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CKPUBEHU TEMEJb POLIS-A’
Y XOBbCOBOJ IMBEPAJTIMCTUYKO] TEOPUJU

Caxerak: Y WIaHKY ce aHa/IM3Mpa MUTambe 0CHOBA X0OCoBe MMbepanncTIiKe Teo-
puje, OMHOCHO NNUTake KAaKo Ce jef[Ha MOfiepHa Ho/UTllU4KA OHII0101Uja NCTIOCTAaB/ba Kao
Honuiiu4Ka xayHitonoiuja. Y ToM CBeTILy, y IpBOM fieny pafia — nonasehu og Xobcose
KOHIIETIII}je IOJINTHKE Kao TeXHUKe — pedIeKTYjy ce T0jMOBH IOIYT 10jaBe, MPeCTaBe,
MO30PUIITA U MallITe Kao IMOYeTHM TeMe/bl CyBepeHuTeTa. Pasmarpajyhu ycmose mMo-
ryhHocTH 3a fecriorcku techne, y Apyrom fieny paja akljeHarT je CTaB/beH Ha CTPYKTYPHY
penanujy polis-a u oikos-a M Ha HepacBeT/beHU eleMeHT 0ikos-a, Tj. Ha PUIypy Majke 1 Ha
nurame ayropusamje. OcobUTOCT monoxaja Majke y KOMOHBeNTy, kao 1 IIpe HacTaHKa
Ip>KaBe 1 cepe MOMUTIIKOL, CafipyKaHa je Y IUjaeKTUIY ibeHe TepPMaHeHTHe OfCY THOCTI
U YMI-EHNIM JIa OfipaKaBa IPMHLIMII II0YETKA M OfpyKarba )KMBOTA. Y 3aK/by4HOM ey paja
ymyhyje ce Ha moTeHIjajIe Apyradnjer IPOMUIIIbakba CyBEPEHUTETa U TIONUTHKE CToboze.

KipyuHe peun: nojasa, techne, polis, oikos, mubepanusam

1. ITojaBa, npepcraBa 1 TeXHMKa y AucKypcy KomonsenTa

Xo6coBa apTuKynanuja ayimoHomuje Honuiiuke, Tj. yCIOCTaB/babe cleyuduuHoi gu-
CKypca 0 UONUIMUYKOM — KaO CAaCTaBHMU JIEO U3IPa/Ihe MOJEPHOT IT0jMa IOMUTUKE, OHOCHO
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Pedepenna Ha mmojaM polis-a oBJie je HaMepHa. Jep U Imopey, Ha¥Me, CACBUM OYUIIefHe QUIo-
3odcke MPOHMje caffpyKaHe Y YNMEbEHNUIN fla Ce yIpaBo Xo0¢ IojaB/byje KaKo jefiaH oy HajBehmx
kputnyapa Apucrorena (Leviathan, DeCive) u polis-a — ¢ 063upoM Ha TO fja cMaTpa Ja IMOMUTHNYKA
3ajelHNIIA He MOXKe JIa IIOYMBa Ha CTOOOJHUM JOTOBOPUMA, YTOBOPUMA VI 00MYajiMa — HheroBa
TeopMja MOKyIIaBa ia apiiukynuuie Hemoiyhe, OTHOCHO Ia MOXe TIOCTOjaTH polis 6e3 yHyTpallmbe
Bese IOJINTIKE U eTUKe, 6e3 BP/INHe, 03 apiCTOTEeNIOBCKOT IPHjaTe/bCTBA 1 [Ia MOYKe OIICTajaTy
MICK/bYYVMBO Ha KOHTPOJIM U MIOCTYLUIHOCTH. Y TOM CBETIIY, X06COBCKM polis jefjaH je of BpXyH-
cKkuX contradictio in adjecto nonmutuuake punozoduje. OmuIMpHIUje 0 APUCTOTENOBCKO]j pearuju
HOJIMTUYKOT 1 €TUYKOT, O MIOjMY praxis-a, OBHOCY zoon politikon-a u zoon logon echon-a, telos-y
u BpimHM (B. Aristotle, 2013; Aristotle, 2009).
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Ipolieca Koju y UCTOp1jcKo-pumo30dckoM Kbydy 3amounise ca MakujaBernmjeM — y 3Ha-
“ajHOj MepH Ce MOKasyje Kao donuitiuuka xayninonoiuja. To snaun crnepehe: npso, ma ce
Xo6coB nenmoxynHn ¢p1no30QcKu mpojeKaT MoyKe ITIOCMATPATH Y HOAUTHUHKO-OHITLONOULKOM
K/bY4y;* APYTO, [ja Ce YIIPaBO Kao TaKaB, OfIHOCHO KPO3 00pa3oBare HOBe Iapajiurme o
CAMOKOHCIIUTYUCADY U AYAPKUMHOCTHY cepe flonuilitiKe ICTOBPEMEHO II0Ka3yje Kao
HOMUUYKO-XayHilloIouiKy 1, Tpehe, fa OCHOBHU PasJIor 3a 0Baj 0OPT JIEXKN Y UMEEHULIN
fla ce MMTalbe Ay TOHOMUje TTONNUTHKe 3a X00ca I0jaB/byje Kao IUTalbe YCIOCTaB/batba
nonuiiuke kao iwiexruxe.” Jep Xo6cosa nomrnaka ¢punosoduja, Ha TUIMIHO MaKUjaBe/n-
CTHYKOM TPAry, HACTaB/ba fIa PasByja 3aMICA0 O MHCTPYMEHTAIU3ALjI ,,OMLITeT Fobpa’,
Koje ce cajja carjeflaBa Kao OfjBOjeHO off BpiMHe. PedhepeHTHa Tauka 3a yCIOCTaB/bambe
politicum-a moctaje ofpxaBame KoMoHBernTa JOK je, mapaenHo, ,,omurre foopo” cxsaheno
Kao IPOMeH/bNBa Bapujabya 3a GPyHKIMOHATHOCT, Tj. OHO Ce ge-apiiuKynuuie Kao upasHo
Mecillo KOje ce IPOBU30PHO UCITYHhaBa PAa3IMIUTUM CafipXKajuMa.

Y Tom cBetry, X06coBa Teopuja moKasyje ce Kao mocebaH croj mmubepannsma 1 mocT-
MoOJe€pHH3Ma Nin, npeumsﬂmje, OEMOHCTpMpa yIIpaBO YHYTpallliby BE3Y OBa [iBa NVICKYP-
ca. Opatie mpousunasy u crenududHa peeBaHTHOCT fojase y /lesujatiiany, Tj. y 11en0j
CTPYKTYpH pasyMeBama cyBepeHocTy 1 KoMoHBenTa. Jep, Kafa ce HOMUTUYKU POKyC
u3Mmecifiy Ha MOJYC Ha4lMHa, Ha IINTakbe KAKO ce Hewilio iojasmwyje, Ha GopMyIy ,kao ga’,
OJfHOCHO Ha cepy cruKe, iojase u ipegciiiasbarba, 3aKby4aK Kojii KOHCeKBEHTHO CTIefn
je ma m monmuTyKa 1 punosoduja, y Kpajmboj MHCTAHIN, CBOj M3BOP UMAjy Y umaiuHapHom.®
IItaBue, y /lesujaitiary Xo6¢ neTa/bHO 06pasyaxe fia je 4ynHOCI — Off Koje CBe IIOTHYe
— 3ampaBo u3sopHa mawiiia (original fancy) Te, y TOM CBeTIIy, Aa Ce OPUTMHATHI IOIUTIY-
KO-OHTOJIOLIKY aCIleKT TU4e IIpUMapHe, U3BOPHe, IIoOYeTHe unysuje (fancy on phantasia).
IIpBa penanuja, MOYETHM OJHOC CIIpaM L€JIOKYIIHE CTBAPHOCTH — KaKO Ha TEOPUjCKOM
TaKO I Ha IIOIMTUIKOM HUBOY — CTOTa je CTPYKTYPHO XaYHI0/IOWKU jep je USBOPHO CTBAp
apusuga, Tj. ciisaparea upusuga, Kao beciiemesbHol iemerva CysepeHOCHiU.

ITposusopujym KomorsenTa ornepa ce 1 y Xo6coBoj 3jaBu fa ,,Kao IITO jefjaH UCTH
rrryman MOXKe UTpaTy pa3IindnuTe yjaore y padia BpeMeHa, Ha MICTU HAYNH jenaH Bl1azmap
Moxe mpepcraBparu MHore” (Hobbes, 2005, str. 84), unme ce, jol fOFATHO, IOMUTHY-
KO-/1ubepaHy IOCTMOJEPHNI3aM YIIOTIYHYje Kpo3 yBohemwe MeTadope 1 pearHOCTH
il030puuiiia. Jep, HayMe, HAKOH LITO je IIPETXOFHO apTUKY/IICAO0 HojaM ocobe ca uspu-
Y9UTUM OC/IalbabeM Ha PUMCKO pasyMeBaibe persone — TaKo Jia ce 0coba MCIocTaBba Kao
macka, ,apepyuienoctii unu ciiomawva iojasa” (Hobbes, 1996, str. 110) — Xob6¢ fame

* Y Husy caBpemeHux onpebesa mojma ,,1OIMTUUKe OHTOJIOTHje’; OBJE je ITI0Ce6HO MOTPeOHO MMa-

TH Y BUAY fia OBaj KOHLIEIIT, IIpe CBeTa, O3HAaYaBa IPOLeC ,,ipogyKuuje u peipogykuuje 6uha’.
Ommupuuje (Hardt & Negri, 2000, str. 47). Y ToM cBeTIy, IOCTOj)t MHTPUHCHYHA Be3a 13Meby
Xob6coBe, ycnoBHO roBopehn, ,,ipBe dunosoduje” 1 werose ,momuTnuKe drnozoduje’, anu oHa
CBaKako He ymyhyje Ha 61710 KakaB 00/IMK eceHIjami3atje Beh, HaIpoTuB, pedeprpa Ha MUTarbE
CTPYKType U e/leMEHTapHNUX IIPETIIOCTABKM Ha KOjIMa Ce apTUKY/IUIe KOHLENT ayifioHoMUje {o-
nutiiuxe. lllTaBuiie, ypaBo ce Kpo3 oBaj mporiec Xo6coBa Honuiliutka oHiion01uja UCIIOCTaB/ba
Kao HONUAUYKA XAYHIHLON0TUjA.

Omnumpuuje o oo actiekry (Koljevi¢, 2005).

Xo6¢ oTBapa Jlesujaitiana yupaso nosnadehn pasnuky nsmeby citisapu n iojase. OnupHuje
(Hobbes, 1996, str. 5-9).
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pasBuja KOHLIENT #030puL4ilid, CyBEpEHOCTH U MONMUTIYKE CTPYKTYPe KPO3 MHCUCTHPAHhe
Ha uiparwy, fipegciniasmwarey, ussohervy, anoctpodupajyhn kako ,,ipegcitiase Hucy HUWTHAG
Mmarve HyxcHe y gpicasu Heio y iozopuwiity” (xypsus b. K.).

Y ¢ynpameHTanHoj pasninuy, fakie, He caMo crpam Apucrorena Beh u cripam gu-
cKypca nomyT JIeBHacOBOT (y KojeM ce MoceGHO aHaMM31pa MUTakbe CyOjeKTUBUTETA, THY-
HOCTI, U pefianuje ,,/InieM-y-nute” ), X00COBCKa 0004, a TO 3HAUM CY8epeH, Al 1 cy6jexil,
y HajOUTHIjeM CMUCIY je i/iymay, Koji CTBapa, Tj. Koju ipoussogu tiojasy. Chepa tonu-
{HiU4KOT, OFHOCHO nubepanuciiiuuxoi polis-a ocnuKasa ce, Ha Taj HAYMH, KPO3 HaB/Iauebe
Pa3mMINTUX MAaCKIL, UT'pabe MYITUIDVININUTETA Y/I0Ta, IIpEpyIIaBabe 110 HOTPE6I/I TpEHYTKa,
npousBobere CopallkyX I0jaBa, IPUBPEMEHO CIPaB/batbe CTBAPU U ,,0ILITer FoOpa”
Kao fla YUCTUHY U [IOCTOjU —y OONUKY flepmaHeHifite ollepayuoHanusayuje y mogycy ,Kao
ga”.’Y TOM CBeTILy, Honuitiuuka oHionoiuja je Honutiuuka xayHiionoiuja jep LelmoKymaH
IIpOLieC YCIIOCTaB/balba 1 OfipyKaBatba CyBepeHNTeTa, IOCTaHKa 11 Tpajakba KoMoHBenTa
[I0YMBa Ha IIPAKTIYHOM JIeTIAlbY KOJUM Ce Cili6apu Hociiasmajy Kao ga 36umcku jecy, Tj.
6UBCITi60 ce KOHCTHUTHYULe TyiTieM genarba UCHoCiliasmeHol kao tpegciniasmaree, y Gopmu
HONUTHUYKOT Hlieailipa, N3Bolerba CTa/THO HOBUX VM HOBUX IIPEfiCTaBa Ha pa4yH CTBAPHOCTH.

[Monurtmaxn cybjekT, 3a Xobca, OFHOCHO cybjexifiusuiiiedi Koju pedepupa 1 Ha Iojam
cyeepena Kao 1 Ha I0jaM cy6jexifia, CTOTa Ce MIMEeHYje Kao ,,BelITadka 0coba” Kako 611 ce eKkc-
IUIMIMTHO CTABIUJIO IO 3HAMba [ja Ce Pyl O IeTTATHOCTI IIPOfIyKOBAabha I PEIIPOYKOBamba, O
I7TyMI 1 CTBapaiby pa3/IMINTUX yjI0ra 'y CKIagy ca HOTPe6aMa, O IIPUBPEMEHOM HOCTajaH)yy
CTaJIHO HOBYM KoHTeKcTyMa.” IlITaBuire, 0Baj ommyc IommTUYKe MHALVjalje Y ITOMUTUYKOT
Ofip)KaBama Via Ofip)KaBama BAACTH 3a7j00uja mocebaH 0OPT KPO3 UMEEHNITY fIa Ce IojaM
Jleflar-a O3HavaBa Kao fpeg-cillasrparve OHOT ILUTO Ce ioceqyje, OFHOCHO, 1a IIPOLIEC U3IPajiibe
cyseperuifieilia Iajia yjeJHO Ca OCTaB/babeM 3HAUEma ayilopa u ayiiopuilieilia. Jep, CBaKko
ilojasmusaree cysepera Kao cysepera UCTOBPEMEHO 3HAYU U 3dy3umarve Ho3uuuje ayimiopu-
3ayuje c 0631poM Ha TO Jia je ped o ayifiopckom ipoussohervy ,yBek Beh” HOBOT IOYeTKa.

Taxo ce techne u poiesis cTBapamwa 1 ofpxaBama KoMoHBeITa M0jaBbYjy ¥ 06-
JIMKY ycBajarba NMPUHLNIIA causa effectus u To je crioHa nmonutuyke 1 Gpumosodcke fe-
JIATHOCTH. Joll IpelusHuje, Kaja Xo6¢ kaxe ma »Y 3aMHUILJbakby Ma Yera, MU Tparamo
3a Moryhum nociennijaMa Koje ToO MOXKe IIPOM3BECTI, Tj. Jid »,y KPajib0j MTMHMUjU YMHI
IUCKYpPC HUje HUIITA PYTO HETO CIIOCOOHOCT IpousBobherma, N3MMIIbaka U IIOTPare 3a
yspouuma mwin nocnenniama’ (Hobbes, 2005, str. 10), ycmoctaBpa ce KOHIIENT ratio-a
Kao calculus-a, OFHOCHO MONMNTUYKE PALMOHATHOCTH 1 (1UI030(CKe PAL[MOHATHOCTI
Kao cioCOOHOCIIU TipopavyHasarea u ayiopusayuje. Y TOM CMUCTY, KpO3 PelyKIMjy T10-
JUTHKE Ha TEXHUKY MCIYHaBajy ce yCIOBU 3a pasyMeBame Ja je 1uckypc KomonsenTa
yBEK HajIIpe U HajBUILIE JUCKYPC 0 Mecilly mohiu 1 fa Honuiliuka Kao ipous3eogra op-
laHu306aHe gpiase 3HAYM IIPOJYKOBaIbe CYBePeHOCIiU kAo Mohu —kao epxyHcke mohiu
ayimopusayuje y Kojoj cyseper uma éewuiliy ynoiy ,Heoxpeitinol ilokpeiiiaa” #ueoiia
u cieapu. Kao mro uctuye Imunt, Xo6c¢ je 3arrpaBo MBI KOjU je pa3BUO Ufiejy ApiKaBe

Caaxaxo, ¢ 063MpoM Ha TO ia je, Kako TBpf X00c, ie/iabe Hy>KHO II0BE3aHO Ca IIPefiCTaB/babeM,
a IIpefICTaB/bakbe Ca CTBAPAbEM 11 IPOM3BONeheM — IIOMUTIKA Ka0 TEXHUKA MCIIOCTAB/ba Ce Kao
»BELITAYKI, /I 11 ,yMETHUYKI TIPOU3BO, Tj. y 00a 3Hauemwa artificiality u art. Jep, Ipon3BozHa
cucrema sHaun 1 Moh cTBapama muiia, JleBujarana, u cuTynpa ce y npocropy phantasia-e.
Onumpuuje (Hobbes, 2005, str. 109).
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Kao caBpIIeHOT magnum artificium Kpo3 KoHIenT camonpoussobema (Schmitt, 2008, str.
42-46).Jep, ayToHOMHOCT nonuTHKe 3a X06ca, Kao 1 3a MakujaBenuja, 3Ha4M fia IIOJIATHUKA
via Moh omepu1Ire ca COIICTBEHUM 3aKOHNMMA C OHe CilipaHe goopa u 3714, Kao U MpaBud-
HOCTH ¥ HEIIPaBUYHOCTH. Y TOM CBETIY, 3a X00ca je MUTatbe HUBOA U OUCIIAHKA TIPBO
U OCHOBHO TOJIMTUYKO INTambe, /I OHO je TAKBO JIa je Kpajra unitiepipeitiayuja u og-
nyka cysepena punanna unciianya.® llltaBuie, ypaBo oBa YMbEHNUIIA, Tj. UAEHTUDH-
Kalja gpoase u aymopuitieifia kpo3 cysepena, BOLY IIpeMa 0COOUTOj eKOHOMUjU HACUbA
1, mpeMa X006cy, HOTEHI[UjaTHO IPHUCYCTBO HacK/ba ITIOTPEOHO je Ofp>KaBaT! Jak U Y T3B.
HOpMaJIHUM BpeMeHyMa. Hacnibe Kao dlepMaHeHIliHO UPUCyiiHO 0gcyciiieo obenexana
L[e/IOKYTIaH TIOJINTUYKY )XMBOT, 2 K/BYIHIU apPIyMEHT 360r 4Yera je OHO ,,Hy)HO  HpOU3NU-
73y M3 O3HaYaBama JbyfICKe IIPUpPOfe Kao CTPYKTYPHO eTOUCTUYHE I ,37e”. Xo6coBa
3amicao o bellum omnium contra omnes Tako HajHeIIOCpeHMje KPUY YT 33 M3TPafiby
IeCIIOTCKOT techne-a.

2. YenoBu MoryhHOCTM 3a fecrioTcku techne

YrpaBo 0BaKBO padyMeBatbe MOMNTUKe Kao Mohu je ocHOB X06COBOT /bepanucTuy-
KOr polis-a. Anu kaxBa je, MehyTum, y ToM cBeTIIy, yora oikos-a 3a pasymeBare X06COBOL,
YC/I0BHO roBopehn, polis-a vy, jour mperusHuje, ITa je HepaceetiibeHu enemetili 0ikos-a
y /lesujattiany, xao n 'y geny De Cive, a Koju ce TIOKa3yje Kao M3y3eTHO pe/leBaHTaH 3a
ayTOPOBY NMPAKTUYHO LIeJIOKYIIHY /MOepalTiucTU4Ko-1ocT™MosiepHy teopujy? Illra joru o
OBOM polis-y MO>KeMO ca3HaT! Kpo3 pasMaTpame oikos-a? OBfie je, IIpe cBera, ped o ynos3n
U CrienupUIHOM HpasHOM Mecilly Koje 3ay3uMa Gpurypa majke, Kao HOCUOUA U ,Hellokpe-
wnHol ioxpeitiaua” cepe oikos-a. OBo nmrame je yromuko of Beher suauaja jep Xobc — 3a
pasnmky o BehmHe CBOjUX caBpeMeHNUKa — MICTUYe Jja Cy pasinke usMmehy Mymkaparna n
KeHa Y IIPMPOJHOM CTamy MCYBMILIEe Masie Ia 61 ce MOIJIO TOBOPUTH O IIPMPOJHO] BIACTH
MyuIKapara Haj skeHama. [lltaBuine, Xo6c MHCHCTVPA HAa TOMe [ja Cy MajuMHa 3aITUTA 11
Opura HeolIXOIHe 3a IPeXXMB/baBambe AeTeTa VI [ia 6/1aCili Hag geilieiiom tipuiiaga woj. Vlnax,
YIIPKOC TOMeE, Mdjka Iy6u énaciti y gpywiitieeHom u donutiiuukom ypehery, tj. Komonsenitiy
— JIOK IIPeTXOJJHO Ma jelHy BPCTY ipeg-tipupogre énactiiu Hapi eteroM (Hobbes, 1983,
str. 123), OTHOCHO U360pHe U OpUiHANHE HAGNEHHOCTHU.

Y Jlesujatiiary Xobc uctude fa je cTBap obudaja y KoMoHBenTy fja Majka mpepaje
CBOj CyBEpPEHUTET HaJl IETETOM OL1Y, a/li Jia je TO YIJITAaBHOM CTOTa jep Cy ,Komonsenitiu
yinasuom usipahenu og cilipare ouesa a He og majku unu uopoguua” (kypsus b. K.) u He
360r 61710 KaKBOT mojefuHavHor npupoxpHor 3axtesa (Hobbes, 1996, str. 140). Vcto Tako,
y Jlesujaitiany — 3a pasnuky of gena De Cive’ — saxBapyjyhu npouecy aymopusaysje,

8 OBo je pasnor 36or yera Jleo IlTpayc Huje y mpaBy Kajia MHCUCTUPA Ha OTBOPEHOCTH CTBaparba

U IIPOAYKIINje, jep ce mpoliec nponussobema saBpiuasa ayimopusayujom cysepena. lllrasuire,
Mo>xe ce pehu f1a ce cTora oBaj TpeHyTaK I0jaBjbyje Kao Kpaj genarva y UICTOM CMUCITY Y KOjeM
yilleMerverve 3HA1erba 3aKoHa 0g CHIpaHe cysepena fipegcitiasna Kpaj unitiepipeitiayuje. (Strausse,
1996, str. 8; Hobbes, 1996, str. 183-186).
3apka mofpo6HO aHa/NIM3Mpa pasiuKe y oBa ABa X06coBa fena y IOIIeRy 001UKA 671ACHIU.
Omnumpuuje (Zarka, 2016, str. 158-160).
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Tj. o6nauherva, IpaBa Hajl 0cobaMa IOYMIbY KBa/IMTaTUBHO Jla Ce Pas3/MKYyjy of IpaBa
HaJl CTBapMMa 1 0Ba Pas3/inKa, KaKo HallOMMIbe 3apKa, TPaXKM APYTaduji OFHOC Off OFHOCA
BNIACHMINTBA, Tj. ayilopuitieiid. Vinu, npyrum pednma, é1agasuna iociiadje aymopuiieil
YKOZUKO je cyseper genamnux Koju je oenauthen (ayimopusosan) og citipare cybjexinia u
ciiposoherve ol aymopuitieilia Mopa ce UpusHailiy og clpare cyOjexifia Kao couciiiéeHo
(Zarka, 2016, str. 162-166, 194-196).

Oso oppebeme je pasmunro o apTukynanuja koje ce usnoce y geny De Cive, jep
ouKononuiiiuiKe penayuje, Tj. UCTIPEIIETEHOCT 0ikos-a u polis-a—u, ClefiCTBEHO TOMe,
6uTHOCT 0ikos-a 3a MOMMTUYKY, €TUYKY ¥ APYIITBeRY cepy - y Jlesujaitiary ce mpenama
KpO3 IOTUTUYKY OHTOJIOTH]Y, Tj. XayHTONOIMjy ayiiopusayuje. C [pyre cTpaHe, y feny
De Cive onepaTiBHV IPUHLINII je 67ACHULLIILE0, T€ CTOTA TIPOM3WIA3Y Jia je KeHa cyia'’y
OUKOUONUTAUYKO] CTHPYKIAYpU TOK TOI OIIIITE, HalIMe, OCTOj1 OVMIIO KaKBa MOMUTNIKA
crpykrypa.'' U nok fiojam cybjexitia xop Xobca pedepupa Ha OHOT KOJU C/LyHU HONUTAUYKO]
CHAPYKILYPU, CY8EPEHOM UL CYB8epeHUTielily Kao TaKeom, cyia ,g8ocupyKo caynu”, iij. u
cybjexiity u cysepeny. Y meny De Cive Xobc¢ ucropemeno ynyhyje u Ha gpyry moryhzocr,
Tj. ]a MajKa caMa JOIIYIIITa [Ia Ce IeHa IpaBa IpeHecy Ha Olia jep je 1o go6po 3a gpyuiiieo.
Tako 6u ce TOPOANMIIA MCIIOCTABI/IA K0 feCIOTCKa (opMa BIaCTH, aji je BaKHO rcTahu
Zia OBOM IpUINKOM X00¢ He HOMUbE Cilipax Kao MOTUBALN]Y fIa Ce IPeIycTe COICTBEHA
npasa,' seh gpywinso.

Y Jlesujattiary ce pa3Buja 3aMIcao Ja ipahancku 3aKoHu ugy y KOpUcisi oueea u ma-
Xom um gajy enaciii jep ce, ouet, Komoneeniti y Hajpehoj Mepu crBapa saxBamyjyhn mrma
U TaKO IIPefICTaB/ba wux060 geno. lllTapuie, ako ce MMa y BUAy [ja II0jaM ayiiopusauje
Tpeba a pasaBOju HOAUTHUYKO PA60 OF IUTAA 61ACHUMMITIGA, YNbeHNIa fa X06C 1
nabe, 1j. y Jlesujatiiany xao u y De Cive, MHCHCTVpaA Ha 671aciliu MywKkapaya yiyhyje Ha
3aK/bYYaK Jja Cy 04esU iU Koju ayimiopusyjy cysepenuiieill, OTHOCHO fia ce 3axeanyjyhu
rUMa cysepenutiieiti U iojasmwyje u ciléapa u ogprasa, Kao u ga cysepex gesnyje y cknagy
ca wUxoeuM unitepecuma. Y TOM CBETIY, TOCTaje MPaKTUYHO HEeIBOCMICIIEHO jaCHO [ Y
Xo6coBoM mbepanusmy 1 caM HOTEHLUjAT, Tj. U cama moiyhHOCI ga je majka ayiiop u
aymopuiiieii, cybjexiti ayimopusayuje, Hecitidje U tipe Helo wiitio 6u moina GUiliy AprauKy-
JUcana jep He ynasu Hu y cepy tiojase.

[ITaBure, ako Cy ayifiopu cysepeHuilieifia, y fepuanjaHCKoM GUI030(CKOM >KaproHy,
»yeex eel” u 1o fepmHMIM M 0uesu — ¥ aKo je cTora Lenokymnan Komonseniti takopehu per
definitionem myuwika citieap — IIOCTaB/ba Ce MUTabe KaKO Cy MajKe MKaJa YOIIIlTe MOCTae
cybjexitiu akeoi cyseperuitieiiia. IvHY ce, IITaBUIIe, Aa CY MajKe 8efi Ouse cnyie y 0k8uUpy

10 Pasnuxa cryie u po6a xop Xo6ca je o pob Mopa 61T 3aTBOPEH WK OCTATH Y JIAHIIMMA jep He
[IOCTOj [IOBEpelbe, KA0 1 y TOMe LITO CIIYTra, 32 Pas/uKy Off po6a, 3a/ip>KaBa ,B/IaCT Hajl CBOjUM
crBapuma’ (Hobbes, 1983, str. 119). VI3yseTHo je uponndHo, MehyTnm, fa je u pob — y nopebemy
ca CJIyroM — 3aIpaBo y Ho3uLuju cnoboge, ¢ 0631poM Ha TO Jia He IIPUXBaTa 06aBese CiIyre.

Y IpMpORHOM CTary MyIIKapal] i >KeHa CKIaIajy yroBop nsMeby cebe; Majka 3agpkaBa BIacT
HaJ HelOM CeM YKOJNKO Ce YTOBOPOM He feduHmIe fpyradnje. Amy, y ZPyLWITBY, Opak Kao
YroBOp MMIUIMIVIPA BJIACT OLiA HaJl IeLloM jep je oH rmaBa nopopuie. Onumpuuje (Hobbes,
1983, str. 122-124).

Pe/leBaHTHOCT CTpaxa 3a LeNOKyIIHY X00COBY MbepaicTHYKy Teopujy MOLPOGHO je objalmena
y (Derrida, 2011).
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iopoguue Koja je Hacitiana us geciiotiicke popme 671aCiAY fl06e3aHe ca HOjMOM B7IACHUUITHEA
(De Cive), onHOCHO Jia Cy >KeHe lipuceojeHe iipe HAcliaHKa gpucase U fia Cy cTora Beh umase
CTaTyC ,OCBOjeHUX  fipe Helo willo je 3aiiouena ayiwiopusayuja cysepeHuitieiiia.

Taxko je, mehyTum, xujepapxujcku Mopien Xo6coBe MOMUTUYKe TeOpHje He CaMO 340-
kpysen, Beh u 8pahen Ha tioueitiax. Jep, Xo6c TBpAY [a je opoguua HONUBU4KA CIAPYKILy-
pa y manom, a moceOHo ucTude ua ,Oay, ca cunosuma u cnyiama, uspaciia y ipahanumna
kpo3 ouuncky Hagnexcrociwi” (Hobbes, 1983, str. 126). Y oBaKo I10CTaB/beHOM I OIVICAHOM
cucTeMy, mdjke u khepxe ce He 710jaémwyjy, a KpO3 JIOTUKY HpUBAMIHOI 67ACHUMITEA, Tj.
yIIpaBO Kpo3 OCHOBe nubepanusma par excellence, Xo6coBa ouxoiionuiiuuxa clapykiiypa
JICIIOCTaB/ba Ce Kao UOUHIYHO KOXepeHIUHA U KOH3UCTHeHTIHA CUIPY KLYy pa gecliotlicKe go-
MuHAYUje U Kao TaKBa ipoiilese ce U HA cee penavuje usmehy cysepena, cybjexiua, cryie,
geitieitia u poba. Jep, IOLITO je UPUBAIiHO 6/IACHUWLITIB0 KIBYIHU 0UepailiueHy TpuHyuil 3a
yctiociiasmparve u pynxyuonucare Komonsenitia, Xo6¢ TBpAM Aa Lie/IOKyIaH IPUBATHO/
HOMUTUYKY/IPYLITBEHN spectrum Heiyje Kpo3 JaHIle Koje Cy CyOjeKTU caMul ITOCTaBIIIN,
OJIHOCHO JIa OHU ,,ayiopusyjy ceoje namue, jep cy ayiopu gena cysepena” (kypsus b. K.)
(Hobbes, 1996, str. 148).

burHO je mMaTy y BUy fla ce TIO/I0XKaj IeTeTa U CIIyTe, y CMUCTTY CTPYKTYpPHE penanyje,
y GMHaIHOj MHCTAHIM He pa3/uKyje ofny4dyjyhe o momoxaja cybjekra, ¢ 063upom Ha TO
Ia u cybjexiil ayimiopusyje, ij. osnawhyje cysepera ga y weioo ume ipegysme uenoKyiry
genaininocii u cee akyuje (Hobbes, 1996, str. 151). Jlectiotticka gomunayuja ilogpasymesa ga
ipouec ayuiopusayuje 3Havu UyHo YCliociiasmpbaree CysepeHuitieitia Koje 3aupaso 3aiovurbe
o0g oikos-a, a;mn y apTUKy/IMcamy nopopauie Xo6c IOHOBO FOBOPI O ,,0L1Y, IeLM U CTyrama’,
anu ne u o majuyu (Hobbes, 1996, str. 143). [Ip>kaBe HacTajy Kpo3 IpoLieC ay TOpU3aLje, Tj.
Kpo3 noppebusame cybjexara cyBepeHy, 1 yCTaHOB/bEHe CY 04 CllipaHe 04esd a HUKAKo 0g
majxu. Vinm, npernysHmje, mocMaTpajyhn y cBeT/y reHese cyBepeHMUTeTa, IPOM3NIa3H fia Cy
Camo o4esu Moinu HoClAiliy cyOjexiiu, Tj. fa Cy MajKe IIpefiasie CBOjy U3BOPHY, ayTeHTUYHY,
OPUTVMHAJIHY U IIPe-IPUPOIHY BIACT y IPMPOTHOM CTamby KaKo 611 XIBeJle IOJ, OUMHCKOM
HapnexHouhy. Y Jlesujatiiany Xo6c¢ ncTide KaKo je Majka ,,iomaiay” oIy U CBaKakKo cryia
(Hobbes, 1996, str. 139). ¥ kpajb0j KOHCEKBEHIIM — M3HaJ, 11 IIpe CBeTa — Usinega ga je majka
doctana cnyia jep je ,,uslybuna 6uitiky”, wij. ociiana je majxka. Ibena usBopHa BiacT ce
3aIIpaBO HUKAg He 110jaé/byje, OMHOCHO QYHKIVIOHMIIE, TaKopeh, Ha jeHOM Haitiipu-
POgHOM HUB0Y, TIONYT lepUANjaHCKe cablacTy Koja HacTaB/ba Aa UpoloHu cysepeHuilieil
aymopusayuje.”* CTpUKTHA MOMUTUYKA OHTOJIOIMja jelHe TPaAMIyje MUAII/berba CyBepe-
HNUTETA Y HOTIMTUYKOj Grmo30duji Tako ce OIeT IpeTo3Haje Kao xayHionoiuja™ yeex seh
fapucyitine/ogcyine sercke puiype. Braci majke xon Xobca je gyx, cabnaciii koja yeex eh
usparba u upoioHu yupaso cioia jep je peu 0 HATLUPUPOGHOM Olpasgarby cysepeHuilieiia
U, KOHCEKBEHITIHO, UeNOKYiHe chepe HONUTHUYKOL. A Ta BIACT MajKe, WM, IpeLU3Huje, 1
puiypa xere Kao majxe u weHd 6/1aCTH 3alipaso ce HUKAg He tiojasmwyjy. Kena u enaciii sete
0Citiajy gyxo8u Koju UpoioHe 10iuKy u UCLoOpujy 61aciiu, aymopuilieiiia, aymopusayuje, cy-
seperutiieifia u ionuiiuke. Tako ce CTiYe YTUCAK fia Ce pajy O HATIIPUPOIHO] Ipidu 11 Mohn
u3 Koje ce pabajy Tpapnimje u mpasa u 06m4aja, 1 HOMUTUYKE BIACTI U IEHOT OfPKarba.

B Omumpuuje o Tepupunom nojmy cabnactu (Derrida, 2006).

" OmumpHuje o mojmy xaynronoruje (Derrida, 2006).
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IlITaBuiIe, BIACT MajKe je M3BOPHA U Mo>keMo pehu fia je He camo fpeitixogeha y
OJ{HOCY Ha Haciliyfajyhu ipoyec ayiiopuayuje, Tj. ipoyec HacTlianka cysepenuitieriia, Beh
takopehu u nognexeha, jegan ocoburn hipokeimenon, koju Ha crienyipr9aH HadMH TOBOPK
O IIPUMPOJHOM CTalby, O CTPYKTYPY IPUPOJHOT CTaba ¥ OHMMAa KOjI U3 Ihera HaMepaBajy Jia
usaby. Vi, jom npenusHuje, 0Ba BpCTa BIACT 3aIIPaBO 0IUYKYU UPeiixogu U UpupogHom
citiary jep omoiyhyje ckok u3 apupoge y ucitiopujy. Y TOM CBeTILY, 871acili majke je (iocifi)
Mmeifiagpusuxo oinegano usmehy noiuxe u uciiopuje xoje omoiyhasa iipoyec ayimiopusayuje
u apouec Hacllanka cyeeperuiiieiiia. Jep, U3 BIaCTV MajKe MIPOU3N/IA3U JIOTUKA 0IU4KOT
floveilika U Ha Taj HAYMH OTBapa Ce Uyill 3a tpesasax u3 upupoge y uciiopujy.

3. Ha maprnaama Xo6coBe XayHTOJIOTHje

Y cBoMm pany IlejT™MeH ucTrde Kako MajKa U3BOPHY BJIACT IyOM TaKoO LITO je OCBOje-
Ha, Tj. KaKo Cy ,,CBe KeHe y IPMPOTHOM CTamy rmobeheHe off cTpaHe MyIKapara 11 Tako
cy mocraze cnyre” (Pateman, 1989, str. 457). Mak, oBfie Tpe6a CKpeHYTH MaXKBY A Y
0BOM HOIIefy IocToje pasiuke usMmehy De Cive u Jlesujaitiana, Tj. ia je y De Cive Majka
mocrasa cryra wim 36or o6po6uTy ApyurTea’® MM 3aTo MITO Ce POANIIA Y CBETY Y KOjeM
BJIACT IIpMIIafia MyIIKapLUVMa, TOK ce y /lesujaitiary TOBOpK 0 OCBajamy. Vmak, ocHoBHa
HuT X006COoBe 3aMIcn y 06a CIydaja 0cTaje HeIpoMerbeHa: YCIIocTaB/bambe KoMonBenTa
ce mojaBJbyje Kao par excellence myuwiku 4uH.

Ay, motpe6HO je MUMaTH y BUAY [a OBa YMibeHUIIA yiryhyje Ha gsocitipyku gujane-
Kifiuuku 00pifi. Jep, ako ce Ma y BUJLY /ia je TIoYeTaK HacTaHKa KoMoHBenTa, Kao i mporeca
CyBepeHUTEeTa — a 3aTUM U HErOBOr Jla/beT IePMaHEeHTHOT Oflp>KaBama — CTBap fojase,
unysuje u ipusuga, TUTarme Upoussoherva u HONUTUUKOT Heailipa, genarve HelipeciiiaHol
u fiposu3opHol uiparba tpegcifiaéd, OHJIA je YIPaBO Kpo3 futiare ynoie majke Xob6cosa
donuiiiuuka xayminonoiuja epahena na coticiisenu ioueiiax. Vi, npennsHiuje, ako je
oikos polis y manom, IpBoOMTHA CTPYKTypa Ha OCHOBY KOje ce II0CTaB/ba IOIUTIYKO, a
MajKa HepacBeT/beHU, CKPUBEH elleMeHT 0ikos-a KOjeM ce He JIOITyIITa JaK HI Jja CTYIN
y cdepy iiojase, oHA OHa jeguHa Upuiiaga cepu ioueiliHe peanHOCIiU jep ce HaTasu ¢
OHY clipany Upogyxuuje, Ha u3sopy ipe Heio wiilio je mimesis 3ailoueo. IllTaBuine, MoXxe
ce pehi ga je To 1 mpumMapHu pasyor 360r yera Xo0c¢ MHCHCTUPA HA BEHOM 0gCyCiisy jep
61, Ha HAYMH HajHe3TOJHNUjeT CBeflOKa, MOTJIA fla YITYTH Ha ITpoliec HacTaHKa KoMoHBernTa.
ITporepyjyhn je, mehyTtim, us chepe nomrnuaxor, Xobc 01asu 10 T0rnuKe KOHTpaguKIije
jep He MOXKe Jia je y IIOTIIyHOCTH MCK/bY4n U3 cdepe oikos-a, Te ce OTyJ| CTBap 3aBpliaBa ca
IVICKpenaHnyjaMa onyica y /lesujattiany n germy De Cive y noriey HadiHa 1 CBpXe BeHOT
rybutka Bracti. Majka ve tipuiiaga cepu énaciiiu jep ve tipuilaga cgepu mojase, a leHa
¢urypa ynpaso Tako IOCTaB/ba AUMULe HONUTUYKe XAYHILON0IUje KOJU Ce, Y KPajiboj
KOHCEKBEHIIN, jaB/bajy Kao ipaHuye nubepanno-uocitimogepHuciiutkol guckypca per se.
Jep, Majka mpunana cileapHoCiiu, UCTHOPUJCKOM U JIOTUMKOM HOHeTHKY, ipeq-UonUiiuuKom
Houetliky HonUHU4Koi Kao ycnoe moiyhHoctiiu weliosol fiojasmpusarva.

5V ToM cBeTny, y fieny De Cive Xo6¢ apTukymuie MOTyRHOCT fla Majka, Tj. KeHa HaKOH IITO

IIOCTaHe MajKa y MMe 3allTUTe caMa IIPefiaje CBOjy BIACT TAKO Jja ¥ Y TOM C/Iy4ajy TOBOPUMO O
OCBajamby — 1 OB/IAIIMBaby APYTOT — aIM He HY>)KHO Ha HACY/IaH Ha4YMH.
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Y ToM cBeTIy, Tpeba MMaTy y BUALY ¥ APYTY AMjaIeKTUYKM 0OPT KOjU je HEelOCPeHO
[OBE3aH, Tj. IPOMSUIA3! U3 IIPBOT, @ THYe Ce MUTamba IITa je HPaA3HO Meciiio X06COBCKOT
geciiottickoi techne-a, OMHOCHO KaKBM Cy IOTEHIMjaIU 3a IOIUTUYKO-PUI030¢CKo Ipe-
Ba3U/IaKeHe KOHIENUje geye3UoOHUCIUYKOT Cyseperuiiieilia y paBlly ipyTadujer Mu-
LIUbeEba HAPOGHOT cysepeHuitieitia u cno6oge. OLrOBOP Ha OBO NMUTAbe CATP>KaH je, HalMe,
y Gipouecy ayimiopusayuje jep ypaBo ¢ 0031pOM Ha OIUCAHY UHAMUKY ayTiopusayuje, Tj.
C 063MpOM Ha genosarve y ume aymopusayije u uenokyian upovec HACAHKA CysepeHuUilie-
iia, 3a Majky ce - KAo u 3a cée cyie u pobose — OTBapa HeBepOBaTHA MOIYRHOCT, OfHOCHO,
YIIpaBO #oilieHyujasn cnoboge. Jep, MOMYT CBUX OCTA/INX CIyTa 1 pobOBa, V1 OHA IIpUIIAfia
KaTeropujy OHUX KOjU He YCUOCHIA8/bajy camu c60je nanye.

Ipyrum pedrMa, HausIjIel MapafoKcantaH OOPT CacTOju ce y YMHbeHNIN Aa CY
Xo6coBu cybjeifiy IpaBu aHTlU-cyOjeKiiiu jep MOCTaB/bajy TeMe/be — a 3aTUM yuBpIuhyjy
U Tpajie — cysepeHuiieiti 6e3 cn1o60gHol goiosopa, cysepenuiieili 6e3 UCTHUHCKY cI060GHOT
dpuciianka, 6e3 yuewtha, He-cnobogHo ce tipegajyhu na imiaj nauun. Cripam cy6jekara Koju
Cy onmuerse aHTH-CybjeKkaTa CToje Cayre ¥ po6OBIM KOjU Ce, CTOra, I0jaB/byjy Kao HOCUOUU
ocnoboherva per se, Kao UPpA3HO Mecilio cysepeHuliieilia, Kao UCK/bYHeHU U3 ipoyeca ipou-
360gtve, ilij. Honuitiuuke ipogyxuyuje. CkpueHnu TeMess polis-a y Xo6coBoj mubepamictud-
KOj TeOPUjU Cy MajKe U cée cryie U po6osuU, Vi OHY CY TAKO, ICTOBPEMEHO, U HOiHeHyUjanHu
HOCUOUU TIPOMEHA U UCTIUHCKOT cYOjexThiueuitieliia Koju 61 cOOOM IOCTAB/bAO U HOBU HLOjam
Honuttiu4Koi. Jep, jou NpeuusHuje, CBU T3B. He-Y4eCHUUU y ipouecy ayiiopusayuje, CBI
KOjI/I CY XOTVIMIYHO M3OIIITEHN 13 ITOJIMTUYKOT IIpo1ieca Cy OHI ‘{I/IjI/I Cy 1aHIIN cruomauitba
Cii8ap, Tj. KOju 611, IOTMYKU U JICTOPUjCKY, MOIJIA HE CAMO nahu cpenctBa u mpmnke 3a
Ioce3arbe U OCTBApUBatbe IYHE IMTHE 1 TONMUTHYKe C1060ofe, Beh 1 jeHOBpemMeHO 3aiio-
4elllu caceum gpyiavuju apoyec ayiiopusayije.

Y apTuKy/Ianuju 3aMuCIM O TOMe Kako 611 M3ITIefao 0Baj CTPYKTYPHO PasInanTIe
IIpoLiec ay TOpM3aliyje MOIIO 611 Ce, CTO TaKO, KPEHYTH Off UMbeHNIIe 1A je Majka 3a Xobca
IpUHIMI He caMo foveilika xueotia Beh u ogpicasarwa #ueoilia, IOK je, CXOTHO TOME,
IPBU U M3BOPHY OO/IMK BJIACTY MPEIO3HAT KA0 uysare u 3awiitiuitia. llltaBure, momm-
TUYKI XIBOT ce Tako paba 1 usrpahyje xao yremes/peH yrpaBo Ha IPUHIUITY 3ALITHTE, Tj.
Ha salus populi ka0 KOHLIENITY 3alLITUTe 1 OZOPaHe /byAI. Y TOM CBETILY, OBaj IpUMep Ce, Y
MCTI MaX, [I0jaB/byje U Ka0 MOTMB 3a IIPOMMIIIbabe IOTEHIINjaTHe Bede usMehy cnoboge
U CACBUM 0COOMTe H03UTHUBHE OUOHONUTTUKE.
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Abstract: In the article the author reflects upon the issue of the basis of Hobbes's
theory of liberalism i.e. examines the way how a par excellence theory of Modernity shifts
from being a political ontology into apolitical haunt logy proper. In this light, the first part
of the paper - beginning from Hobbes's concept of politics as a technique - the concepts
of appearance, representation, theatre and imagination are reflected as the foundations of
sovereignty. Considering the conditions of possibility for a despotic techno, the second part
of the paper puts an emphasis on the structural relation between polis and oikos, and on
the unclear, hidden element of oikos, i.e. the figure of the mother and the matter of author-
ization. The specificity of the mother's role in the Commonwealth - as well as before the
establishment of the state and the sphere of the political - is first and foremost contained
within the dialectics of her permanent absence and the fact that the figure of the mother
represents the very principle of beginning of life and of its sustainability. In conclusion, there
is an outline of the potentialities of different thinking of sovereignty and politics of freedom.

Keywords: appearance, techne, polis, oikos, liberalism
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The reference to the concept of polis is intentional here. Namely, despite the obvious philosoph-
ical irony contained in the fact that Hobbes actually appeared to be one of the fiercest critics of
Aristotle (Leviathan, De Cive) and polis — having in mind his opinion that a political community
cannot rely on free agreements, contracts and customs - his theory tries to articulate the impossible,
i.e. that a polis can exist without the internal relation between politics and ethics, without virtue,
without Aristotelian friendship, and that it can survive solely thanks to control and obedience.
In that light, Hobbesian polis is one of the ultimate contradictio in adjecto of political philosophy.
For more details about Aristotelian relation of the political and the ethical, about the concept of
praxis, the relation between zoon politikon and zoon logon echon, telos and virtue, (see Aristotle,
2013; Aristotle, 2009).

2

3
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1. Appearance, representation and technique
in the discourse of the commonwealth

Hobbes's articulation of the autonomy of politics, i.e. the establishment of a specific dis-
course about the political — as an integral part of the construction of the modern concept of
politics, or the process that begins with Machiavelli in the historical-philosophical key - to a
great extent is manifested as political hauntology. It means the following: firstly, that Hobbes's
entire philosophical project may be seen in the political-ontological key;* secondly, that as
such, or through the establishment of a new paradigm of self-constitution and autarky of the
sphere of politics it simultaneously appears to be politically-hauntological and thirdly, that the
basic reason for this turn of events lies in the fact that the question of the autonomy of politics
for Hobbes appears as the question of establishing politics as a technique.” Namely, Hobbes's
political philosophy, in typically Machiavellian style, continues to develop the idea of instru-
mentalizing the “general good”, which is now perceived as separate from virtue. A reference
point for establishing the politicum becomes the maintenance of the Commonwealth, while,
at the same time, the “general good” is understood as a changeable variable for functionality,
i.e. what is de-articulated like an empty place that is provisionally filled with different contents.

In that light, Hobbes's theory appears to be a special combination of liberalism and
postmodernity or, more precisely, it demonstrates the very internal relation between these
two discourses. That is where the specific relevance of appearance in Leviathan derives from,
i.e. in the entire structure of understanding sovereignty and the Commonwealth. Namely,
when the political focus is shifted to the mode or the manner, to the question as to how
something appears, to the formula ‘s if”, or the sphere of image, appearance and representa-
tion, a consequentially following conclusion is that both politics and philosophy ultimately
have their source in the imaginary.* Moreover, in Leviathan Hobbes explains in detail that
sensuality — from which everything derives - is actually original fancy, so, in that light, the
original political-ontological aspect refers to the primary, original, initial illusion (fancy from
phantasia). Therefore, the first relation, the initial relation towards the overall reality — both at
theoretical and political levels - is structurally hauntological because it is originally a matter
of simulacrum, or creation of simulacrum, as a boundless foundation of sovereignty.

The Commonwealth's provisionality is also reflected in Hobbes's statement that “just
as the same actor can play different persons at different times, so any one man can represent
many” (Hobbes, 2005, p. 84), which additionally supplements political-liberal postmodernity

*  Ina series of modern definitions of the concept “political ontology”, here it is necessary to take

into account that this concept primarily denotes a process of “production and reproduction of the
being”. For more (Hardt & Negri, 2000, p. 47). In that light, there is an intrinsic relation between
Hobbes's, conditionally speaking, “first philosophy” and his “political philosophy”, but it certain-
ly does not refer to any form of essentialization but, on the contrary, it refers to the question of
the structure and elementary propositions on which the concept of the autonomy of politics is
articulated. As a matter of fact it is through this process that Hobbes's political ontology appears
as political hauntology.

> For more about this aspect (Koljevi¢, 2005).

Hobbes begins Leviathan by drawing the distinction between an object and an appearance. For

more (Hobbes, 1996, pp. 5-9).
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through the introduction of the metaphor and reality of the theatre. Namely, having previous-
ly articulated the concept of the person relying exclusively on the Roman understanding of
the persona — the person turns out to be a mask, ‘disguise or external appearance” (Hobbes,
1996, p. 110) — Hobbes further develops the concept of the theatre, sovereignty and political
structure by insisting on playing, representation, performance, emphasizing that “such artifices
are no less necessary in the state than in the theatre” (italic by B. K.).

In the fundamental difference, not only in relation to Aristotle, but also in relation
to the discourse such as that of Levinas (analyzing particularly the matter of subjectivity,
person and “face-to- face” relation), Hobbesian person, which denotes both the sovereign
and the subject, is, most importantly, an actor that creates, i.e. produces and appearance.
The sphere of the political, i.e. the liberalist polis is, therefore, reflected through putting
different masks, role playing, disguising if necessary at the moment, the production of
external appearances, temporary making of things and the “general good” as if it actually
exited - in the form of permanent operationalization in the mode “as if”. In that light,
positivist ontology is political hauntology because the overall process of the establishment
and maintenance of sovereignty, the establishment and duration of the Commonwealth,
relies on practical action which places things as if they really existed, i.e. being is constituted
through action manifested as a representation, in the form of the political theatre, of staging
always new performances at the expense of reality.

For Hobbes, a political subject, i.e. subjectivity that refers to the concept of the sov-
ereign as well as to the notion of the subject, is therefore labelled as an “artificial person”
in order to make explicitly known that it is an action of production and reproduction, of
acting and creating various roles as necessary, of temporary becoming in invariably new
contexts.” Moreover, this description of political initiation and political maintenance via
power maintenance gets a special turn due to the fact that the concept of action is labelled
as re-presentation of what is possessed, i.e. the process of building sovereignty coincides with
the establishment of the meanings of the author and authority. In fact, every appearance
of the sovereign as a sovereign at the same time means faking the position of authorization
since it is the author’s production “always already” of a new beginning.

In that manner, techne and poiesis of creation and maintenance of the Commonwealth
appear in the form of adopting the principle causa effectus and that is the link between the
political and philosophical activities. More precisely, when Hobbes says that “in imagining of
anything, we search for potential consequences it may create’, i.e. that “ultimately, the mental
discourse is nothing else but the ability of producing, imagining and searching for causes or
consequences” (Hobbes, 2005, p. 10), a concept of ratio as calculus is established, or of po-
litical rationality and philosophical rationality as the ability of calculation and authorization.
In that respect, through the reduction of politics to a technique, the conditions are fulfilled
for understanding that the Commonwealth's discourse is always, first and foremost, the dis-
course about the place of power and that politics as the production of organized state means

Definitely, since, as Hobbes claims, action is necessarily related to representation, and representa-
tion is related to creation and production - politics as a technique turns out to be “artificial”, but
also an “artistic product’, i.e. in both meanings: artificiality and art. Namely, system production
also means the power of creating a myth, Leviathan, and is situated in the space of phantasia. For
more (Hobbes, 2005, p. 109).
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the production of sovereignty as power - as the ultimate power of authorization in which the
sovereign has an eternal role of a “stationary initiator” of life and things. As Schmitt points out,
Hobbes is actually the first to develop the idea of the state as a perfect magnum artificium
through the concept of self-production (Schmitt, 2008, pp. 42-46). Namely, the autonomy
of politics for Hobbes, as well as for Machiavelli, means that politics via power operates with
its own laws on the other side of the good and evil, as well as of justice and injustice. In that
light, the question of life and survival for Hobbes is the first and basic political question, but
it is such that the final interpretation and decision is a sovereign final instance.® What is more,
this very fact, i.e. identification of the state and authority through a sovereign, leads towards a
specific economy of violence and, according to Hobbes, potential presence of violence needs to
be maintained even in the so-called normal times. Violence as a permanently present absence
marks the entire political life, while the key argument for its “necessity” derives from denoting
the human nature as structurally egotistic and “evil” Hobbes's idea of bellum omnium contra
omnes thus most directly paves the road for the construction of a despotic techne.

2. Conditions of possibility for a despotic techne

It is this understanding of politics as power that constitutes the basis of Hobbes's
liberalist polis. However, what is, in that light, the role of oikos in understanding Hobbes's,
conditionally speaking, polis or, more precisely, what is the hidden element of oikos in
Leviathan, as well as in De Cive, which appears to be exceptionally relevant to the author's
practically overall liberalist-postmodern theory? What else can we learn about this polis
through the consideration of oikos? Here, first of all, this is about the role and the specific
empty place taken by the figure of mother as the holder and “stationary initiator” of the
oikos sphere. This question is even more important because Hobbes - unlike most of his
contemporaries — emphasizes that the differences between men and women in their natural
condition are too small to allow for the natural power of men over women. Furthermore,
Hobbes insists that mother’s protection and care are necessary for the child’s survival and
that power over the child belongs to her. Nevertheless, mother loses power in the social and
political order, i.e. the Commonwealth — while previously she has a sort of pre-natural power
over her child (Hobbes, 1983, p. 123), or initial and original authority. In Leviathan Hobbes
points out that it is a matter of custom in the Commonwealth that mother gives up her
sovereignty over her child to father, but it is mostly due to the fact that “Commonwealths
are chiefly built by fathers and not mothers or families” (italic by B. K.) and not because
of any individual natural requirement (Hobbes, 1996, p. 140). In addition, in Leviathan
- unlike De Cive® — thanks to the process of authorization, i.e. giving authority, the rights

8 This is why Leo Strauss is not right to insist on the openness of creation and production because

the production process ends up with the authorization of the sovereign. Furthermore, it may be
said that therefore the moment appears as the end of action in the same sense in which the estab-
lishment of the meaning of law by the sovereign marks the end of interpretation (Strauss, 1996, p.
8; Hobbes, 1996, 183-186).

Zarka minutely analyzes the differences in these two works of Hobbes's regarding the form of
power. For more (Zarka, 2016, pp. 158-160).
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over persons begin to differ qualitatively from the rights over things, and this difference,
according to Zarka, calls for a different relation from the one of ownership, i.e. authority.
In other words, rule becomes the authority if a sovereign is an agent authorized by subjects,
and the exercise of such authority must be recognized by subjects as his own (Zarka, 2016,
pp. 162-166, 194-196).

This determination is different from the articulations presented in De Cive because
oikopolitical relations, i.e. the intertwinement of oikos and polis — and, accordingly, the
importance of oikos for the political, ethical and social spheres - diffracts in Leviathan
through political ontology, or hauntology of authorization. On the other hand, in De Cive,
the operational principle is ownership, so it derives that a woman is a servant'® in the oikopo-
litical structure as long as any political structure exists at all.'"! And while the concept of the
subject in Hobbes’s work refers to the one that serves the political structure, the sovereign
or sovereignty as such, the servant serves “in a twofold manner”, i.e. both the subject and the
sovereign. In his work De Cive, Hobbes simultaneously points to another possibility, i.e.
that mother herself allows her rights to be transferred to father because it is good for the
society. That is how the family turns out to be a despotic form of power, but it is important
to emphasize that on this occasion Hobbes does not mention fear as motivation for giving
up one's own rights'?, but mentions the society instead.

In Leviathan, an idea is developed that civil laws are in favour of fathers and mostly
give them power because, once again, the Commonwealth is largely created thanks to them
and thus represents their deed. In addition, if we take into account that the concept of au-
thorization should distinguish political right from the matter of ownership, the fact that in
Leviathan, just as in De Cive, Hobbes still insists on men's power, leads to the conclusion
that fathers are those who authorize sovereignty, i.e. thanks to them, sovereignty actually
emerges and is created and maintained, as well as that the sovereign acts in compliance with
their interests. In that respect, it becomes almost unambiguously clear that in Hobbes's
liberalism potential itself, i.e. the very possibility of mother being the author and authority,
the subject of authorization, disappears even before it could be articulated, because it does
not even enter the sphere of appearance.

In addition, if the authors of sovereignty, in Derridean philosophical jargon, are “al-
ways already” and by definition fathers — and if therefore the entire Commonwealth is, so
to say, per definitionem, a male thing — a question arises as to how mother have managed
to become the subjects of such sovereignty after all. Moreover, mothers seem to have already

1 For Hobbes, the difference between a servant and a slave is that a slave must be closed or stay
in chains because there is no trust, and also that a servant, unlike a slave, retains “power over
his things” (Hobbes, 1983, p. 119). It is extremely ironic, however, that a slave - in comparison
to a servant - is, in fact, also in the position of freedom, since he does not accept the servant's
obligations.

"' In natural condition, a man and a woman conclude a mutual agreement; mother retains power

over children, unless differently defined in the agreement. However, in the society, marriage as

an agreement implies father’s power over children because he is the head of the family. For more

(Hobbes, 1983, pp. 122-124).

The relevance of fear to Hobbes's overall theory of liberalism is explained in detail in (Derrida,

2011).
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been servants within the family that emerged from the despotic form of power related to the
concept of ownership (De Cive), or that women were appropriated before the establishment
of the state and that therefore they had already had the status of the “conquered” before the
authorization of sovereignty began.

However, that is how the hierarchical model of Hobbes's political theory was not only
completed but also taken back to the beginning. Namely, Hobbes claims that the family is
a political structure in miniature, emphasizing in particular that “father, with his sons and
servants, grows into a citizen through fatherly authority” (Hobbes, 1983, p. 126). In the sys-
tem established and described in this manner, mothers and daughters do not appear, while
through the logic of private ownership, i.e. exactly through the foundations of liberalism
par excellence, Hobbes's oikopolitical structure turns out to be a completely coherent and
consistent structure of despotic dominion and, as such, it is also applied to all relations between
the sovereign, the subject, the servant, the child and the slave. Since private ownership is the
key operating principle for the establishment and functioning of the Commonwealth, Hobbes
claims that the entire private/political/social spectrum works through the chains placed by
the subjects themselves, i.e. that they “authorize their chains because they are the authors of
the sovereign's work” (italic by B. K.) (Hobbes, 1996, p. 148).

It is important to take into account that the position of the child and the servant, in
terms of the structural relation, does not differ decisively in the final instance from the
position of the subject, since the subject also authorizes i.e. gives authority to the sovereign to
undertake the overall activity and all actions on his behalf (Hobbes, 1996, p. 151). Despotic
dominion implies that the process of authorization means full establishment of sovereignty
that actually begins from oikos, but in the articulation of the family Hobbes once again
speaks of “father, children and servants’, but not of mother (Hobbes, 1996, p. 143). States
are established through the process of authorization, i.e. through the subordination of the
subjects to the sovereign, and they are established by fathers and by no means by mothers.
More precisely, looking in the light of the genesis of sovereignty, it derives that only fathers
could become subjects, i.e. that mothers gave their initial, authentic, original and pre-nat-
ural power in the natural condition in order to live under fatherly authority. In Leviathan
Hobbes points out that mother is a “helper” to father and definitely a servant (Hobbes, 1996,
p- 139). In the final consequence - first and foremost — it mother seems to have become
a servant because she “lost the battle”, i.e. she became mother. Her initial power actually
never appears, or it functions, so to say, at a supernatural level, like Derridean spectre that
continues haunting the sovereignty of authorization.” The strict political ontology of a
tradition of thinking about sovereignty in political philosophy is once again recognized as
hauntology'* of always already present/absent female figure. For Hobbes, mother's power is
a ghost, a spectre that always already surfaces and haunts because it is a supernatural justifi-
cation of sovereignty and, consequently, of the entire sphere of the political. In fact, mother's
power or, more specifically, the figure of a woman as mother and her power never appear.
The woman and the woman's power remain ghosts haunting logic and history of powet, au-
thority, authorization, sovereignty and politics. That is how an impression is made that it

3 For more about Derrida‘s concept of the spectre (Derrida, 2006).
" For more about the concept of hauntology (Derrida, 2006).
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is a supernatural story and power that gives rise to traditions of both law and customs, of
political power and its survival.

Furthermore, mother’s power is original and we may say that it is not only preceding to
the forthcoming process of authorization, i.e. the process of the creation of sovereignty, but, so
to say, underlying as well, a specific hipokeimenon, which speaks in a specific manner of the
natural condition, of the structure of the natural condition and those intending to leave it.
To be more precise, this type of power is actually a logical predecessor to the natural condition
as well because it enables a leap from the nature to history. In that light, mother's power is
a (post)metaphysical mirror between logic and history ensuring the process of authorization
and the process of creation of sovereignty. The logic of logical beginning derives from moth-
er's power and, in that manner, a road is opened for the transit from the nature to history.

3. On the margins of Hobbes's hauntology

In her work, Pateman emphasizes that mother loses her original power by being
conquered, or that “all women in the natural condition were won by men and thus became
servants” (Pateman, 1989, p. 457). However, here we need to pay attention to the differences
existing in this respect between De Cive and Leviathan, i.e. that in De Cive mother became
a servant either because of the welfare of the society'® or because she was born into the
world where power belonged to men. In contrast, Leviathan speaks of conquering. The
basic threat of Hobbes's idea, however, remains unchanged in both cases: the establishment
of the Commonwealth appears as a par excellence male act.

Still, we should bear in mind that this fact points to a double dialectical turn. Namely,
if we take into account that the beginning of the establishment of the Commonwealth, as
well as of the process of sovereignty — and then its further permanent maintenance - are
a matter of appearance, illusion and simulacrum, a matter of the production and political
theatre, action of incessant and provisional staging of performances, then through the very
question of mother's role Hobbes's political hauntology was taken back to its own beginning.
Specifically, if oikos is a polis in miniature, the original structure based on which the political
is established, and if mother is the unclear, hidden element of oikos that is not even allowed
to enter the sphere of appearance, then she is the only one belonging to the sphere of reality
because she is on the other side of production, at the source, before the mimesis began. In fact,
it may be said that it is also the primary reason why Hobbes insists on her absence because
she might point to the process of the creation of the Commonwealth in the manner of the
most unwelcome witness. However, expelling her from the sphere of the political, Hobbes
reaches a logical contradiction because he cannot completely exclude her from the sphere
of oikos, hence this matter ends up with discrepancies of the respective descriptions in
Leviathan and De Cive regarding the manner and purpose of her loss of power. Mother
does not belong to the sphere of power because she does not belong to the sphere of appear-
ance, and that is how her figure places the limits of political hauntology which, in the final

5 In that respect, in De Cive Hobbes articulates the possibility that mother, i.e. the woman after

becoming mother, in the name of protection will submit her power herself, and in that case we
speak of conquering - and authorizing the other - but not necessarily in a violent manner.
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consequence, appear as the limits of the liberal-postmodern discourse per se. Namely, mother
belongs to reality, historical and logical beginning, pre-political beginning of the political as
a condition of possibility for its appearance.

In that light, we should take into account another dialectical turn that is directly re-
lated to, i.e. derives from the first one. It refers to the question as to what is the empty place
of Hobbesian despotic techne, or what potentialities there are for the political-philosophical
overcoming of the concept of decesionist sovereignty towards a different opinion of the
national sovereignty and freedom. The answer to this question is, in fact, contained in the
process of authorization because it is due to the described dynamics of authorization, i.e. due
to acting in the name of authorization and the entire process of the creation of sovereignty,
that to mother — as well as to all servants and slaves — an incredible possibility opens up,
or the potential of freedom itself. As a matter of fact, just like all other servants and slaves,
mother also belongs to the category of those who do not place their own chains.

In other words, the seemingly paradoxical turn is contained in the fact that Hobbes's
subjects are true anti-subjects because they lay foundations — and then reinforce and build
— sovereignty without free agreement, sovereignty without a truly free consent, without par-
ticipation, thus non-freely giving up. Opposite to the subjects which are the personification
of anti-subjects, there are servants and slaves who, therefore, appear as the carriers of liber-
ation per se, as the empty place of sovereignty, as excluded from the process of production, i.e.
political production. The hidden foundations of polis in Hobbes's theory of liberalism are
mothers and all servants and slaves and therefore they are at the same time potential carriers
of changes and true subjectivity that would itself place a new concept of the political as well.
Or, even more precisely, all so-called non-participants in the authorization process, all those
who were intentionally excluded from the political process are those whose chains are an
external thing, i.e. those that could, logically an historically, not only find the means and
opportunities for reaching and achieving full personal and political freedom, but could at
the same time also begin a completely different authorization process.

When articulating the idea of how this structurally different authorization process
would look like, one could also start from the fact that for Hobbes mother is a principle
not only of the beginning of life, but also of the sustenance of life, while, accordingly, the first
and original source of power is recognized as preservation and protection. What is more,
political life is created and built as founded on the principle of protection, i.e. on salus
populi as a concept of protection and defence of people. In that respect, this example also
appears concurrently as a motive for rethinking a potential relation between freedom and
completely specific positive biopolitics.
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