes’s conception of revolution. After the Leviathan was published in 1651,
Hobbes was accused of being a ‘rebellious” writer who allegedly sided with the
Cromwellians. This interpretation has gained some success in recent Hobbes
research as well. In this chapter we aim to show that Hobbes opposed
“revolutionary” action and thought that rebellion will only lead to the
dissolution and destruction of the state, not to any new cycle or form of the
state. Hobbes’s position is constructed in opposition to the classical
understanding of the regime change. These explanations of the regime change
included cyclical or cosmological, mythical and religious explanations.
According to them, one political regime followed the other in a somewhat
predetermined historical course. Another, practical reason for the regime
change was the corruption of certain important actors in the society: the rule of
the king for example encouraged tyrannical people to seek power and
democracy instead invited the populist leaders to corrupt the lawful system
into the reign of multitude, which was easily harnessed as a rule of the
demagogues.

Hobbes opposed these explanations and believed that the political system,
a sovereign power, is first of all a created by the human beings by their mutual
contract, and secondly that this social contract is sustained only by the
everyday performance of that very contract. The social contract was for Hobbes,
primarily an ongoing practice or action between citizens and the representative
of the sovereign power and it was designed to keep the moving multitude in
control. The change from the democratic mode of government to the monarchy,
for example, was as well an outcome of the contract between people and
monarch. Following from this, Hobbes thought that the idea of some sort of
cycle between political regimes was dangerous to the political constitution. His
aim was to create a political order that might last as long as human beings
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would be willing to uphold it by their action, that is, oppose the spread of the
logic of multitude.

However, Hobbes feared that human beings might destroy the
commonwealth by their own action. The outcome of the dissolution of the state
would be the return of the reign of multitude. Hence, all rebellious action in the
commonwealth exposed a body politic to dissolution, Hobbes thought. For this
reason, Hobbes did not endorse any kind of ‘revolutionary action” and he
opposed the idea of regime change. As we find out in the fifth chapter, Hobbes’s
use of the word revolution was extremely rare in his texts. This is not, however,
because the word revolution did not yet have a modern kind of political meaning
in Hobbes’s time. The word revolution was known in its political meaning and it
was connected to rather radical, republican and democratic upheavals.
Notwithstanding, apparently Hobbes was not interested in it.

Thus, by examining the use, or to be precise, the non-use of the concept of
revolution, which is one of the most important modern political concepts
reflecting the idea of motion, in Hobbes’s political texts we sketch Hobbes’s
understanding of the state as a pure creation of human beings that exists and
sustains itself only through right action, as well as through the motion of the
citizens and the representative of the sovereign power. In a temporal
perspective, the multitude is something that precedes and follows the state and
for this reason the concept of revolution was perhaps something that confused
Hobbes and made him avoid this vague concept. Revolutionary action spreads
logic of multitude in commonwealth and thus threats to collapse the whole
commonwealth.

In our last chapter entitled Multitude of States or International Multitude we
move to examine the limits of the Hobbesian state in the spatial dimension by
offering two interpretations of Hobbes’s view of international relations:
normative and descriptive. If multitude is something that confines the state in
the temporal dimension, the case is somewhat different in the relations between
the states. While the multitude of individuals causes anxiety, egoism and
violence, the multitude of states means instead a rather peaceful coexistence
according to Hobbes. States are in a disposition of war towards each other, but
they do not actively seek their own benefit in the international field by waging
war with others. Instead, in Hobbes’s normative vision states live according to
their own constitution by investing in hard work, agricultural, industrial and
economic growth, we find out. They are also engaged with each other by
different trade relationships. Hence, in Hobbes’s design of the “anarchic”
international field states do not decline to the similar state of nature as
individuals. Instead, states uphold the initiative of the citizens in their everyday
action. Thus, another kind of co-existence between the states is fabricated. This
multitude is rather peaceful, since it is not haunted by the egoistic and negative
logic of multitude.

However, we can also find another kind of description of the international
relations from Hobbes’s texts. While Hobbes’s plan for the relatively peaceful
coexistence of the independent states was his normative and political aim, the
international reality of his age was rather different. The international field was
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divided by several international struggles on power and resources. Especially
the Catholic Church and Catholic countries like Spain played a huge role in a
world, where traditional boundaries were constantly changing and
transforming. Hobbes accuses the Catholic Church of entangling the lives of
individual states: it defined how religion should be conducted, how people
should carry on their daily chores and especially how people were educated in
the universities and consequently at the lower levels of education as well.
Along with the Catholic Church there were also other international actors such
as the Presbyterian Church, economic corporations, power hungry cities,
mercenary armies etc. All these form an ensemble that we call here the
international multitude.

The independence of the states from external powers and their absolute
right to self-determination and sovereignty was of utmost importance for
Hobbes. Again we see how Hobbes wants to break the negative logic of
multitude in the international field. Yet, he is not willing to engage to the idea
of the “global Leviathan”, an international sovereign over sovereigns, but wants
instead to reserve the widest possible liberty for the sovereign power. As we see
in this chapter, this liberty is absolute only in theory: in practice it is limited by
the demand that Hobbes states in his rephrased Ciceronian principle, Salus
populi suprema lex - the safety and well-being of the people is the highest law.
Moral laws (dictated ultimately by God and natural reason) oblige the
sovereign in their conscience and in relation to their people as well, although
there are no binding moral obligations between the independent states.

Our re-reading of Hobbes’s political philosophy proceeds from the
definition and analysis of the concept of multitude to the particular re-readings
defined above. In our research we are also discussing with previous Hobbes’s
scholarship. This helps the readers to orient themselves to the specific questions
at hand and points out how the analysis done on the basis of multitude enables
us not only to say something new, but also to understand better what has
already been stated.



2 MULTITUDE IN MOTION

This chapter is a study on Hobbes’s concept of multitude, its definitions and
uses in Hobbes's texts. In Hobbes’s use, the word multitude refers, first of all, to
a large number of people as a chaotic and disordered force, which has no clear
structure or form. Secondly, Hobbes’s concept of multitude includes a
metaphysical meaning: multitude is something that exists in spite of the
historical situation and contexts. Multitude is something that exists before and
after a state designed by Hobbes*” and multitude also exists, outside of the
state, while the state exists. Following this, multitude can also be conceived in
the international field where different actors act in a “state of nature” as Hobbes
himself suggested.#8 Thirdly, multitude usually means a lack of proper
sovereign power, a situation where different heterogeneous sects, interest
groups or political parties seek their own benefit in the cost of others. Thus it
can mean a “mob”, “throng” or “faction”’ that aims to subvert the existing
power or just cause chaos and disorder in the ordered society. Hence, multitude
might exist inside the commonwealth and it is a constant danger that people
(political subject) becomes a multitude. In this sense, multitude means simply a
heterogeneity, which Hobbes conceives as dangerous and as a reason that will
expedite the destruction of the commonwealth. No one has more power in the
multitude than any other and it is this very lack of power, anarchy as Hobbes
describes it, which is typical of the multitude. Lastly, multitude can also refer to
the object of governance, a population, which is governed by sovereign power
after the social contract is made. We note that Hobbes uses the concept of
multitude in different meanings and sometimes in an intricate way, but the

47 Multitude stands outside of the commonwealth and every state-form is in danger of
collapsing back to the multitude, as Hobbes warns in Leviathan: “ And therefore, they
that are subjects to a monarch, cannot without his leave cast off monarchy, and
return to the confusion of a disunited multitude;” (Hobbes L, XVIII, 1. p. 115.) See also
chapter 5 of this present study.

48 See chapter 6 of the present study.

49 On factions, see Hobbes DC XIII, 13. p. eng. 149; p. lat. 306. For Hobbes the faction is
a commonwealth within the commonwealth.
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basis of his understanding of multitude lies in his complex comprehension of
the action and motion of unorganized crowds.

For us, multitude is the key term that defines the ongoing confusion and
tumult in human community. Along with this, it also defines the stagnation,
hopelessness and lack of future perspective deriving from the lack of political
order. Yet, multitude is not only a synonym for a state of nature. Instead, we
conceive the multitude as a logic of anarchy, which is to say as a lack of power
as Hobbes describes it, and confusion, so that multitude refers to the unguided,
aimless and disorganized motion of human beings. This becomes obvious while
we search through the uses of multitude in Hobbes’s philosophy. Multitude is a
concept that marks the borderline between apolitics and politics, chaos and
order, irrationality and rationality. It is an exciting term that is both included
and excluded from the Hobbesian political sphere. As such we conceive it to
present the fundamental, yet paradoxical political problem of motion for
Hobbes.

2.1 Motion and Multitude in Hobbes Studies

Hobbes emphasized, perhaps more than anything else, the role of the proper
understanding of motion in his philosophy. Still the amount of studies
concentrating especially on Hobbes’s political conception of motion is rather
small. Actually only one monograph, Thomas A. Spragen’s The Politics of
Motion: World of Thomas, published in 1973, is dedicated to this theme. The
number of studies that concentrate more generally on the concept of motion is
not that wide either. There is only one unpublished Ph.D. thesis concerning this
matter: Wladimir Barreto Lisboa’s Mouvement, nécessité et systeme selon Thomas
Hobbes, which was defended at the University of Paris I, Sorbonne in 2006.

Regarding the titles of scientific articles published in journals, only one
carries the word ‘motion’ in its title. Yet, Jean Bernhardt’s Hobbes et le mouvement
de la lumiére from 1977 concerns Hobbes’s optics alone and has no political
analysis in it. Regarding the shorter texts, we find two articles. The most recent
of these is Gabriella Slomp’s (2011) article “The Politics of Motion and the
Motion of Politics”, in International Political Theory After Hobbes. Slomp provides
a short overview on the importance of the motion particularly in Hobbes’s
political philosophy, which is based on her previous research emphasizing the
concept of motion in her book Thomas Hobbes and The Political Philosophy of Glory
(2000). There is also a chapter called “Hobbes and Motion” in Leslie Dale
Feldman’'s book Freedom as Motion, published 2001. Feldman’s analysis of
Hobbes concentrates on Hobbes’s theory of liberty and its relation to
development of capitalism.
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Although the references to the concept of motion in the titles of books and
journal articles are rather scarce®, one must acknowledge that the theme of
physical motion, and sometimes its relationship to social and political questions
is clearly fundamental for Hobbes’s philosophy. Hence, it is more than obvious
that tens, hundreds and thousands of readers of Hobbes over the centuries have
noticed this fact. Following this, when looking at the literature on Hobbes we
find that most of the scholars have emphasized how the concept of motion is
the basis of Hobbes’s philosophy.5!

Historically there are a few treatises of the utmost importance on this
matter. Frithiof Brandt’'s dissertation Den mekaniske Naturopfattelse hos Thomas
Hobbes, published in Danish in 1921 and in English (Thomas Hobbes’ Mechanical
Conception of Nature), at 1928. Brandt’s work, although containing some clear
mistakes and misunderstandings®?, is still very impressive in its depth and

5 A Hobbes Dictionary by A.P. Martinich has an entry for the word motion. Here motion
is dealt by its metaphysical and physical aspects, but no comment or analysis of its
political uses are given. Martinich points out, for example, that Hobbes refutes the
Aristotelian tripartite idea of motion (change in quality, quantity and place) and says
that all motion is change of bodies from one place to another. According to
Martinich, Hobbes also criticized Aristotle’s ideas of four causes: the formal, final,
efficient and material cause. Hobbes’s main critique here is that all causes must
temporarily precede the effect. (Martinich 1998, 213-216.) Also Lemetti (2012, 223-
225) briefly defines motion in his Historical Dictionary of Hobbes, yet he does not
connect motion to politics at all. However, some dictionaries and vocabularies on
Hobbes do not even recognize the concept of motion. For example, in the French
Hobbes et son vocabulaire, edited by Yves Charles Zarka, there is no separate entry for
motion. Motion is discussed as a part of the concepts of “space”, “conatus” and
“passion” (Schuhmann 1992, Barnouw 1992 and Tricaud 1992). Here the concept of
motion is not linked with political concepts such as “power”, “contract” or
“dissolution of the state” (see Borot 1992, Goyard-Fabre 1992 and Nicastro 1992). The
same is the case in Le vocabulaire de Hobbes by Jean Terrel. Here only animal and vital
motions are analyzed briefly, without any relation to political ideas. (Terrel 2003, 46-
49.)

51 However, most of the general introductions and overall studies on Hobbes’s
philosophy suffice to present, uncritically, only the most general and basic
viewpoints of Hobbes’s conception of motion by paraphrasing Hobbes’s own words.
See Moreau 1989, 18-67; Hampsher-Monk 1992 and Béal 2010 among others. Some
introductory texts instead disdain the connection between motion and politics (see
for example Sorell 1996a, 56-57). Concerning political studies that take motion as an
important concept in Hobbes’s philosophy, see for example Avgoulvent 1992, 59-69
and Slomp 2000, 11-21.

52 Regarding modern Hobbes scholarship the most serious problem is how Brandt
reads Short Tract of the First Principles as Hobbes’s own work and emphasizes the
analysis of this work. Brandt’s book is a sort of chronological history of Hobbes’s
natural philosophy and its development, and the first chapter on “Little Treatise”
takes 77 pages of the 383 pages. The shadow of the “Short Tract” has haunted
modern Hobbes scholarship. At least two schools concerning this question can be
distinguished. The first is the tradition starting with Ferdinand Ténnies and reaching
to contemporary, particularly French, Hobbes scholarship, which puts a strong
emphasis on Short Tract at Hobbes’s intellectual and scientific development. The
earliest of these, after Ténnies, was Brandt (1928) who thought that Short Tract was
significantly important text that not only explained Hobbes’s development, but also
the development of modernity as well. Brandt is very sure about the text’s origin:
“the treatise, as mentioned above, is the first essay on natural philosophy extant by
the hand of Hobbes.” (Brandt 1928, 47.) In 1960s Arrigo Pacchi used A Short Tract as
Hobbes’s manuscript (Pacchi 1965, 219). Pierre Zagorin (1993) also defends Hobbes
as the writer Short Tract and gives emphasis to it as an important text in Hobbes’s
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preciseness of analysis. It has served as a basis for the 20t century
interpretation of Hobbes as an important natural philosopher, the developer of
the materialist and mechanical view of nature. Another study of Hobbes as a
natural philosopher is Arrigo Pacchi’s Convenzione e ipotesi nella formazione della
filosofia naturale di Thomas Hobbes (Convention and hypothesis in the formation of
Thomas Hobbes’s Natural Philosophy), published in 1965.53

In the course of time the emphasis given to motion changes, too. In the
past decades we have seen a considerable shift from philosophical studies
emphasizing Hobbes’s natural philosophy to the historical and contextual
studies that emphasize Hobbes’s humanistic and political texts. In a sense, we
have seen a change from a systematic approach to a contextual approach and in
this change the importance given to the concept of motion has decreased.

To understand better the position of the concept of motion in Hobbes
research (especially concerning his political philosophy), we can distinguish at
least four general approaches: 1) ontological and epistemological 2) systematic,
cosmological and mechanical 3) psychological and anthropological and 4)
linguistic approach.

The first one of these, the ontological and epistemological, argues that the
real novelty and defining point of Hobbes’s political philosophy should be
found in his “metaphysics” (philosophia prima).>* These studies concern mostly

early development. Robert Gray (1978), who criticizes Brandt claims that there is no
definitive system, not at least mechanical, in Hobbes’s philosophy. He refers to a
“little treatise” that Brandt mentions in his study, but it seems that Gray did not have
the actual text available, only second hand information given by Brandt. Grey might
have been influenced also by Watkins, who attacks Strauss and says that one should
really concentrate on studying “Tract” carefully, if one wants to understand
Hobbes's political thought. (Watkins 1965, 40-46.) The strongest contemporary for-
speaker of A Short Tract is certainly Jean Bernhardt who, in his long commentary
essay on Short Tract, manifests that it is an exceptional opening to the modernity.
(Bernhardt 1988, 197.) Among particular Hobbes studies, a few general introductions
also mention Short Tract as an important work of Hobbes. In a text by Charles-Yves
Zarka, published in French at Dictionaire des Philosophes, he says that: “Le Short tract
est un texte important parce qu’il marque un transition. On y trouve en effet une
tentative pour expliquer tous les phénomeénes de la nature par le mouvement et
lI'identification implicite de la substance au corps.” (Zarka 1984, 1229.) However,
many have also contested the originality, and following this, the special meaning of
Short Tract for Hobbes’s philosophical development. Richard Tuck questions the
meaning of Short Tract in his article Hobbes and Descartes. (Tuck 1988). Noel Malcolm
proves in his long article “Robert Payne, The Hobbes Manuscripts, and the ‘Short
Tract’” that Short Tract is not Hobbes’s handwriting but belongs to his friend, Robert
Payne. (Malcolm 2004, 80-145.) The same view is offered by Timothy Raylor (2001),
who suggests that the text was written by Payne, but it was partly based on Hobbes’s
ideas of light that he presented in the Welbeck Abbey circle.

55 One should also note that the groundwork done by Ferdinand Tonnies in his Thomas
Hobbes: Leben und Lehre, originally published in 1925, plays a very important role in
the kind of Hobbes studies, which sees Hobbes's system as based on his
epistemology, ontology and theory of physics. (See Ténnies 1971.)

54 Hobbes called the first philosophy with the Latin word philosophia prima to avoid the
term metaphysics. For him, metaphysics was a problematic concept, loaded with the
burden of scholastics and misunderstandings of Aristotle’s Metaphysics. Hobbes saw
that Aristotle’s Metaphysics meant the book that was written or placed after his books
on natural philosophy (Physics). The schools interpreted this, wrongly according to
Hobbes, to mean a supernatural philosophy. (Hobbes L, XXXXVI, 14-16, pp. 446-447.)
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the overall structure of Hobbes’s philosophy and claim that the political
challenge Hobbes gave was based on his philosophical system, epistemology
and metaphysics.®> This approach has also been very interested in Hobbes's
theory of science, his geometrical method and mathematical ideas. Generally,
the approach is very philosophical and continental. The best example of this
paradigm is the French researcher Charles Yves-Zarka with his La Decision
métaphysique de Hobbes. Besides Zarka, several other French and Italian
researchers have followed this line of reasoning.

The second approach, systematic, cosmological and mechanical, is more
Anglo-American in its orientation, but it equally concentrates on analysing
Hobbes's political theory from the basis of his scientific theory.>” Yet, while the
continental and especially French approach to Hobbes’s political thought
emphasized the metaphysics, the Anglo-American tradition has put more
weight on Hobbes’s “cosmology” and mechanical ideas concerning motion.>

Philosophia prima should concern such things that are necessary to all other
philosophy or science, that is, “in right limiting of the significations of such
appellations, or names, as are of all others most universal; which limitations serve to
avoid ambiguity and equivocation in reasoning; and are commonly called
definitions: such as are the definitions of body, time, place, matter, form, essence,
subject, substance, accident, power, act, finite, infinite, quantity, quality, motion,
action, passion and divers others, necessary to the explaining of a man’s conceptions
concerning the nature and generation of bodies.” (Hobbes L, XXXXVI, 14, p. 446.)
Concerning the relation of the terms of metaphysics and philosophia prima, see
Magnard (1990): “Philosophie premiere ou la métaphysique”. For Magnard, as for
Zarka (1999, 27-58) as well, the question and problem of the Hobbesian metaphysics
is in fact a question of epistemology, not of ontology, since Hobbes’s nominalism
leads to the principle of the annihilation of the world (annihiliatio mundi) as the
starting point of metaphysics.

55 Bernard Willms has, for example, concluded that Hobbes's philosophia prima is
politics: “sa philosophie premiére est la politique. La politique non pas dans le sens
d'une stratégie appliquée, mais dans la signification d’arche veritable au sens
classique.” (Willms 1990, 94.)

56 This sort of approach seems to have been popular amongst continental Hobbes
scholars especially during the 1980s. There are three major edited books that present
several authors who find their orientation more or less from this perspective: Zarka
& Bernhardt (eds.) (1990) Thomas Hobbes: philosophie premiére, théorie de la science et
politique, Bertman and Malherbe (eds.) (1989) Thomas Hobbes. De la métaphysique a la
politiqgue and Bostrenghi (ed.) (1992) Hobbes e Spinoza, Scienza e politica.

57 It is good to remember that there are some authors, such as Finn (2006), who argue
that Hobbes's political philosophy should be understood primarily in relation to his
natural philosophy. Thus, according to Finn, Hobbes’s natural philosophy is a
development of his political philosophy. The orientation of Finn's book is thus
simply to “prove” that natural philosophy is not the basis of Hobbes’s political
philosophy, which Finn sees to be a dominant interpretation.

58 There are, however, similar interpretations in the French approach as well. Jean
Terrel (1994) for example emphasizes that it is especially the idea of mechanism that
enables the comparison of a natural body with an artificial body. Thus, by analysing
the motion of the natural body it is possible to find out the laws of the motion that
the artificial body should also share and imitate. According to Terrel motion plays a
very crucial role in Hobbes’s political thought, because both human and the state
(cité) are automates “qui contiennent en eux-mémes le principe permettant au
mouvement de se perpétuer.” (Terrel 1994, 278; 269-285.) Again, Stéphane Gillioz
treats mechanisms as a metaphor in the general contexts of his analysis of Leviathan
as a work of political theology. Gillioz finds a very complex system of resemblance
between human body and artificial political body, the “mechanic of living”, and from
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Sometimes this approach sees the political system resembling the cosmological
structures, but most often the argumentation goes from the analysis of general
laws of motion towards politics.>® This approach highlights the new theory of
motion, which derives from such philosophers as Galileo and Gassendi and
was later adapted and developed by Hobbes in his own works.

In this tradition Hobbes’s theory of motion is understood as a scientific
and mathematical basis and as a starting point, which leads to a totally new
interpretation of the universe. The structure and the mechanics of the universe
are understood to be reflected in the political structure that Hobbes was after.®
Thus, the new scientific method and theory of cosmos offers Hobbes new
possibilities to attack scholastic philosophy and Aristotelian thought. However,
as some Hobbes scholars, most importantly Cees Leijenhoorst in his book
Mechanization of Aristotelianism (2002), have proved Hobbes’s orientation in
natural philosophy is not that far from the Aristotelian one.6!

Like the first approach, the second approach is equally rather abstract and
theoretical and it requires good knowledge of the intellectual history of the
early modern natural philosophy. This approach also emphasizes how
Hobbes’s philosophy is formed as an all-encompassing system.®?> Concerning

this basis draws a map of moral and political concepts in Hobbes’s thought. (Gillioz
1990, 61-93.)

59 See the article by Lisa T. Sarasohn (1985): Motion and Morality : Pierre Gassendi, Thomas
Hobbes and Mechanical World-View. Sarasohn writes: “Thus, for Hobbes, the ‘root-
paradigm’ of inertial motion analogically penetrated and transformed his
understanding of both psychological behavior and political activity, and gave his
social theories the status of cosmological realities.” (Sarasohn 1985, 363.)

60 Some scholars have, however, emphasized the point that although mechanical
motion gives a context to Hobbes’s political philosophy, it does not explain it. See
especially Arp 2002.

61 While discussing the principal concepts of A Short Tract Brandt states: “Thus Hobbes
takes the Aristotelian conceptions, accident and substance, and consistently
maintains them.” (Brandt 1928, 17.) Later several authors have emphasized the fact
that at least with one foot, as Strauss says, Hobbes stands in the Aristotelian tradition
(Strauss 1984, 30-43). Thus, it is true that Hobbes knew and elaborated scholastic
conceptions, but he also “emancipated himself from scholasticism through criticism”
as Brandt (1928, 85) states. Concerning the debt of Hobbes’s natural philosophy to
Aristotle, see Spragens 1973 and especially Leijenhoorst 2002.

62 Several examples of this approach could be given. Many of them are from the 1950s,
1960s and 1970s. The system approach is particularly strong in JJW.N. Watking’s
book Hobbes’s System of Ideas. As its subtitle indicates, it is “A Study in the Political
Significance of Philosophical Theories”. In his preface Watkins says that “The
question it answers is, how much of Hobbes’s political theory is implied by his
philosophical ideas? The conclusion it reaches is that the essentials of his political
theory are so implied.” (Watkins 1965, 9.) Watkins’s approach is Popperian and he
attacks such scholars as Leo Strauss and Howard Warrender. His book concerns
most of the fields of Hobbes’s philosophy, but predominantly he emphasizes his
philosophical system, including his theory of language (Watkins 1965). Like Watkins,
M.M. Goldsmith goes in his Hobbes’s Science of Politics through the logical structure of
Hobbes’s philosophy, starting from the definition of philosophy, then moving to
natural philosophy, human nature, the natural condition of mankind, the
construction of social order and finally to the definition of sovereignty. His aim is to
find out whether Hobbes’s philosophy is a system, where the nature of political
philosophy is best understood by understanding his natural philosophy. He asks:
“did Hobbes have any reasonable or legitimate ground for his claim that his political
theory was scientific?” (Goldsmith 1965, 229.) His answer is yes, but he also notes
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the political philosophy, the best example of this approach is definitely the
aforementioned Spragens’s (1973) The Politics of Motion: World of Thomas Hobbes.

The third approach can be described as “psychological” and
“anthropological”. The interest in Hobbes’s philosophy of mind has remained
somewhat stable ever since the beginning of proper Hobbes studies.®® This is no
wonder, since Hobbes’s psychology offers a truly special view of the human
mind in the context of the early modern period. Here the question of the
mechanical theory of motion and thus, the mechanical idea of the human mind,
has played a crucial role in the debate.t* The question of the mechanical view of
the mind is easily connected to the questions of Hobbes’s alleged psychological
egoism: if the mind works according to Hobbes as a mechanical ‘clock’, then
egoism is something that prevails as an essential character of the human mind
both in the state of nature and in society.® Thus, regarding politics, the question
is: can one conceive Hobbes’s political philosophy from the basis of his
mechanical conception of the human psyche and egoism?¢¢

that in strictly scientific sense Hobbes failed, since it was impossible to test Hobbes’s
political system (Goldsmith 1965, 242.) Weifs (1980) also studies Hobbes as a theorist
of a system, yet connecting Hobbes’s theology to the German studies of “political
theology”. According to Weifs Hobbes sees the world as a machine and thus, his
politics and theology must be understood through his mechanical philosophy.
McNeilly presents Hobbes’s political theory as well as a part of a system (McNeilly
1968.) Against these systemic interpretations of the 1950s and 1960s Ashcroft offers
an idea that what should interest us are the political uses of science in Hobbes’s
philosophy (Ashcraft 1978, 33). Several other examples of systematic, and thus not
very practical approach’s to Hobbes’s political philosophy could be named. Two
good examples are David Gauthier’s The Logic of Leviathan (1969) and Gregory S.
Kavka’s Hobbesian Moral and Political Theory (1986).

63 One early example of the research done on the questions of Hobbes’s psychology is
V.F. Moore’s article “The Psychology of Hobbes and Its Sources” from 1899. Here
Moore suggests that Hobbes might even be the founder of English Psychology (p.
49.) The first part of Moore’s analysis is descriptive, and thus he emphasizes the
meaning of mechanical motion for Hobbes’s psychology (pp. 49-56). In a second part
of his analysis, Moore states that it was particularly Francis Bacon and René
Descartes who influenced the development of Hobbes’s psychology. However, he
also states that several promoters of scientific revolution, such as Kepler, Galileo and
Mersenne were important to Hobbes (p. 56-66). See also Brandt 1928. Even though
Brandt’s book concerns mostly physical phenomena, he also refers several times to
Hobbes’s mechanical psychological theory as well. (See for example Brandt 1928,
125-127, and passim.)

64 On Hobbes’s mechanical philosophy in general, see Jesseph (1996). On Hobbes’s
psychology in general, see Gert 1996. Recent studies on Hobbes’s psychology do not
emphasize that much the mechanistic conception of Hobbes’s mind, although they
see the concept of motion as crucial. See for example Pettit 2008, 9-23 and Lemetti
2006, particularly 85-89. It is perhaps good to remember what McNeilly had to say
concerning Hobbes’s psychology: “The fact is that it is hopeless to try to reconstruct
some single doctrine of Hobbesian psychology. Hobbes developed at least two
distinct views.” (McNeilly 1968, 196.)

65 On Hobbes’s alleged psychological egoism see the debate between Gert (1965) and
McNeilly (1968) from the 1960s. Both of them accept, in some respects, that Hobbes
cannot be seen, at least totally as a supporter of psychological egoism. See also
Kavka’s conclusive analysis on this question (Kavka 1986, 35-82.) Recently Lemetti
(2012, 116-117) has suggested that Hobbes’s psychology is egoistic, but only as a
descriptive theory of motivation, not as normative ethical theory.

66 See McNeilly 1967; Sorrell 1996a, 56-57.
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This leads us out from a purely philosophical interest in the mind to a
wider anthropological approach, which emphasizes the fact that the constant
motion and restlessness, which Hobbes attaches to a human being, causes
certain political implications.®” The explanation of “bellum omnium contra
omnes” is a typical starting point for this approach: human wickedness and the
natural strife for power, namely egoism, produces a lasting appetite and search
for a better life. Here the interest in motion derives mainly from the capacities
of the human psyche to endeavour (conatus), and the important difference
between vital and animal (voluntary) motions. Politics is understood as a way
of controlling this natural impulse, appetite or desire, which describes “natural
man”.
Quite close to the anthropological approach is the last, fourth approach
concentrating on the meaning of language in Hobbes’s philosophy. As language
occupies such an important place in Hobbes’s philosophy, many see that one
should seek the answers to the political questions from it as well.®8 Here the
impact of motion is not as strong as it is in the case of the philosophy of the
mind and in the anthropological approach. According to Hobbes, the language
has a double potentiality: with the use of language, men can become almost as
Gods and the makers of their own destiny, but it is also and especially
language, which causes the famous war of everyone against everyone (Hobbes
2003, V, 5. pp. 71-72.) In De Homine Hobbes states:

...the thing that we should be able to order and of which we should be able to
understand is different kinds of the right usage of language, which is of utmost
importance. Since, without language there is no human society, no peace, and
therefore no discipline; instead the savagery and consequently solitude nest in our
homes. (Hobbes 2012 DH, X, 3. p. 91.)%°

Thus, language is not only a media, but language makes it possible to affect,
move and organize people as well.”0 To put it shortly: without language, there
is no politics.

Given the importance of language, many scholars, such as David Johnston
in his The Rhetoric of Leviathan, Quentin Skinner in his Reason and Rhetoric in the

67 See for example McNeilly 1968, 95-136 and MacPherson 1975, 29-46.

68 Philosophical studies on Hobbes have emphasized equally the scientific,
methodological and language approach. For example, in his The Anatomy of Leviathan
McNeilly explores Hobbes’s method, his theory of science and theory of language to
understand Hobbes’s political philosophy, Leviathan particularly. (McNeilly 1968, on
language and logic pp. 29-58.)

69 The Latin origin reads as follows: “quod imperare et imperata intelligire possimus,
beneficium sermonis est, et quidem maximum. Nam sine eo nulla esset inter homines
societas, nulla pax, et consequenter nulla disciplina; sed feritas primo, et deinde
solitudo, et pro domiciliis laibula.” (Hobbes DH, X, 3. p. 91). Paul-Marie Maurin
translates this passage into French: “...le fait que nous puissions ordonner, et
comprendre les orders est un bienfait du langage, et sans doute plus grand. Car, sans
lui, il n'y aurait nulle société humaine, nulle paix, et, partant, nulle organization
politique; mais d’abord, la sauvagerie, ensuite la solitude, et pour demeures des
repaires.” (Hobbes 1974, X, 3, p. 145.)

70 In The Elements of Law Hobbes dedicates a whole chapter (XIII) to this theme (Hobbes
EL, XIII, pp. 73-77).
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Philosophy of Hobbes and Philipp Pettit in his Made with Words have started to
(re)consider the role of language and rhetoric in Hobbes’s philosophy. It seems
that Hobbes knew quite well the classical theory of rhetoric, which stated
clearly that with linguistic action it is possible to move people to take certain
opinions and positions in a political realm.”? Skinner sees that Hobbes’s
“attack” against classical humanism included an attack against rhetoric
precisely because he thought that the rhetoric is involved in an endeavour to
move people’s mind. Against this, Hobbes placed his “scientific” theory that
aims not to move emotions, but to know the certainty. (Skinner 1996, 262-263;
268-271.) However, even though there are several studies on Hobbes’s rhetoric,
the special emphasis on political motion and movement caused by the language
and rhetoric has remained a mere curiosity: only Skinner devotes more than
few pages to this question.”? This might follow from the fact that it is impossible
to comprehend language in a similar mechanical way as Hobbes’s mental
philosophy. However, given the fact that the concept of motion was central to
Hobbes’s philosophy and that it also was embedded in the philosophical
debates and concrete political questions (migrations caused by religious wars,
reconstruction of the political sphere, new political and religious movements
etc.) of Hobbes's time, it seems that historians and contextualists have chosen
deliberatively to omit this crucial concept in favour of other emphasis. One
reason for this might have been that the humanistic approach proposed by
contextualists is in contrast to the former systematic and scientific approach that
emphasized the role of motion.

As we see from what has been stated above, Hobbes scholarship has
always given, naturally, an important role for the analysis of the motion. Yet,
concerning political philosophy, the emphasis on motion has been rather
shallow, excluding Thomas A. Spragens” work. Motion is generally seen as the
basis of Hobbes’s philosophical system and thus, its effects on politics are
considered principally concerning the questions of human nature. Especially in
the recent decades the emphasis on motion has diminished, except for a few
interesting articles, and so far there are no studies on the question concerning
the motion of human masses or multitude. In our present study we emphasize
the importance of the concept of multitude while understanding the political
nature and role of motion in Hobbes’s philosophy. Our aim is to revitalize the
meaning of the concept of motion in Hobbes studies, yet we do not engage in
either the systematic or contextualist approach. We gather inspiration from
different sources, but we do not blindly follow paths set by the previous
research. Thus, we do not completely endorse for example Thomas Spragens’
idea of politics as an extension of Hobbes’s natural philosophy of motion. There
is no need either to underscore too much the system nature of Hobbes’s
philosophy, although this study concentrates mainly on scrutinizing the uses of

7 Skinner states that Hobbes must have known most of the classical rhetoricians
(Skinner 1996, 232-233).

72 Johnston touches on this theme but does not actually treat the capability of language
to move people except only in some passing comments (for example Johnston 1986,
63-65).
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the concepts in Hobbes’s political texts. However, we want to emphasise how
the idea of motion, even though it is not always reducible to his natural
philosophy, is fundamental to his political imagination.

Moving from the concept of motion to the concept of multitude, we note
how the concept has not played any significant role in Hobbes studies before.
There might be several reasons for this, but it is obvious that the concept has
suffered from its reputation as an “apolitical” concept. Seemingly multitude is
understood mainly as a negative concept and thus connected to an alleged
“pre-political world” or “state of nature”. In this sense, several classical studies
on Hobbes have followed the storylines told by Hobbes himself, where the
anarchical state of nature precedes the social contract and the formation of
sovereign power. Both of these concepts, state of nature and anarchy, have also
been studied quite widely among Hobbes scholars. The multitude, however,
remains almost intact. One of the most important premises of this study is that
multitude is not comprehended as a pre-political concept. Instead, multitude
names the very political problem. Following from this, we see that the concept
of multitude cannot be reduced to the concept of state of nature either, even
though these concepts have certain points of overlap and resemblance to each
other.

The start of the new, vivid and radical debate on the concept of multitude
in political and social theory can be traced to the publication of Empire by
Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri in 2000. This book launched a new
interpretation of several classical political concepts in the framework of
globalized political and economic power. Hardt and Negri argue that the
classical political concepts do not suffice in the globalized politics, where the
world has lost its “centre” and has become instead a multilayered and
multidimensional “Empire”.” One should not however mix Empire with
imperialism, since according to Hardt and Negri, there is no hegemonic leader
in the world anymore.”*

In their theory concerning the emergence of the Empire, Hardt and Negri
dwell on the long history of political thought. This is done especially in chapter
two of Empire, “Passages of Sovereignty” in which they describe two Europes.
The first one is the victorious Europe, which is organized around the concept of
absolute sovereignty, and the other is Europe that has lost the battle, since it
supported the concept of multitude.

Thomas Hobbes’s political theory plays a significant role in this
description. Negri and Hardt state: “Thomas Hobbes’s proposition of an
ultimate and absolute sovereign ruler, a ‘God on earth,” plays a foundational
role in the modern construction of a transcendent political apparatus.” (Hardt &
Negri 2001, 83.) Thus, Hardt and Negri understand Hobbes’s sovereignty as a

73 A detailed reconsideration concerning the modern political vocabulary is given in
Negri’s book Fabrique du Porcelaine (Negri 2006).

74 For a critique of Hardt and Negri’'s theory, see the Ph.D. dissertation of Andy Knott
(2011) Multitude and Hegemony. In his research Knott treats authors such as Marsilius
of Padua, Niccold Machiavelli and Baruch Spinoza, but does not get into Hobbes’s
theory of multitude.
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transcendent political ruler, which is opposed to the immanent political
subjectivity, the multitude. In their narrative, they juxtapose the development
of a radical, immanent idea of democracy and its true subjectivity, starting from
Dante and Duns Scotus and ending with the philosophy of Spinoza, with the
transcendent vein of political authority, which they connect to such writers as
Jean Bodin, Thomas Hobbes, Jean-Jacques Rousseau and G.W.F. Hegel. (Hardt
& Negri 2001.)

According to Hardt and Negri the principle of sovereignty is opposed to
the principle of multitude. For them the multitude means all free, communist
and democratic tendencies that are captured by the capitalist state-machine, the
transcendent sovereignty. For Hardt and Negri, the concept of people, as
endorsed by Hobbes, represents the homogenous unity, whereas the multitude
represents heterogenic multiplicity of “singularities” that act on the “plane of
immanence””?, which is not captured by sovereign power. (Hardt & Negri 2001,
73; 87.)

According to Hardt and Negri, the concept of the people is closely
attached to the principle of sovereignty:

We should note that the concept of the people is very different from that one of the
multitude. [...] The multitude is a multiplicity, a plane of singularities, an open set of
relations, which is not homogenous or identical with itself and bears an indistinct,
inclusive relation to those outside of it. The People, in contrast, tends towards
identity and homogeneity internally while posing its difference, from and excluding
what remains outside of it. Whereas the multitude is an inconclusive constituent
relation, the people is constituted synthesis that is prepared for sovereignty. The
people provides a single will and action that is independent of and often in conflict
with the various wills and actions of the multitude. Every nation must make the
multitude into a people. (Hardt & Negri 2001, 103.)76

In this citation people and multitude are drastically opposed and this
opposition seems to follow the Hobbesian way of distinguishing between
multitude and people. Like Hardt and Negri, Paolo Virno traces this opposition
back to Hobbes and to his distaste for the multitude in his Grammatica della
moltitudine (Grammar of Multitude) where he states:

Hobbes detests — and I am using here, after due consideration, a passionate, not very
scientific word — the multitude; he rages against it. In the social and political
existence of the many, seen as being many, in the plurality which does not converge
into a synthetic unity, he sees the greatest danger of a "supreme empire"; that is to
say, for that monopoly of political decision-making which is the State. The best way to
understand the significance of a concept — multitude, in this case — is to examine it
with the eyes of one who has fought it tenaciously. The person who grasps all the

75 The vocabulary and theory of Hardt and Negri is influenced by the philosophy of
Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari. For Deleuze and Guattari, the plane of immanence
is something that is fundamentally opposed to the transcendence. The plane of
immanence is like Spinoza’s substance, a substance that is immanent to itself and has
its own principles of organization. On the concept of plane of immanence, see
Deleuze & Guattari 1991. The plane of immanence can be compared to the plane of
consistency. See Deleuze & Guattari 2001, 318-332; 632-634.

76 For similar analysis of multitude, see Hardt & Negri 2004, 99, and Hardt & Negri
2009, 42.
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implications and the nuances of a concept is precisely the one who wishes to
expunge it from the theoretical and practical horizon. (Virno 2004, 22.)

As Negri and Hardt, Virno sees that Hobbes shuns the very heterogeneity of
multitude. They see that for Hobbes the multitude represents chaotic forces,
which must be controlled in order to build up political order. But for them this
governance of the multitude means its suppression, whereas Hobbes sees this
as a freeing of human beings from their negative, natural confines.

Let us see one more interpretation of Hobbes’s concepts of multitude and
people that clarifies the picture that these studies have drawn on Hobbes. This
citation can be found from Filippo del Lucchese’s book Conflict, Power, and
Multitude in Machiavelli and Spinoza:

The argument used by Hobbes to criticize the multitude is not much different [i.e.
from neo-stoics such as Justus Lipsius]. Indeed, it is with the English philosopher that
the category of the multitude becomes a definitive polemical target of modern
philosophy. The multitude is now set against the people to indicate forms of political
existence of the many qua many, of a plurality that resists the idea of representation.
For Hobbes, the multitude is opposed to the people as much as the latter is a subject
that has achieved unity through the alienation of natural rights and the constitution
of the political space through the social contract, translating, therefore, into an
exclusively representational space. Only through the representation of the sovereign
can the political problem of the state of nature be resolved. The multitude is turned
toward the past and the state toward a future of peace and stability, as in the
frontispiece of the first 1651 edition of Leviathan, where they are turned unanimously
toward the face of the sovereign. The multitude is denied any will. It is emptied of
any subjectivity, forming the bust of the Leviathan through a connection without
relationship, in which multitudo recalls solitudo and in which the original meaning of
the cum-munus, is overturned in the autonomization of the munus and in the
suppression of the cum. (Lucchese 2009, 118.)

What Lucchese points out here is that for Hobbes the multitude lives in the
past, whereas state is constructed to create the horizon of the future and
development. Multitude opposes representative politics, which is the main
reason why these writers want to create a counter history for the concept of
multitude. In other words they want to reveal a different interpretation of
multitude, which would not be confined by the Hobbesian suspicion against its
potentiality.

As an opponent of Hobbes’s negative theory of the multitude, the above
mentioned philosophers have suggested that we should seek the proper
democratic understanding of the multitude from the philosophy of Hobbes’s
follower, Baruch Spinoza.”” Since Negri and Hardt, a number of studies have
emerged that concentrate on the Spinozian theory of multitude.”® Some of these

77 According to Spinoza, the more there are people gathered together, the more power
and hence, more right they have (Spinoza 2002, II.13. p.126.) For this reason, a
multitude has more right than a King and thus a multitude limits the power of the
King. (Spinoza 2002, III, 2. p. 138.)

78 Generally, this line of thought derives from their interpretation on Spinoza based on
Deleuze’s influential habilitation Spinoza et le probléme de I'expression (Spinoza and the
Problem of Expression, 2004) and his little book Spinoza: Philosophie pratique (Spinoza:
Practical Philosophy, 2003). Perhaps even more important is Antonio Negri’s book on
Spinoza, L'anomalia selvaggia (Spinoza: Savage Anomaly, 1999).
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studies are more political in their nature, while others have a more traditional
and philosophical standpoint.”” In these studies Hobbes is conceived as the
“bad” opponent of the Spinozian theory of the radical democratic theory of
multitude. According to this discourse, Hobbes wanted to exclude the
multitude from the state in any possible way, while Spinoza celebrates the free
co-existence of the plurality of “singularities” in a democratic state. Thus,
Spinoza is seen as a true advocate of democracy while Hobbes is understood as
believer of monarchy and authoritarian state.

However, even though these interpretations and discussions are
politically interesting, they are not necessarily very informative regarding the
way Hobbes really used the concept of multitude in his philosophy. The weak
point of these studies is that they say much about Spinoza’s conception of the
multitude, and even more about Deleuze’s and Negri's interpretation on
Spinoza, but very little about Hobbes. As so many times before in the history of
political theory, Hobbes is used as a mere straw-man: we really do not get any
useful or new information of Hobbes by reading these interpretations on
multitude, since they are more interested in building up a positive concept of
multitude as a political subjectivity for the uses of the contemporary political
practice than doing research on Hobbes’s concept of multitude. This is of course
understandable and respectable, but not that interesting while we try to
understand what Hobbes thought about multitude and how he used the
concept.

Now, moving back to more traditional Hobbes research, we find, as
already mentioned, that some themes that concern multitude have been
previously studied under the concept of “state of nature”. We do not exaggerate
if we claim that the state of nature is a sort of cornerstone in the traditional
Hobbes research. The metaphor of the state of nature where all human
development is suspended and the war of all against all reigns has inspired
hundreds of authors throughout the 19t and 20th centuries. Several of Hobbes’s
most famous slogans find their source in Hobbes’s description of the state of
nature. Anyone who becomes acquainted with Hobbes soon knows what the
concept of state of nature means. One aim of this study is to unravel the grand
narrative related to the concept of state of nature and reveal the importance of
the concept of multitude.

Thus, the state of nature has been a sort of metanarrative in Hobbes
studies. The movement from the state of nature to the state has been seen as

7 See for example the aforementioned Filippo del Lucchese’s (2009) philosophical work
(that uses Deleuze, Nancy, Balibar, Negri etc.) Conflict, Power, and Multitude in
Machiavelli and Spinoza. Here, following the ideas of Negri, Lucchese argues that
Spinoza uses the Machiavellian ideas on the power of the populo over the Prince. He
also finds other similarities with these two writers. Usually Lucchese puts
Machiavelli and Spinoza in opposition to Hobbes’s doctrines. He states for example
that Hobbes’s theory was “abstract” and separated from the peoples historical reality
(p. 67) and that Hobbes’s demand of absolute obedience towards the sovereign is
very different from Spinoza’s ideas of democracy (p. 33, 77). Lucchese also argues
that Hobbes’s influence on Spinoza should not be considered too meaningful (p.
108).
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decisive. Still, even though the “ghost” of this narrative, that is, the idea of some
pre-political state, haunts modern political thought, Hobbes’s story has been
contested by several Hobbes scholars. In his classical study C.B. MacPherson for
example states that the state of nature should be understood as a negative
reflection of the English Civil Wars and as a logical hypothesis, not as a
historical description (MacPherson 1975, 19-29).80 Nowadays all scholars
acknowledge that the state of nature is fiction, a concept that is designed for
Hobbes's purposes to build a negative opponent for the sovereign and political
order.8!

One comprehensive study on the concepts of nature and state of nature in
Hobbes’s philosophy is Anne-Laure Angoulvent's Hobbes ou la crise de I'Etat
baroque. However, Angoulvent does not connect the state of nature to the
concept of multitude at all. In fact, she tries to show that the state of nature
should be in fact understood as a civil society (I’état civil). (Angoulvent 1992,
150; 150-159.) Another, much more profound study on the concept of the state
of nature is Helen Thornton’s State of Nature or Eden? (2005), which presents
aspects of Hobbes and his contemporaries on the state of nature. Like
Angoulvent, Thornton does not analyse the relationship between the concepts
of the state of nature and multitude. In fact, she does not mention multitude at
all in her book.

In short, the concept of multitude is not conceived as important in the
studies that concentrate on the state of nature, even though this would have
been a rather obvious and logical (but in our interpretation, not sufficient)
connection. If we manage to find links between the state of nature and
multitude, they are most often unintentional in that the use of the concept of
multitude is not especially reflected.s?

The same understating of the concept of multitude can be observed in
dictionaries that concern Hobbes’s philosophy. For example, in A.P. Martinich’s
A Hobbes Dictionary there is no entry for multitude, and in addition, the book

80 Later the same idea is given by Ninon Grangé who states that: “Il est connu que
I’émergence de 1'état de nature en philosophie est liée aux guerres civiles, et plus
généralement européennes - s’en font 'écho Bodin, La Boétie, Montaigne, Grotius,
Hobbes, Spinoza, Pufendorf, Locke mais aussi Vico, qui vivent tous en des temps
troubles.” (Grangé 2009, 132; 133.) Richard Ashcraft points out as well that Hobbes’s
conception of the state of nature cannot be understood in an analytical way.
According to him, it is not right to remove all the historical connections and study it
as a timeless and unhistorical concept. (Ashcraft 1978, 29-30.) Here Ashcraft is in the
lines of MacPherson (1962).

81 Some scholars connect the concept of the state of nature to the story of the Adam’s
fall and in Genesis (See for example Thornton 2005, 4-5). Some have also pointed out
that Hobbes found the inspiration for the state of nature from Thucydides’s
description of the early Greece. (See Klosko and Rice, “Thucydides and Hobbes's
State of Nature”, 405-409. Reference by Rahe 2008, 283.)

82 An exception to this is Gordon Hull’s lucid chapter on the concept of the state of
nature (pp. 87-117) in his book Hobbes and The Making of Modern Political Thought,
where the concept of multitude is used several times in insightful way at the context
of state of nature. (Hull 2009, 89; 109; 112; 117.)
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does not analyze the concept of multitude at all. This is the case also with the
French Hobbes et son vocabulaire, edited by Yves Charles Zarka and Le vocabulaire
de Hobbes by Jean Terrel. Terrel mentions the multitude only briefly (p. 37.) but
he does not say much about it, since he concentrates on the problem of
representation and artificial person. The most recent Hobbes dictionary by
Juhana Lemetti (Lemetti 2012, 225-226) recognizes the concept of multitude. Yet,
Lemetti’s description of the word is very narrow and limited only to De Cive,
echoing the problematic translation made by Silverthorne and Tuck in their
new translation of De Cive (On the Citizen, 2003), where they translate multitude
as crowd.

In fact this interpretation concerning Hobbes’s concept of multitude
reveals quite a lot about the views of contemporary scholars. In their
translation, the concept of multitudo is systematically translated with the word
“crowd”. Their explanation for this choice is worth citing in full:

No modern English word seems to be an adequate substitute for the archaic
“multitude” (which is Hobbes own equivalent in both Elements of Law and Leviathan).
Multitudo is the key word of plurality, but it is more than numerical. A multitudo
becomes unus by effecting an unio (V.I-II, especially 9); and in this contrast with unus
and unio, multitudo carries an implication of disorder (made explicit in some contexts
by the phrase dissoluta multitudo, e.g. VIL5). We have felt therefore that merely to
stress the plurality of multitudo by using some such phrase as ‘a number of men’ was
inadequate, and we have attempted to convey the other connotations of the word by
using ‘crowd” (ch.VLI and note). (Silverthorne and Tuck 2003, xI-xli.)

This decision considerably affects the reading of the new translation of the De
Cive. As the concept of multitude plays a very important role in that book, the
reader is led to almost totally forget the importance and multidimensional use
of the word. With this decision, the multitude is also dispatched from the
ancient uses, and as well of Hobbes’s own uses of the concept in his other texts.
Now the reader gets a rather limited interpretation of the concept of multitude,
when it is reduced to meaning the ‘crowd’.83

From the analysis above we notice that the concept of multitude has not
been at the centre, or even of moderate interest in Hobbes scholarship. In
general, references to multitude are promiscuous and there is no proper
analysis concerning this concept. However, there are three proper scientific
texts that concern the very concept particularly in Hobbes’s philosophy.8

The two most important of these are Omar Astorga’s article “Hobbes’s
Concept of Multitude” published in Hobbes’s Studies 24 (2011) and a chapter
‘Constructing Politics” in Gordon Hull's book Hobbes and the Making of Modern
Political Thought (2009). Both Astorga’s and Hull’s articles are valuable, since
they concentrate exactly on the critical question of Hobbes’s concept of

83 Even though the translation is limited, this does not mean that the term ‘crowd’
could be avoided while writing about multitude. In our text we use the term crowd
in several places. The most important thing is that multitude does not equal crowd.

84 However, the term multitude is naturally used in several texts and articles
concerning Hobbes’s political thought. For example Skinner (1997) uses the term
multitude widely in his article “Hobbes and the Purely Artificial Person of the
State”.
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multitude in his theory of sovereignty and representation: the difference
between multitude and people. Astorga states the aspect that can be seen as the
culmination point of Hobbes’s political theory: multitude is not a people and
multitude must be turned into a people if sovereign power is to be established.
Yet, although Astorga’s article summarizes the main points of this in De Cive
and shows its importance in the theory of representation in Leviathan, the article
contends to outline the obvious character of the concept of multitude while also
repeating the views defined by Hardt and Negri. Hull’s chapter concerning the
difference between multitude and people, which is closely related to the
principle of representation, gives instead a much deeper philosophical
understanding of the nature of social contract and sovereignty. He also
connects the question of the multitude to a longer context of history of ideas.
(Astorga 2011; Hull 2009, 118-136.)

The same idea of the difference between people and multitude is also
treated in Malcolm Bull’s article “The Limits of Multitude”, published in New
Left Review 2005. While Astorga’s motivation for writing an article on Hobbes's
concept of multitude is only partly inspired by the huge interest on the topic
among the aforementioned political theorists, Bull’s article is motivated solely
on this basis. Thus, Bull tries to give a critical answer to Negri, Hardt, Virno and
others who use Hobbes’s conception of multitude in their political theory. (Bull
2005.) Like Astorga and Hull, Bull also concentrates on the difference between
multitude and people. Yet unlike Astorga, Bull sees the connection between the
concepts of multitude and people as much more complicated. He states that
“the distinction is trickier than it might appear, for the people and the
multitude are not distinct or opposing forces; they are actually the same
individuals” (Bull 2005, 23).

According to Bull, the multitude exists in three distinct moments: first
before the contract; second, in the contract when multitude becomes a people;
and third after the contract “when a proxy has been designated, and the
designated proxy is not the people, and multitude itself just a multitude once
more.” (Bull 2005, 24). Bull also states that:

It is wrong to claim that Hobbes’s multitude shuns political unity, resists authority,
or does not enter into lasting agreements. According to Hobbes, it is the multitude
who enters into lasting agreements (with one another as individuals) to create the
people. (Bull 2005, 24.)

Hence, according to Bull, Hobbes is not in fact opposed to multitude, but
instead he is against every faction, which acts as a people, that is, tries to
possess a sovereign power.

What both Astroga and Bull seem to forget is the very important aspect,
which is brought up by Charles Yves Zarka in the last page of his L’autre voie de
subjectivité, which is one of the rare places that we can find term multitude in
Zarka’s texts, where he states that Hobbes’s concept of multitude stands in
opposition to the classical, organic conception of the people. With the help of
the concept of multitude Hobbes abandons the old idea of the political
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subjectivity attached to the plebs, populo or multitude. In contrast, a people has a
political subjectivity only because it has one common will. (Zarka 2000, 132.)

To summarize, when scholars of political theory write about Hobbes’s
relation to the concept of multitude, Hobbes is usually conceived as a political
theorist who radically opposed the concept of multitude.®5 Virno states that for
Hobbes the difference between the two is fundamental: when there is a state,
there is a people, and when there is no state, there is a multitude (Virno 2004,
22-23). The articles by Astorga and Bull follow and repeat this line of thought,
even though they give light criticism of it. Most strongly these ideas are
manifested in the political theory of Hardt and Negri. According to them, the
crucial difference between the two concepts can be found from the centre of the
social contract. Thus, this debate is mainly concerned with the question of
political subjectivity. They argue that in the contemporary, globalized world
people cannot be a political subject and this is why we must create a new
political subjectivity. The radical understanding of the concept of multitude
provides the new subjectivity for them. Yet, this was not Hobbes’s intention as
Zarka and Hull partly point out and as we will see later in our study. It is true
that Hobbes does not recognize the political subjectivity of the multitude. Yet,
they do not make any effort to understand this denial. This follows, it seems,
from the fact that they totally abandon the closer research concerning the
dynamical relationship between Hobbes’s concepts of multitude and motion in
their debates. The political problem of motion that the multitude expresses is
not covered in these debates.

2.2 Multitude in Classical and Early Modern Philosophy

The idea of multitude was not unknown to classical philosophers and writers
such as Plato, Aristotle, Thucydides, Polybius and Cicero or for such writers of
the early modern period as Niccolo Machiavelli. In the Greek philosophy three
terms, ot moA\ot (o7 polloi), m\ii0og (plethos) and dxAog (ochlos) occupy the same

85 There are also some books that concern the questions related to the multitude from
rather different angles. Gerard Mairet, for example, deals with the question of
multitude in his book Le Maitre et la Multitude. However, even though the book has a
frontispiece of Hobbes’s Leviathan in its first page, this book does not dwell on
Hobbes’s conception of multitude, but treats instead such authors as Marsilius of
Padua, Jean Bodin, Adam Smith, J-J. Rousseau and Karl Marx. According to Mairet
the principle of sovereign means that “infinite multitude of little Hamlets” has
refuged themselves to an internal monologue. The logic of sovereignty that operates
in state, but also in political parties, means the idea that all the people of the state
speak the same language and debate about the same problems. In a modern state,
everybody is like each other. The change that Mairet is interested in concerns the fact
that in the postmodern era, it is the individual, the little Hamlet, who wants to
become a sovereign. If the subjectivation of the Hamlets to a sovereign power was a
part of the birth of the modern state, the birth of the postmodern state means the
emancipation of the individual from the sovereign’s rule. (Mairet 1991, 51.)
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place as multitudo®e, plebs and turba later in the Latin tradition. When translated
into English these three terms usually get the form multitude, which is evident
from Hobbes’s own translation of Thucydides’ Peloponnesian War. As oi polloi
and plethos are widely used in the classical philosophy, the term multitudo is
typical for the Latin political language. Ochlos and ochlocratia are instead
connected especially to Polybius and also to biblical language.8” Again, the way
that Niccol6 Machiavelli uses the term moltitudine (multitude) reminds us of the
classical oi polloi, plethos and ochlos as well of Latin multitudo, plebs®® and turba®.
The crucial political problem connected to these terms is the relation between
the political rule and the power of many*, which is present in all classical and
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The Latin word multitudo, depending on the context, derives from multus, which is
equal with the Greek word pdha (mala). (Ernout & Meillet 1985, 419-420.) However,
substantially multitudo has much more to do with oi polloi and plethos, than with mala.
Traditionally, oi polloi has been understood as a great number of people, a crowd, plebs,
multitude and common people. The same goes with plethos, since it has the meanings of
a great number, multitude, the mass, main body, majority, people, population, populace or
commons. More abstractly, it can also mean quantity, magnitude, size or plurality.
Polybius is usually mentioned as the inventor of the term dx\oxpatia (ochlocratia).
Unlike with Plato who sees democracy to have good and bad forms, Polybius instead
names bad democracy as the “rule of the mob”, that is, ochlocratia. In short,
ochlocratia is an outcome of the degenerated democracy in the cycle of states.
(Polybius 1968-76, 6.4.) In the Bible the term ochlos is usually translated with the term
multitude. (See for example Matthew 4:25; 5:1; 8:18: 9:36; Luke 3:7; 5:15 etc.)

Plebs means literally common people, the commons or commonalty, that is, the plebeians.
Plebs are something that is opposed to patricians, senators, and knights, they are the
underclass or working class. In this sense plebs also differ from the word populus,
which signifies the collective people, including, therefore, the Senate. Plebs can also
mean more generally a great mass, a multitude or simply a mass. Hence, the word plebs
connects the word multitudo more closely to practical politics, where plebs are
opposed to the upper classes. Translated to English and French, the word plebs can
mean a “multitude”. The closest word in Greek is the word m\fifog (plethos). (Ernaut
& Meillet 1985, 513-514; Lewis 1989, 1386.)

The meaning of turba becomes intelligible when we understand the Sanskrit origin of
the word turidmi, which means to hasten. Thus, turba has a connection to speed but
also to a vortex and a spiral. From the same word derives such modern words as
turbo, turban, turbine and turbulence. Turba leads also to the Greek term toppPr, which
means “confusion, tumulte” and also noise, commution and confusion. Turba can also
be close to the word turma, which is instead comparable to such Indo-European
rooted words as the old Irish words pruma, prymr, “noise, racket”, or the old English
drymm, “troop, crowd”. Yet, turba has also another, more political meaning. It can
mean a turmoil, hubbub, uproar, disorder, riot, tumult, commotion and disturbance of a
crowd of people. More concretely it can mean a crowd, throng, multitude, mob or a
band, train or troop. It can also simply mean a great number or a multitude. According
to the French etymology of the Latin language, turba can also mean “foule
nombreuse et mélée, le commun” or “foule en mouvement ou en désordre, cohue”. It
also means “querelle, dispute”. From turba derives the word turbo, meaning
“troubler, mettre en désordre, agiter”. In addition the word disturbo, meaning
“démolir, renverser” derives from same source (and eventually the English word
“disturb”). The word turbidus meaning “trouble (se dit souvent du temps, de 1'eau;
sens physique et moral)” also finds its source here. (Ernout & Meillet 1985, 707-708;
Lewis 1989, 1916; Glare 1994, 1990; Sofroniew 2006, 30-34; Vaan 2008, 634.)

In the context of human beings the Latin word multitudo most often gets a simple,
general meaning of a people, common people or a crowd. Multitudo can also get a more
definitive meaning of a throng or a host. Multitudo also refers to a large number of
people or masses, quite similarly as the term crowd lets us understand. This reminds us
of another meaning of a multitudo, which is not necessarily connected to humans, but
simply means a large amount of something. In this sense, the word multitudo gets the
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early modern philosophy and it is this very question which Hobbes deals with
in his own philosophy as well.

Looking for the different connotations and uses of the concept before
Hobbes, we have to consider how these terms were used in classical and early
modern political literature. Studying aforementioned writers clarifies the use of
the multitude and related concepts in classical thought. This gives us a
possibility to reflect upon the idea of multitude and related terms in classical
political thought in contrast to Hobbes’s own formulation of the concept at next
subchapter.

The first thing that we find from the classical writers about the uses of
multitude is that the they always use the term (be it plethos, oi polloi, ochlos,
multitudine, multitudo, moltitudine etc.) to describe a large amount or large
number of things. The term is especially used while discussing a large number
of people, soldiers for example. Thus, multitude is simply a mass of people
without any special characteristics except the fact that they are uncounted. (See
for example Thucydides 1969-77, 1.81; 1.94; 1.1129; 11.88; 11.100; 111.1.; I11.10; IV.34;
VI.20; VIII.105; Cicero 1959, 1.15; 1.16; 1, 18; 11.14; II1.7; Machiavelli 1833/1989,
2.23:241;3.8))

A more detailed description of the multitude grasps its special nature as a
human crowd, gathered together for some, usually political, reason. Several
times multitude is simply understood as a potential political actor and also as a
source of political power, which must be convinced of some political
manoeuvre. Thus, multitude is an object of rhetoric; it is the crowd that hears
the speech of the politicians. This fact is emphasized, naturally, in the context of
classical democracy. In Thucydides’ History of Peloponnesian Wars it is
mentioned several times how the politicians or demagogues like Pericles,
Alcibiad or Brasidas must give their speech in front of the multitude (plethos).
(Thucydides 1969-1977, 11.34; IV .84.)

Hence, dealing with the multitude asks special skills from a politician.
First of all, the politician must be a good orator since the only way to win the
multitude to one’s side is to please it with right words, gestures and arguments.
In Cicero’s De Oratore (On the Orator) Crassus gives an example of how the
rhetorician is understood to lead the multitude and how the rhetoric is related
here to the “quiet and peaceful communities”:

...there is to my mind no more excellent thing than power, by means of oratory, to
get hold on assemblies of men, win their good will, direct their inclinations wherever
the speaker wishes. In every free nation, and most of all in communities which have
attained the enjoyment of peace and tranquillity, this one art has always flourished
above the rest and ever reigned supreme. For what is so marvellous as that, out of
the innumerable company of mankind [infinita multitudine], a single being should
arise, who either alone or with a few others can make effective a faculty bestowed by
nature upon every man? (Cicero 1959, 1.30-1.31.)

definitions a great number of something, numerousness, a large quantity of something or
simply a plurality of things. Yet, in the political meaning the word can also mean
population in the sense of a large body of people or populace. (Lewis 1989, 1172; Glare
1994, 1143.)
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Cicero relates here political movement and motions of the mind with rhetoric. It
is the power of rhetoric and speech that enables a politician to move people
politically from one opinion to another. One man may lead the whole crowd
with his speech, if he knows how to do it. However, to move the mind of the
multitude is not purely based on the best rational arguments, but instead, the
trick is to move people’s emotions with speech. In Cicero’s example, Antonius
says that the speech should be adapted to the ears of the crowd (multitudinis) so
that the speech pleases the hearers and makes it possible to stir their emotions.
Creating passions in the multitude makes it possible to control and lead them
politically.”* (Cicero 1959, 11.157-160.)

However, multitude is not an easy object for a rhetorician to work upon,
since multitude is contingent and changes its opinion all the time. This sets
demands for the orator, since the orator has to be able to change his speech
according to the mentality of the multitude. The public meeting, distinguished
for example from the senate, is defined as an “orator’s greatest stage” with a
very vivid metaphor:

But as the orator’s chief stage seems to be the platform at a public meeting, it
naturally results that we are stimulated to employ the more ornate kind of oratory;
for the effect produced by numbers [multitudo] is of such a kind that a speaker can no
more be eloquent without large audience [multitudine] than a flute-player can
perform without a flute. (Cicero 1959, 11.337-11.340.)

What should be avoided are the hostile reactions of the multitude that might be
flared because of a mistake in the speech. Cicero lists four kinds of mistakes,
such as arrogance or harshness. However, one can “amend” these mistakes
with different techniques and thus, it is a question of controlling the multitude
with various ways of speech, which Cicero especially addresses here. (Cicero
1959, 2.337 - 2.340.)

The problem of changing the mind of the multitude was known already in
classical Athens. Thucydides describes how some political questions are better
kept secret from the multitude, that is, from the democratic concert, since the
danger of the rioting multitude is too big. This is the case with Cleon and
Lacedaemoians (Thucydides 1969-77, IV.22) and the same problem is expressed
when Alcibiades makes a plot to come to power despite of the opinions of the
multitude. Certain men speaking about certain things in front of the multitude
might move the whole multitude (plethos) to another opinion (Thucydides 1977,
V.45). Melians for example dared not bring the Athenian ambassadors to the
agora, since they fear the reaction of the multitude (plethos) (Thucydides 1969-
77, V.84; V.85). Plato states in Republic as well that some things are important to
keep secreted from a multitude. (Plato 1963, 564e.) Again, according to
Machiavelli it is almost too easy to persuade a multitude to various actions.
This might take time, but in the end Machiavelli seems to think that the

91 In De Oratore Cicero also uses the term multitudo to refer to people of simple kind in
their artistic knowledge and education. However, he tells us two times that even the
multitude shows its displeasure and hoots off the stage such artists, singers in this
case, who sing out of tune and have ugly voices. (Cicero 1959, 3.98.)
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multitude is rather easy to win over on whatever side. People can also be made
to act against their own proper good by offering them short term goods.
Demagogy flourishes whenever multitude is gathered together.?? (Machiavelli
1833/1950a, LIII.)

Thus, dealing with a multitude is not a simple task for a politician. The
multitude might show its rage against the speaker or against the existing
political order. In other words, there is a monster hidden in the human crowd,
as Plato conceived it. For Plato, in Republic and in Gorgias as well, sophistry and
rhetoric is like dealing with a “beast”.”3 A beast, a multitude (oi polloi, plethos),
does not want to hear what is really right or wrong. Instead of a reasonable
deliberation, the beast of a “motley multitude” is ready to rip apart all the
opinions and ideas, however true they are, if they do not please it.** Right and
wrong, just and unjust is decided according to the opinion of a multitude, not
according to the philosophical and legal true inquiry, which is problematic for
Plato. (Plato 1963, 493a-b; Plato 1967, 452e, 456c, 457a, 459e.)°> However,
understanding this madness of the multitude (o polloi) is important if one
wants to become a philosopher and especially, a philosopher-king, since a
politician has to be able to deal with the multitude. (Plato 1963, 496c.)

Ruling over the many, that is, controlling and commanding the multitude
with speech is a dangerous occupation, which asks for special skills. In De re
publica (On the Commonwealth), Cicero states that people generally believe that it
is dangerous to be a politician, especially when the politician has “strirred up
the mob (multitudine)”. Thus, people think that being a politician is not a good
occupation for a wise man, since the wise men cannot deal with the
uncontrollable rush of the crowd. (Cicero 1998a, 1.9.)

The problem of monstrous multitude (i.e. people turning to a unrestrained
monster) is especially connected to the democratic governments. This fact is
highlighted by Polybius who, unlike Plato who sees democracy as having good
and bad forms, names bad democracy as the “rule of the mob”, that is,
ochlocratia. In short, for Polybius ochlocratia is an outcome of the degenerated

92 Machiavelli’s idea might be influenced by Polybius’ Histories, which combines
several times the bad, democratic government, ochlocratia and demagogy. See
Polybius 1968-1976, book VI and Champion 2004, 199-203.

% Machiavelli illustrates very vividly the frightening noise the multitude makes. Like
Plato, Machiavelli states that the noise of the multitude is not human, but instead
something dangerously animal. In front of this noise, the leaders of the city are
moved more by fear than by any other motive. (Machiavelli 1833 / 1989, 3.15.)

%4 According to Plato, the soul is divided in two parts, good and bad. The good part is
the smaller one and the bad part is the larger one. Here Plato uses the term oi polloi to
refer to the larger part, which reminds us about the different social classes and
Plato’s attitude towards listening to the opinions of the multitude: one should not
lead one’s soul, or a polis, according to the larger and worse part, that is, according to
the multitude. One ought to count on the good and qualitative few, who can decide
what is good for the whole polis. (Plato 1963, 431a-d.)

% For a similar example where Plato refers to winning the opinion of the multitude to
one’s side, see Plato 1963, 605a. In book two of Republic Plato notes that “many” (o
polloi) think differently about justice, since multitude conceives it as a troublesome
thing that is done only for the sake of rewards. Plato instead suggests that justice
ought to be done for its own sake and not for the benefits it brings with it. See Plato
1963, 358a.
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democracy in the cycle of states and it is always connected to troublesome
political regimes in his Histories. (Polybius 1968-76, V1.4; see also 1.11; II1.1; II1.9
and X.2.) Cicero also reminds his readers of what happened in Athenian
democracy. There the democratic power was “transformed in to the mad and
irresponsible caprice of the mob [multitudinis]...” (Cicero 1998a, 1.44).
Unfortunately the text ends here and the missing pages have been lost. It is
clear however that Cicero warns about the negative, monstrous side of the
multitude.? Democracy is always in danger of collapsing to a mere multitude.

The dangerous and monstrous sides of the multitude are brought up most
clearly by Niccold Machiavelli in his Istorie fiorentine (History of Florence). For
him the power given to the multitude is always a threat for a state (Machiavelli
1833/1989, 2.32). According to Machiavelli the multitude can only act as a
violent mob, robbing and burning everything down, or as a scrupling crowd,
which will not act since it fears the outcomes of its own action (Machiavelli
1950a, XVII). The fear towards the powers of multitude is understandable, since
several examples given by Machiavelli explain how the multitude is really more
like a monster that rages in the city than a group of citizens who have just taken
the law in their own hands (Machiavelli 1833/1989 2.37; 3.14; 3.16). Hence,
Machiavelli states explicitly, “The multitude is always slow in being moved to
evil, but, once so disposed, the slightest accident will start them to violence.”
(Machiavelli 1833/1989, 6.24).

The problematic nature of multitude is present especially when the power
of the state is attached only to one source, especially when the power is given
only to the people. A Ciceronian example states that the power of the multitude
is the dangerous outcome of democracy, in quite similar way that Aristotle
explains in Politics (Cicero 1998a, 1.65 -1.66). In fact, Cicero states that there is a
“principle which should always be observed in politics, namely that the
greatest power should not rest with the greatest number” (Cicero 1998a, 1.39).
Cicero thinks the name of the republic is difficult to consider for a democracy.
The problem is that in democracy, masses (multitudo) punish whoever they like
to and act only according to their own will and liberty. When everything
belongs only to a public one has to, (paradoxically, since the very definition of
the republic is the “property of the people”), consider whether the name of the
republic is proper for a mob like this. The state should not be enslaved by the
mob (multitudo) (Cicero 1998a, 1.45-46).

The Athenian democracy as a rule of a multitude is problematic for
Thucydides as well. According to the translation of Hobbes, the government of
Athens is called a democracy since it relies on the multitude (plethos) (THUPW;
Thucydides 1969-77, 11.37).7 When multitude has a power in a polis the whole

96 We must also remember, as Hull points out, that in the Bible (Job 11:2, among others)
multitude refers also to excessive, meaningless speech. Thus multitude does not only
refer to the monstrosity of many different voices but also to hubris of a person who
speaks too much. (Hull 2009, 122.)

97 Alcibiades also speaks to the Lacedaemoians and states that the Athenians have
always opposed tyranny. And what is opposite to tyranny, is democracy. Hence,
says Alcibiades, Athens has always kept with the multitude (plethos). (Thucydides
1969-77, V1.89.)
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future of the p