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ABSTRACT

HISTORY, RELIGION, POWER, AND AUTHORITY:
THE RELEVANCE OF MACHIAVELLI'S EDUCATIONAL APPROACH
FOR CONTEMPORARY POLITICAL THOUGHT

Cristante, Nevio

PhD., Department of Political Science and Publienddstration
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Mehmet Okyayuz

June 2008, 282 pages

Machiavelli’'s uniqueness and originality renders kducational direction as
pertinent for times and conditions that are simitaand prevalent in ours. On
the grand scale, his thought process disrupts lssical sense of philosophy,
metaphysics, and religion. This disruption of théassical Western

consciousness is an aim in the contemporary reélpoldgical thought, which,

starting with the extensive criticism of modernityund in the works of

Nietzsche, has been developed in the realm ofigallithought throughout the
twentieth and onto the twenty-first century. Theref Machiavelli — who lived

500 years ago — is nevertheless the source fouptioe knowledge, analysis,
and prognosis for the contemporary political crisicrisis due to the downfall
of modernity. The presupposition of latter-day mmitg, as being considered
the best of all possible worlds, is no longer hallde. Modernity, what was
once considered as being utterly unique and suparidiuman history, is

responded to today by critiques on class dominatidestern imperialism, the
dissolution of community and tradition, the rise afienation, and the
impersonality of bureaucratic power. Machiavellipplants the dominant
modern consciousness through being a source f@awaantistic revolution, a

revolution of consciousness through a humane oatrength in facing reality,

iv



in order to re-constitute a divergent set of epmti®gical and ontological
discoveries, which are better aligned to the comdiof the present-day than

those formulated by the dominant Western moders@onsness.

Keywords: uniqueness, disruption, modernity, comerary, revolution.
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TARIH, DIN, GUC VE OTORTE: MACHIAVELLI'NIN E GITIMSEL
YAKLA SIMININ GUNUMUZ POLITIiK DUSUNCES ACISINDAN ONEMI

Cristante, Nevio

Doktora, Siyaset Bilimi ve Kamu Y6netimi Bolumu
Dangman: Dog. Dr. Mehmet Okyayuz

Haziran 2008, 282 sayfa

Machiavelli’'nin benzersizfii ve orijinalligi, onun gitimsel yonunl, bizimkine
benzeyen ve bizimkinden o©nce gelen zamanlar ve ndaruicin hala gecerli
kilmaktadir. Buyuk bir olgcekte bakilginda, Machiavelli’'nin dilince sureci klasik
anlamdaki felsefe, metafizik ve dini altiist edelastk Bati bilincinin altiist edilgi bu
durum, ginimdiz politik diince alaninin iginde bir amagctir ki bu, moderniteni
Nietzsche’'nin eserlerinde gorulengym bir elatirisiyle baglayan ve yirminci yizyil
boyunca ve 21. yuzyilda da politik gince alaninda gstirilen bir durumdur. Bu
baglamda, 500 yil dnce yams olan Machiavelli yine de, modernitenin ¢gkidden
kaynaklanan gunumuz politik krizlerinde Uretken ghiln, analizin ve tghisin
kaynagidir. Modernitenin varsayimi olan olabilecek en dginya fikri artik inanilir
degildir. Bir zamanlar insanlik tarihindeki benzersize en st durum olarak
degerlendirilen modernizm, efgérmenler tarafindan giinimuzde sinif hakimiyetitiBa
emperyalizmi, toplum ve gelegi@a ¢zilmesi, yabancgeanin yukseli ve burokratik
glicun kgisizligi ile tanimlanmaktadir. Machiavelli hakim moderdinai, yeni bir
sanatsal devrimin, farkli epistemolojik ve ontdkobulgulari yeniden isa edebilmek
icin, gercekle ylzlgnek icin gereken gice insani bir gga yoluyla bir devrimin,
kayngsl olarak dgistirir. Bu epistemolojik ve ontolojik bulgular gliniimm durumuna,

hakim modern Bati bilinci tarafindan formile edieden daha uygundur.

Anahtar Sézcukler: benzersizlik, altist etmek, nmodginimuiz, devrim.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

“It was the meeting place of two worlds; day anghticame thither from two
opposite poles...The odd thing about it was theseéhworlds should border on each
other so closely.”
“Two Worlds,” Demian Hermann Hesse, 1958

“Ages are to be assessed according to fhesitive forces- and by this assessment
the age of the Renaissance...appears as thgréadtage and we, we moderns...of
scientificality — acquisitive, economical, machimeded — appear asneakage.”

“Expeditions of an Untimely Man,The Twilight of the IdolsNietzsche, 1888.
1.1 Preface: Educational Direction

The merit of any study is on its educative abifity the day in which one
lives. In the process of understanding the conditiof politics in the present world,
one resorts to recognized great thinkers. On dsmgdhrough the study, the reader
ponders to consider the general condition of liféghie present-day with comparison
to other times and other thoughts in history. Fitbie onset, one can better judge
the prognosis of the current condition: whethas iin progress or decline, whether
it has a strong form of civilization or a weak oride overall goal in political
science, or any science, is to identify the bemdfifeatures and relinquish the
harmful. From this analysis, hopefully, one cannitfg the educational means to
re-vitalize the productive, and cast out the waskl For the most part, Machiavelli
continuously entices his readers to carry outttsg.

The educational direction in this work has arisempgy through the careful
readings of Machiavelli’'s works. That experienceelt, set up the implication that
he is significant not only for his time, but fortdwe times. One quickly obtains the
impression that, after his time, his teachingsraoee essential for this day. In the
search of this inference, the study began throdmgh mhain themes of history,
religion, power, and authority; the choice for taaabjects of study was made for
the simple reason that they are obviously impor@niachiavelli.

Through a study of these four main themes a cea@sreness was revealed

that was augmented as the study moved from one toghe next. This work will
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reveal that growing incentive, and use it as arcational approach to display the
repercussions this study has on understandingahditons of the present-day. It
will reveal not only an awareness, but a meansstonulating growth on the
essential features of the civilized world that atenitted in a decline during our
time. The augmented development in the study ofwaisks, with his contentious
approach, makes Machiavelli’'s educational methoditféd for a better
understanding of our age, and previous ages. ttefothe reader to ponder the
difficult evaluation of human nature. This can rigatbe seen in his focus on the
four main themes.

His relevance for today on these matters is gee@rdirstly, from the
appearance that experiences during the Renaisganeeperiod are somewhat
similar to ours. The Renaissance, the time perad Machiavelli lived through,
comprised of the fall of Medieval Ages, with thegb®wing of a new age,
modernity. The “man of the Renaissance” lived “bedw two worlds” (Renaissance
Humanism: http://www). This fall of one world andése of a new one makes
Machiavelli important for our present-day, sincee tmodern world is falling
towards another “new yet unknown age” (Arendt 1969: the argued “end of
modernity,” which equals the notion of the “endhadtory”: “An experience of the
‘end of history’ seems to be widespread in the tvegm-century culture” (Vattimo
1990: 4-5).

The modern notion of the “end of history” can haegious interpretations.
In the theories of the latter modern period, it waaceived as an indicator of the
superiority of Western civilization, the “crowningolitical achievement of the
West” (Kaplan 2000: 98). But in our contemporaryipa, with the experiences of
the twentieth century, it appears to display thpasjite assessment. This process
will also be revealed in this work, as will thedess taken from it. The knowledge
of the rise and fall of Medieval Ages in Machiavekemingly corresponds to the
present-day, with the ensuing knowledge of thears#fall of modernity.

Today, we live in “a time of transition” (NietzschE74: 302). It is a
threshold between the modern world, and this newnown world. The basis for
analysis comes about from the recognition thangvibetween two worlds” is

living in a “time of crisis,” where it is difficulto comprehend the condition, and to
2



meaningfully act within it. The time of crisis iolwes a situation of turmoil and
upheaval, both politically and spiritually. In Ing through two centuries of
tyrannical despotism, leading up to the Renaissahee“triumph” of Christianity
fell into crisis. Former Christian rule turned intthe omnipotence of the state”
(Burckhardt n.d.: 9), with “the deliberate adapatiof means to ends,” joined to
“almost absolute power” (Burckhardt n.d.: 8), whigtoduced “despotism” in the
four great powers in lItaly, “Naples, Milan, the Bap, and Venice” (Burckhardt
n.d.: 26). With the experience of the catastropévents of the twentieth and
twenty-first centuries, the apparent “triumph of demity,” happened
simultaneously with “its greatest crises” (Caho@A86: 133).

Machiavelli’'s educational goal to his “time of ds$ is through something
uncommon in modern times, the use of historicahglary lessons, mostly from
ancient Rome, in seeking “to bring about the rébiof the ancient Roman
Republic” (Strauss 1973: 272). The first reactidrine many to such a statement,
and of Machiavelli’'s importance for the present-dayone of disbelief. How can
someone who wrote around 500 years ago be previalettie activities of today?
At not knowing all of the things that occurred aftes time, the development of
modern science and technology in forming the “Tetbgical Age,” and the
championing of democracy: how could Machiavellirbkevant for today? Modern
science and technology is perceived as being uniguéhuman history of
civilization. How can Machiavelli be influential atich a time that is dominated by
this new, unaccounted time of civilization?

Another constant question arises as to why he ealiohimself, a claimed
“extreme humanist” (Melograni 2006: bc), to be ipteted as someone completely
derogatory of humanist principles. Princes, paéts, scientists, and even
academics concocted Machiavelli as someone “EVil,eanptor,” a “discoverer of
ambition and revenge,” an “originator of perjurg,™synonym of the Devil,” with
the use of “cunning duplicity,” and the “exercizé lmad faith.” The associated
“Machiavellianism” created a “Mach | scale” used &y up-to date psychology
experiment to measure the psychological deficief@uthoritarian personalities in
their “ruthlessness, cold-bloodedness, and venge$sl” As Macaulay states: “We

doubt whether any name in literary history be soegeally odious as that of a man
3



whose character and writings we now propose toideris(Macaulay 1827: 259).
The first possible answer is that he is not undedst he is frequently
misinterpreted and misrepresented in the insinoatad his character.

There are various interpretations that do not elyticoincide with the focal
point of this work. Isaiah Berlin, a renown curretitinker, starts his “The
Originality of Machiavelli” chapter with numerousiramaries created over the last
five centuries. According to him, they form a “ctbwf subsidiary views and
glosses” (Berlin 1979: 25). Some are agreeablet aresdisagreeable, to the extent
that, there is, “a startling degree of divergenbeua the central view, the basic
political attitude of Machiavelli” (Berlin 1979: 25 There is an obvious
misunderstanding in what is “said and implied” iis works, which have caused
“profound and lasting uneasiness” (Berlin 1979:. Z&)ere are “differences of tone
between the two treatiseBl{e PrinceandThe Discoursdsas well as chronological
puzzles” (Berlin 1979: 26), that are difficult tersciously order. From these
intermixing conditions, together with the implicatithat Machiavelli is relevant for
today, a new interpretation is required with a highel of criticism on previous
comprehensions to perceive the real effects ofihigueness and originality.

To summarize the insights Isaiah Berlin (1979), Macelli is original by
providing a disruption in the classical forms ofhiljpsophy, metaphysics, and
religion” (Berlin 1979: 36-39). Another degree ahgarity, amongst Machiavelli’'s
time and ours, arises, since, in our contemporarnjog, a re-assessment of those
fundamental features are required. This task atugign is similar to that of the
present-day, to re-configure these essential emuedtprinciples to live and act
meaningfully in this world. Through his uniquenessd originality, Machiavelli
desired to re-formulate consciousness to a difteimework within his readers,
with a divergent view of philosophy, metaphysiasd aeligion. This was a primary
directive in Machiavelli’'s works; and it formulatasgoal to which this work will be
directed. It will examine the divergence from thassical elements of philosophy,
metaphysics, and religion, which persists under éuicational approach of
exemplary lessons. The similarities on these esddaatures to the contemporary
realm of study, makes Machiavelli relevant for pinesent-day.



In a divergent mindset, concentration on the fowinmhemes, history,
religion, power, and authority, can provide a fibasis for a new interpretation, to
embark today upon his “path not yet trodden by aerybin order to “hunt for seas
and lands unknown” (Machiavelli 1965: 190). Maclakivuses “newness” on his
most concentrated themes of history, religion, powad authority, to disrupt the
standardized philosophical and metaphysical approfthe Western tradition. As
such, it is the consciousness of being beyond mdgerthat is closer to
Machiavelli’'s pedagogical realm. In this mannes kessons are “wholly new,”
outside of the flawed misinterpretations and owsidl the modern sensibility of
“newness.” All four of these distinctive topics anterrelated, and, in the end, form
a new alternate foundational basis for comprehendamd acting upon the
conditions of today. The originality of Machiavelias provided a unique and
“new” educational approach in each of the four gesied themes that aid the
understanding of the world of not only his day, the present-day, and provide an
alignment of the future. The new interpretationl wely primarily on Machiavelli’s
primary works with those of other renown interpretesuch as Leo Strauss, Quentin
Skinner, J.G.A. Pocock, Hannah Arendt, as wellhasnhost recent authors, Joseph
Femia, Ross King, and Paul A. Rahe.

A proper interpretation rises above personal dedwe an honest depiction
of the works of Machiavelli. From the beginnings afclose study on him,
Machiavelli strongly entices his readers to do Bocan be stated that such a
consciousness has been withheld throughout theegntof this work. In the
process, it becomes necessary to outline the ddeatares generated in the study

of Machiavelli under the stated principles of higtaeligion, power, and authority.

1.2 The Structure of the Work

We know that the topic of history was very sigraft for Machiavelli, since
the first “Preface” in his the most insightful bgdkhe Discourses on the First Ten
Books of Titus Liviugl519), is entitled “The Value of History” (MachieNi 1965:
190). It traces the path from ancient times, toltéginning of modernity. With the
comparative history of time periods, this work wib the same; a historical

comparison of Machiavelli’'s work in relation to th¥estern tradition that followed
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him, up to the present-day. His renown historicaneplary lessons involve the use
of an intricate “historical cycle” (Wiser, 1982: @4 stemming from the ancient
cosmological consciousness, “the cosmological weidgv of the ancient pagans”
(Wiser, 1982: 141). The order of the cosmologicatld; its religious and political
participation, was “intra-mundane,” in this worlthe cosmological world view of
ancient paganism, which generated the view of astdtical cycle,” placed a
“cosmic sacrality” (Eliade 1959: 12) on the worlddathe nature of life on earth.
The general recurrence of historical conditionssdnet negate the importance of
recognizing temporal differences. In historical lgsis, the general and particular
are not necessarily contentious. On this prerogatiMachiavelli’'s historical
cyclical view can be considered truly “new.” Thaessues will be displayed in the
first chapter “The Workings of History.” The firsection includes detailed research
mostly from within Machiavell’'sThe Discourseswhile referring to essential
secondary texts, and small influenceJire Prince

The next section will be a comparative review vatiother prominent and
unique historian, to which Machiavelli is comparglthat is, Polybius; a one-time
Greek, who was captured at home, taken to Romdelen love with the “Eternal
City.” Machiavelli’'s distinction in this comparisors not ignored. It will be
followed by a study of his literary style of “histography,” the manner by which
he educates through his historical exemplary metAbtthe end of the chapter, the
opposition and consequences of the historicisrheldtter-day modern period with
that of Machiavelli will be displayed.

Religion is a topic that at one time was forgotbgnthe dominance of the
modern secular consciousness. As a current-daygicet scholar, Karen
Armstrong, relates, that the apparent ‘successectilarism given through modern
ideologies, where “religion would never again beeom force in international
affairs,” eventually would be altered. Through Ghan and Muslim
‘fundamentalists’, she claims, “religion has becoantorce that every government
has been forced to take seriously” (Armstrong 2000). The “fundamentalists
...as they are called,” are “convinced that they faghting for the survival of their
faith in a world that is inherently hostile to gbn” (Armstrong 2000: vii). It

involves a “war against secular modernity” (Armsiga2000: vii). For Machiavelli,
6



religion was a strong force in the disastrous coowliof Italy. It was easily abused

in order to comply to the forces of power. In hidgment the state of performance
of Christianity, both in world view and fiercer usé power, had condescended to
inhumane cruelty. Machiavelli insights with the rmmt-day return to the violent use
of religion, makes such a topic of pertinent impade for today.

The “preface” of “Religion,” will introduce the ainality of his ancient
conceptualization in comparison to Christianity,iethis an extended view of the
Western tradition. The main thinkers in the Chaistitradition will be briefly
summarized, as the path of thought is trailed thnouChristianity up to
Machiavelli’'s sense of religion. It will then stasith an overview handed to us by
pertinent contemporary thinkers. The following s&ttreveals the effects on the
“contrariness” of his sense of religion which isdito politics. It will be followed
by his “attack” on Christianity. Moses, a Biblid&gure important for Machiavelli,
will be next displayed through the articles of @mporary authors. The section
involves, in part, a re-interpretation of partsttoé Bible by showing Moses’ worth
through ancient religious values. More influenkabwledge is given from a new
conception of ancient religion — neo-paganism -hwibrief description of the other
three leading figures used directly Tine Prince Theseus, Cyrus, and, of course,
Romulus. They are displayed as both political algjious leaders under a newly-
valorized form of religion. It is followed by a sty of one political leader during
Machiavelli’'s time that abuses the Christianitymanipulate the people to acquire
power in politics. His tactics and failures provigi®od lessons for the present-day.

Under the ancient cosmological view, cyclical higigpagan religion, and
politics are closely tied. The very word religiore-ligare, has its Latin roots
derived from the Roman Republic, and literally meédo be tied back” (Arendt
1954: 121), or “to be tied again,” evidently to twsmological cycle. No matter the
keen recognition made by Machiavelli of the begngniof modernity, he
nevertheless returned - or tied himself back -h® ‘Roman religion” to analyze,
learn, and incite propositions for human actiomig own time. The inferred claim
would be that the lessons from ancient paganismheae an educational effect on
the present-day.



The topics shift more directly to politics in thellbwing two chapters,
“Power,” and “Authority.” In the present-day thertepower is almost synonymous
with politics. In the department of political solgy, it is “a key concept,” where
“power is defined as the capacity to achieve ongectives, even when those
objectives are in conflict with the interests ob#rer actor” (Faulks 1999: 1). In a
simpler yet eligible definition, power “can be seenthe ability to make others do
what one would like them to do” (Girdner 1999: 1Ihe numerous intricacies of
the concept of power is described in Hannah Aren@itie Human Conditian
Power “is boundless” (Arendt 1958: 201). “Under dumditions of human life, the
only alternative to power,” she claims, “is forceyhich is exerted by “the means of
violence” (Arendt 1958: 202 ). This “historical exgence and traditional theory,
this combination,” of power and violence, “is knovas tyranny” (Arendt 1958:
202). It is also essential in the current-day arguimof the divergent manners of
acquiring and using imperial forms of power that&ng incorporated in world
wide political performance. The chaotic conditiontaly during Machiavelli’s time
made him raise his attention to similar concernpafer, which is dominant in the
present-day.

The preface of the chapter “Power,” begins witlemporal comparison of
the Renaissance with the contemporary. It introgugecriticism in the beliefs
generated by the latter-day modern period. Suchit@igsm of modernity is the
“common knowledge” of the contemporary realm ofifoedl thought. It brings to
light the notion that Machiavelli can be more psht to the contemporary period
than the modern. On general principles, he infecsitwism of modernity. In the
next section, an oppositional comparison is madeddimpersonal’” component in
the understanding of the modern-state. It is foldvby a detailed analysis ®he
Princein relation to the aforementioned ideas. The mégemes inThe Princewill
be revealed under this new light, in comparisomtmern interpretations, where, it
will be suggested, are mostly misinterpretations.

Through the analysis on power, the distinction imitthat concept, which
Machiavelli uses throughout, has been worded asvépof necessity,” and the
“lust for power.” They correspond to Machiavelltepiction. Machiavelli clearly

makes the opposing contrast, of the “good” or “bamithin the term “power”
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(Machiavelli 1965: 1160). As Wiser relates, beingealist” he “acknowledged the
primacy of political power,” but, inThe Prince “he did not allow the reality of
mere power,” to recognize itself outside of “itpagpriate and inappropriate use”
(Wiser 1982: 138). Explicitly, in Chapter 34, Boblof The Discourseshe cites the
opposition, of “power that comes in lawful waysfidathe “power obtained in
unlawful ways” (Machiavelli 1965: 267). In Chaptdr of The Prince “Mixed
Principates,” through an entire paragraph on “iasieg power,” he identifies the
problems of “too much force,” and “too much authgriMachiavelli 1965: 15).
With the “use of force,” “cities...come to an eridat end, is either destruction or
servitude” (Machiavelli 1965: 1440). With this intelation of power and authority,
if power increases, failure likely arises: “whenngs and territory increase, enmity
and envy likely increase” (Machiavelli 1965: 126Bpwer can be used deceitfully,
or generously: “truly those powers deserve to hechavhich men usurp, not those
which men gain through liberality, courtesy, andheayesity” (Machiavelli 1965:
1397). These distinctions within the concept powehnjch is interrelated with
authority, is significant in the proper study oregb concepts in Machiavelli. The
distinct characteristics on power, the “lust foiyeo” and the “necessity of power,”
are other features that make him unique and impbrta

The preface of “Authority” will display its “intealations” with power. For
Machiavelli, the best example of a great authastiy the mixed constitution of the
Roman Republic, which existed before the rise omRi imperialism. The next
section investigates Machiavelli's lessons throtighfall of the Roman Republic to
the corrective use for the Renaissance, and fairdutimes, the current-day
condition. It will be followed by contrasting viewsf liberty and hierarchy as
essential for a healthy authority. The section evolution severely questions the
worth of so-called “modern revolutions,” which idicded by a study of
Machiavelli’s understanding of revolution, and thgb the works of a significant
contemporary thinker, Hannah Arendt. Lastly in ¢hapter, authority, an essential
element that is almost lost in present-day politiestually can subvert the
foundational principles of the Western traditionhigh have currently been
questioned in the field of study generated by aopi@rary political thought.



The origin of authority comes from the term gereslatiuring the Roman
Republic -auctoritas. Machiavelli is in line with the great writers, as author -
auctore- of the past, where authorityauctoritas- was one of its main features.
Rome, the “Eternal City,” and related ancient grestders, were re-born — a
Renaissance in Machiavelli’'s work and his nativg, dtlorence. A fruitful authority
involves the public acceptance and the willingnekobedience for the rulers,
whose leadership is acquired by their dignifiedfqrenance for public concern.
This can otherwise be stated, as the ancient fdarmepublicanism, which is
significantly different than the modern.

Today, the use of the term authority suggests @emdorce of power, which
diminishes true authority. A new contemporary apploin the study of authority
arises. At the present-day, the legitimization ofharity comes into question. A
new era of politics is beginning with the manipivatuse of legitimacy. We see its
use in “legal authority” and legitimate authoritiyi’ political administration. Often,
the legal rule may not be legitimate: “A governmemty have legal authority to
rule, but not have legitimate authority” (Girdné&9DB: 18). Such a statement can be
the tool for a good judgement of the relations leetvpolitics and the civil society.
‘Authority’ can easily turn into authoritarianisras has been seen in retrospect of
the Soviet regime and the Nazi regime of Natiorati&8ism. In the present-day,
the dominance of power almost erases true authofitye resemblance of
Machiavelli’s condition of the downfall of authoyitwith the present-day will be
displayed through the works of Max Weber, with hisown three types of
authority, the traditional, charismatic, and bu@atic, and with the world-wide
contentions between religious authority and pdlteuthority. Machiavelli can be a
source to educate on the contentions between pamerauthority. Machiavelli’'s
treatment of the contentious struggles is, in dg&femays, can be directed towards
our present-day condition.

Authority can be formed as a venue to challenge dherpowering of
politics today, and becomes an essential lessqrasent-day politics. Authority
does not involve “oppression, threat, punishmemtcd, or violence.” Authority —
auctoritas — is a foundational cornerstone by which an arciearm of

republicanism is formed that is continually augneenh the performances of duties
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for civic loyalty, and confirmation of a civil rgfion dedicated towards public care.
It contains with it, the lessons taken from hisf@y a means to return to the strong
principles of the past to be adapted to preserditions.

Machiavelli could sense the changes from the dakstonception of
politics to the beginning of the modern, from whiwh perceived, more clearly than
anyone at his time, the future nature of politiggachiavelli places himself in a
delicate position, where he must properly justiffjnalv could otherwise be
renounced; and the sense of the required “newriessdt to completely dislodge
the foundational principles upon which to establmitical order. To do such a
task, requires a different approach from the statigkd classical tradition of both
power and authority.

In the last main chapter, the “evaluation” of Maulkglli for contemporary
political thought will be revealed through the taas of established lessons from
the previous four chapters with the conditionshaf present-day through the use of
history, the struggles within religion and secudarj the dominance of power, and
the forgetting of legitimate authority. The focu$ the lessons acquired of
Machiavelli’'s works will be applied to the notednciitions of the present-day. The
present-day conditions will be revealed by conterapothinkers of the twentieth
century. It will display the effects of Machiavé&liunderstanding of the four main
themes — history, religion, power, and authoritjhas on the present-day. The

consequences of this study will be expanded updineiconclusion.

1.3 Re-Positioning Machiavelli: A Lead-in to the Man Argument

After these introductory descriptions of the cotdeaf this work, we have
seen an exchange of examples and insights fromndistne periods. In doing so, it
infers that such an exchange is productive edutatio It displays Machiavelli’'s
educational method of exemplary lessons, whichuoes$ the use of lessons from
the past onto the present. It incorporates a taggtiactice through divergent times
in history that are nonetheless usable. Therefbeedistinctive recognition of time
periods becomes important in this study. Machiawskd lessons primary from the
ancients, from the Roman Republic, in order to esslrthe requirements of

knowledge, analysis, and meaningful action in haéy dvhich was growingly
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becoming meaningless. He uses primarily the arcitenéducate his “moderns.” As
such, this attempt at a new interpretation mudtyregpthe continual question as to
whether Machiavelli was ancient or modern.

Leo Strauss, in his famoughoughts on Machiavelligenerally implies that
Machiavelli is modern, albeit with a seemingly mnofhd insight of his ancient
influence. J.G.A. Pocock states that Machiavellnisstly ancient. For Ross King,
he is a “strikingly modern thinker” (King 2007: 237 omplexities are certainly
involved in passing such a judgement of antiquitymadernity. Pocock displays
this in the importance of understanding Machiaigellnique form of ‘newness’ and
what the “moderns” use:

When he talks of the need for ‘new modes and ordegs

means that such modes and orders must be securely

founded on the practice of antiquity and will bethe

normal pre-modern sense that they will be renevibd,

world’s great age begins anew, the golden

years return’ (Pocock 1978: 104).
Pocock is critical of the modern process. But then asserts, that with “this
contemporary Machiavelli,” his “immediacy to ushistory can only obfuscate”
(Pocock 1985: 571). But Pocock equates the “conteanp” with the “modern.”
There is no distinction between the two. Most comderary thought, especially
after the influence of Nietzsche, who has beerptiraary influence of Heidegger,
Arendt, Foucault, Derrida, George Grant in the tieth century, denounces
modern values. A key factor of this work rests lo@ distinction between modernity
and the contemporary, which is tied to the atteropta re-birth in ancient
consciousness. This investigation will be carried throughout the analysis. The
lessons taken from his ancient teachings will beoiporated into not only his
“modern” time, but ours as well.

We have indicated that the relevance of Machiaviedigins with the
resemblance of being in the declining world of Me@il Christianity that is similar
to our world, the decline in modernity towards“ésd.” On the debate as to being
ancient or modern, as we will see throughout thaskwit is adequate to suggest
that he is dependent on the ancient realm for Hiscational direction on his
present-day. But this does not negate his impogtamcthe modern time period, or
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more so, our present-day, the end of modernity. évaity can be inferred as a
grounds for criticism with the same intensity he fiar Christianity. Although there
are features of opposing values between modermity @hristianity, it can be
argued that the unity of the Western tradition wasintained though the
philosophical, metaphysical, and religious framédwan both Christianity and
modernity. On these factors, there is general anityl albeit with temporal
oppositions of value. From opposing poles, they &dogether in similar general
principles philosophically, metaphysically, andigelusly. This work will reveal
these interrelations. It becomes essential to teélieananner by which Machiavelli
achieves the recognition made by Isaiah Berlin lieadisrupts the classical sense of
philosophy, metaphysics, and religion, which, imeal, still persists in modernity.
If his manner is acceptable and productive, thersheore relevant for today than
previous time periods. Machiavelli is engaged niticcsm of modern values even
before they became prominent. For contemporarkéng) it is argued that to tackle
our modern condition, a return to the past is néedee outside of the Western
tradition to resolve the flaws in that traditionhése arguments, with such an

contemporary approach, will form the central footithis work.

1.4 Precursor: Towards the Concluding Remarks

His educational path of a comparative return topghst to understand the
present is nonetheless analogous with the retuan‘toundational antiquity” called
for in our contemporary realm of political thouglat, a similar “time of crisis.”
Gianni Vattimo, a contemporary scholar in politidhbught and compatriot of
Machiavelli, in his book entitledThe End of Modernity(1990), states: “the
theoretical and practical revolutions of Westerrstdy are presented and
legitimated for the most part as ‘recoveries’, rits, or returns” (Vattimo 1990: 2).
This “new” need of recovery stems from the real@atthat we, too, are living
“between two worlds,” where the previous “moderndnd view is collapsing, and
a new unknown world is beginning.

To understand the situation at the beginning oftwenty-first century, we
must come to know what it really means to be “modethrough its historical

comparison to the past, and to consider, perhapat will arise in the future. The
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basis of this analysis stems from the controvers@l that Machiavelli proposed
readers are not only those during his time, butélaeers of the future. A part of the
educative approach generated in this dissertaigoa, repetition of Machiavelli’s:
the study of history - the times of the past -ddretter understanding of our present
condition.

This lesson on newness is essential for the pre&gniposition which is
contrary to the ‘newness’ contrived in the modeetidh of “progress in history”
with a misapprehension of the “end of history”: Wie see the post-modern not only
as something new in relation to the modern, but atsa dissolution of the category
of the new — in other words, as an experience le¢ #nd of history” (Vattimo
1990: 4). In reality, the modern “vision of histoag progress,” with “the idea of
history as a unitary process,” is “rapidly dissotyi (Vattimo 1990: 6). Machiavelli
had the awareness that the knowledge of historyined) a proper selection of
“new” remedies for the “new” condition. Historickhowledge requires prudence,
and calls for judgement in both remembering anddtimg events in history, for a
productive alignment to the present. This is sthémeNietzsche who knew of “The
Advantages and Disadvantages of History for LifEhis is a foundational premise
for the future readers of today: the careful undaiastudy of history, to help align
our judgements from lessons of historical evemtsttie decisions of today. This is
the premise for interpreting and evaluating Machii#g educational approach.

Machiavelli’'s sense of “newness” is comparablehe hewness advocated
by Vattimo at the end of modernity: “new is iderd with value through the
mediation of the recovery and appropriation of fbendation-origin” (Vattimo
1990: 2). For Machiavelli, “the concept of foundatiis central, if not paramount”
(Arendt 1954: 136). The inferences from his worke @nfluential in a re-
formulation for a “new” understanding of philosophwetaphysics, and religion,
and their reliance on current-day politics. They also original in the necessitated
re-formulation of the foundations of the Westeadition and political philosophy.

Machiavelli’s originality, which has caused manysmmderstandings, is
actually the fruitful element of his works that iseful for education today.
Machiavelli’'s originality can provide a means tedt the “disintegrated character of

this time” (Nietzsche 1967: 14), as “nihilism starat the door” (Nietzsche 1967:
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7). The period of his life, the Renaissance, is garable to ours, a transitional time
of crisis, where he produced a creative criticalggogy to a condition like ours, on
the brink of nihilism; and therefore, Machiaveih, tackling his condition, is more
relevant for political thought today, than what Ipasviously been claimed. If there
can be an alternative foundation for understandimg condition in “times of
transition,” it can rest to some degree on MacHlaf@ a creative response to a
similar time of crisis, with a critical yet proding educational approach. With this
recognition, Machiavelli’'s educational approach banadministered to our time as
well, a time more closely aligned to the new yeknown world, which envisages
“the taking leave of modernity” (Vattimo 1990: 3Jhere are compatibilities
between Machiavelli’s educational approach and dfidhe contemporary realm of
political thought. Contemporary thinkers argue dor temporary condition as the
“end of modernity,” just as Machiavelli taught ofiet end of the Christian
theological world. Both realms of political thougteek to perceive and relate to a
new yet unknown future world.

The main argument in this dissertation, that Maatliais more relevant for
contemporary political thought than the thoughtsnofdern times, comes from this
recognition of his originality and contention agsinthe Western tradition. This
acknowledgement renders the argument that his reseanticize the on-coming
changes identified as modern politics. Machiav&iiok on an entirely new
character” (Strauss 1973: 269), creating a “repectf certain elements within the
tradition of Western political thought” (Wiser 198235), making an “extreme
step,” where “political philosophy broke with thiagsical tradition” (Strauss 1973:
269). Although there are many arguments that claiin to be worthless for the
human concern of the present-day, the approadiismiork attempts to display the
opposite: that, in confronting the reality of fagia declining world, requires a
renewal of human principles that are long forgatterhis time, and ours; of placing
virtue, nobility, honour, and excellence back irth® political framework. This
work will attempt to show that Machiavelli is stillith us, especially in the realm of
contemporary political thought, which also seekgdgain the positive elements

that have been lost in the present-day.
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With Machiavelli, one can infer the importance afeagth as a merit for
sound judgment in the acceptance of the strifeadf dife in the tension of “being”
and “becoming.” This tension is prominent throughbis works, and forms the
basis of the renewal of the classical philosophica¢taphysical, and religious
approach. Under these conditions, the pursuit bflig honour, glory, excellence,
is to be done with no everlasting stable or mavahfiation. A foundation is to be
done within the cyclical ebbs and floods of timel awature, yet with not disbanding
the attempt for a foundational cornerstone thaivedl an adjustment to divergent
conditions. From these foresights, the conclusibrthts work will describe the
contribution emanating from the study on Machiayelhd how he makes ideas
relevant for the contemporary condition.

Under these conditions, his educational goal isohdyanalysis, stemming
towards a prognosis for a newly conceived venugatitical “action” divergent
from the modern conjecture, with a re-formulatioh hastory, a new form of
religiousness, all married with the possibilityatontemporary form of authority,
with the proper use of power. In the productive teamporary framework,
“newness” is newly conceived from lessons of thetpa cognizance that seems
ironic, but only so in modern consciousness, ofciwhsertain elements should be
bypassed. These goals are all perceived throudioaest display of Machiavelli’'s
education, which calls for a, now, new assessmettieonature of things. A new
consciousness is called for, which is a “new” nettor the ancient. This “turning to
the ancients” was partially accomplished in thelthgatalian civil society during
the Renaissance; therefore, it can occur againseRtly, we need a new
Renaissance
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CHAPTER II
THE WORKINGS OF HISTORY IN MACHIAVELLI

Romulus his grandsire’s throne shall gain,
The people the Romans call, the city of Rome.
To them no bounds of empire | assign,
Nor terms of years to their immortal line.
Even haughty Juno, who, with endless brails,
Earth, seas, and heavens, and Jove himself turmoils
At length atoned, her friendly power shall join,
To cherish and advance the Trojan line.
The subject world shall Rome’s dominion own,
And, prostrate, shall adore the nations of the gown
An age is ripening in revolving fate
When Troy shall overturn the Grecian state,
And sweet revenge her conquering sons shall call,
To crush the people that conspired her fall.
Virgil, Aeneid

Not to know what occurred
before one was born,
is always to remain a child.
Cicero

Time present and time past
Are both perhaps present in time future,
And time future contained in time past.
If all time is eternally present
All time is unredeemable.
“Burnt Norton” Four QuartetsT.S. Eliot

2.1 Preface: Time Periods in History

Since the identity of historical time periods ssential for understanding the
main goal of this work of displaying the relevarafeMachiavelli on the current-
day, a general and brief description of the namex tperiods is required: the
ancient, the source of the Western classical toaditearly and Medieval
Christianity, the Renaissance, the numerous elesmainthe modern age, and the
end of modernity.

The ancient identity has been construed as pithtd source of the Western

classical tradition. It involves the “pre-Socratitime period, with influences
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outside of Athens and Greece. Antiquity obviousigludes the Roman Republic,
which started with the virtuous activities of Ronmsil the beginner of Rome, who
lived circa 771BC- 717BC. One venue of “ancientdmng’ identifies its beginning
with the beginning of Rome, just as “classical @quity” is the beginning of Greek
history at roughly the same time peridudtp://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/RomarRepub
lic: 1).

In the history of political thought, the Westetassical tradition begins with

Plato, who wrote, to a large extent, the dialogefeSocrates. In the introduction to
the bookThe Collected Dialogues of Pla{@961), the producer of the introduction
and editor, Huntington Cairns, states: “THESE DIAROES...have been praised as
the substance of Western thought” (Cairns 1961). Xihey are “the chief lines of
the Western world view,” and that “a return to theights of these dialogues is a
return to our roots” (Cairns 1961: xiii). This isndlar to the comments made by
James Wiser in the opening paragraph of Part le“Classical Tradition,” that the
“Hellenistic civilization of the fifth and fourthentury BC has had such an immense
attraction for Western society” (Wiser 1982: 3).thVa list of well-known Greek
figures, from Aeschylus to Heraclitus, it formulhtéthe basis for the most
important pillars of modern Western civilizationV{ser 1982: 3).

The next phase in the Western tradition of thouglats the rise of
Christianity seen in the works of St. Augustine43830 AD), whereby history
formed a new apocalypficdirection for a Redemption from the sinful earthly
world, to an eternal life with God in heaven. Thgoealypse was either the
relinquishment of man’s life on earth, or the coet@ldestruction of the planet.
Later on in St. Augustine’s life, he was not sorexte and found meaning in
Christian faith to enhance the need for peace oniwersal level. Nevertheless, he
raised the tension between political relevancy @hdstian principles, or, in other
words, “between the temporal and spiritual powef@/iser, 1982: 103). This
tension became “one of the major issues througtivaitMiddle Ages” (Wiser,

1982: 103), which only disappeared through thegtization of religion with the

! The “Apocalypse,” coming from “the Book of Revatat’ of the Bible, refers to the notion of the
“end of the world”. The end of the world is the teof history,” a Christian consciousness that gets
secularized in modern political thought towardsehd of superiority.
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Protestant Reformation. The attempt to find a hawyrwetween these two realms of
power was a major concern for St. Thomas Aquin22%11274 AD), who lived
through the late period of Medieval Christianitytie thirteenth century AD. It also
made for the “confusion” of Marsilius of Padua, wiadsted after St. Thomas and
before Machiavelli. Though “between 1000 and 13@hynof the essential features
of the modern nation state system began to appéaid not appear in Italy (Wiser
1982: 131).

It was from the lack of feudal arrangements irylthat did not allow a
strong monarchy to rise in power over a nationarded stage, as it did in France,
England, and Spain: “in France, Spain, and Englaad so organized that at the
close of its existence it was naturally transformeatb a united monarchy”
(Burckhardt n.d.: 4). The Italian peninsula “wasgidéd among five political forces:
The Papal States (which were, in fact, a collectbbrsemiautonomous fiefdoms
acknowledging some sort of theological tie to tlopd); Florence; Milan; Venice;
and the Kingdom of Naples” (Wiser 1982: 133). Nariehe five political forces
could impose a strong design upon others to foromiéication of Italy. There
existence,

was founded simply on their power to maintain ft. |

them for the first time we detect the modern pacditi

spirit of Europe, surrounded freely by its own inets,

often displaying the worst features of an unbridled

egoism, outraging every right, and killing everyrge

of a healthier culture (Burckhardt n.d.: 4).
From this weakness, the lItalian city-states hirestaenary troops, which brought
foreign powers to rover through and take over paft#taly. The Renaissance in
Italy had to face a large amount of instability political rule. Nevertheless, it
formed a distinctive time period, from the fall edieval Christianity, to the rise
of a new world called modernity. Machiavelli's wearlare clearly identified with
“the birth of modernity” (Wiser 1982: 129)

As Cahoons states, “It is impossible to recountdhematic changes that
stimulate European modernity” (Cahoone 1996: 2®).ittludes nonetheless, “the
voyage discovery of the fifteenth century, the Estant Reformation of the
sixteenth, and the scientific revolution of theessteenth, to name a few” (Cahoone
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1996: 27). As Wiser (1982) states, “tthevotia modernand thevita moderna led
to the rise of Luther in the Protestant Reformatiexmd can easily be conceived as
the beginning of the separation of Church and stéfeser 1982: 150). These
elements were related to the “Protestant” value'sdividualism, voluntarism, and
nationalism” (Wiser 1982: 151). The rise of Proaesism in the late sixteenth and
early seventeenth centuries occurred at the sameragdife-time of Hobbes. In the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, “a new wadd” arose, which would
eventually “create a neworld,” where the “rhythm of life” was “dictated by
machines rather than by nature” (Cahoone, 1996:I12Was “the beginning of an
accelerated process of change whereby modes nglthiat had altered little over a
thousand years would eventually be turned upsigdentigCahoone 1996: 27). The
new world created by the “Age of Reason,” or theg&fof Enlightenment,” started
the legacy that the human could construct “humaniesg materially and
politically” (Cahoone 1996: 27). It was the legaoy “the simple, profound,
unquestioned conviction of Reason, Freedom, andress” (Cahoone 1996: 27-
28). But this legacy had criticism from the stdithese abrupt changes in life meant
an abrupt loss, of “community, tradition, religiofamiliar political authority,
customs, and manners” (Cahoone 1996: 27-28). Adl, \atleast “transformed,” or
“utterly displaced” (Cahoone 1996: 28).

The later modern period is identified in the wodsnof Hegel and Marx.
Even though they had an extensive criticism of moithe and of any remnant of
Christian dogma, they did not relieve Progress ftbeir critical framework. As
such, they did not relieve themselves of their ax@rsions of German idealism, a
modern ideological standpoint that is now arguellaasng little to do with the real,
after the destructive events of the twentieth agntu

In the rejection of the Hegelian education to tdsolute” in a contorted
version of the “Divine Revelation,” Nietzsche begancomplete criticism of
modernity. Modernity brought about the conditionendy “Nihilism stands at the
door” (Nietzsche 1968: 7); a “nihilism” that “is ated” in the “Christian-morale”
(Nietzsche 1968: 7). With its “nihilistic conseqees” in “contemporary natural

science,” the “ways of thinking in politics and eomics,” and with “the position
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of art in the modern world absolutely lacking ingomality,” the modern world has
brought about its own end (Nietzsche 1968: 8).

The “end of modernity” is identified equally withé contemporary realm of
political thought, whereby Nietzsche is its primagurce. It therefore extends to
Heidegger, Arendt, Derrida, and Foucault, and #léoinfluential twentieth century
thinkers. The comparable reference of the works Mdchiavelli and the
Renaissance with these mentioned time periodssenéal in the main argument in
this work. The Renaissance, as a distinctive tiexod that faced the downfall of
one world-view with the rise of another largely aokwn world, is similar in
generality to our time, to our world.

The Italian Renaissance formed a heralded timegewhereby Nietzsche
called it “the lastgreat age” (Nietzsche 1990: 102). Jacob Burckhardt, tlmstm
noteworthy historian of the Italian Renaissancentdies its beginning with the
fourteenth century. This would include the workingfsthe later life of Dante
(1265-1321), the full lives of Petrarch (1304-1374d)d Boccaccio (1313-1375).
The Northern Renaissance was formed after the dpoéehumanism from the
ltalian Renaissance in the late fifteenth cent@ilblert 1997: 1)2 It was closely
linked to the Protestant Reformation of the 16timtaey. As Gilbert, a recent
historian states, “the Northern Renaissance,” alagms an attachment to “the
scientific revolution,” that started at the middiethe 16th century but moved into
the Enlightenment period of the eighteenth cen{@ybert 1997: 1). The “Age of
Enlightenment” consisted of “the spirit of optimisnm the new age of modern
science, generated from the scientific revolutiwhjch gave promise for control
over nature through its mechanical rationalism angbiricism (Wiser 1982: 229).
As one can see, there were significant differenoesveen the early and late
Renaissance.

The distinction of the Italian Renaissance, asiatohcal epoch, has caused
a continual debate upon the on-going identity ef Renaissance that also occurred
in Northern Europe, including the Protestant Reftron. The activities that were

focused upon in the “Northern Renaissance,” suclndiwidualism, the idea of

2 Often, as we will see, the dates at the starteawadof a time period or age are not entirely
consistent. The following dates of time periods@mmonly accepted by most scholars.
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freedom, the divergent political and religious afa and even the “scientific
revolution,” can find a source in Renaissance ltelgwever, even with these very
basic continuities and resemblances, the Italigtirditiveness in Renaissance still
remains. The reforms in the Reformation made tbein distinction that did not
match the “political and historical insight,” thefflorescence of creative power” in
the “literary artistic genius,” nor the “philosoghi activity” of the Italian
Renaissance (Gilbert: 1997: 1). It is argued that“scientific revolution,” which
continued into “the beginning of the eighteenthtagn” includes “developments
that depart drastically from the ‘spirit of the Resance’,” dictated by Jacob
Burckhardt in his work,The Civilization of the Renaissance in Italwhich
“remains the most significant book ever writtentba subject,” and relied upon in
this work, for a historical understanding of thaliin Renaissance (Gilbert 1997:
1). This chapter will reveal that Machiavelli digpt an utter distinction in his
educative use of history that has no resemblancehéo other forms of the
Renaissance. It is original and unique: one thatignetrically opposed to the
modern belief in history associated with “the stienrevolution,” or progress in
history.

We have seen throughout this depiction of time qu;i the continual
presence and absence of previous and new worldsyeweentuated at points where
the reputed old world is crumbling, and a new featworld is only beginning its
appearance. This is similar to Machiavelli’'s worldnd our world. For its
understanding of being at a “time of transitiongtween two worlds, one must
identify the presence and absence of both worlds.

2.2 Exemplary Lessons in Machiavelli's Use of Histg

Knowledge of history is required in assessing tawire of your own time,
in comparison to the historical of other times, esthworlds, and other people.
Machiavelli's use of history is a new re-telling tife former works of history.
Newness arises from the knowledge of events thatiqus historians could not
obviously know. Yet, the knowledge and the useref/ous historians and political
thinkers can aid to better the understanding ofineabf conditions today, and in
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future times. This displays the reciprocal worthhidtory for education, and it
forms the basis of Machiavelli’'s approach.

In repeating Machiavelli's educational process, Ust look at his own
understanding of history and its use. Let us béginooking carefully at the title
itself in his largest workThe Discourses On The First Decade of Titus Ljsuxe
there is much scholarly debate on the history axdoy Machiavelli and its
relation to Titus Livius. Machiavelli has had the distinctive period of bigt the
rise and fall of civilizations, that forms a quissential element in this work, with
the complete downfall of the Roman Republic, thenRo Empire, and the rise and
persistence of Christianity for a millennium andhaf that Titus Livius did not.
Therefore, it should be no surprise that Machiaslers matters in history that
Titus Livius could not. This does not make Machlav@dmeone who “explicitly
questions the authority of Livy*"Let us move on by just stating that Titus Livius
provided the basis for Machiavelli’s criticism ohfstianity through the splendour
of Roman republican history, her politics, and hetigion. With respect,
Machiavelli reinforces the works of Titus Liviug.dnly 35 out of 142 of Livius’

works have survived through “the malice of the dgelschiavelli’'s work enhances

® The title in Italian id Discorsi sopra la Prima Deca di Tito Livi&ince the relation of Machiavelli
to Livius is of academic importance, the meaningd ase of $oprd’ becomes important.Soprd

can be used in a various ways. It is as if MacHiew@s playing on its multitude of uses. It can
mean being “beyond,” “above,” or “on top,” and ateased upon,” that has a lower recognition, and
this is a tact that he used in the “DedicationTh& Princethe play of the higher and the lower
hierarchical distinctions. The word “on” in Englidbes not suggest as much as being “above” Titus
Livius, as the Italian wordsbprd does. Yet Soprd can also mean “about” or “based upon.”
Machiavelli’s work can be both “based upon” andytyed,” or “on top.” Since his works are at a
later point of history, he naturally should be “abbor “beyond” Titus Livius. But this does not
subjugate Livius as is commonly argued. Machiagelliork is naturally beyond that of Titus

Livius. But this does not imply betterment, butyatjustment to understanding the present form of
the events of history since Livius’ time (Sasso@Q&L).

* Leo Strauss, “Machiavelli’s Intentionshe Discoursein Thoughts on Machiavell{(1958) page
141. The intricate research and profound insightso Strauss are, at times, beneficial. But he
often exaggerates certain aspects. One is thadisth of Machiavelli as being close to opposing
Titus Livius. Some of the references given in dreotes do not provide clear evidence of his
argument. Simply because Machiavelli adds someitist insight outside of the works of Titus
Livius available to us today, does not mean thaehelicitly questions the authority of Livy,” nas
he adamant about “pointing out the defective charaaf Livy’s History’ (Strauss 1958: 142). There
is only one clear example where Machiavelli extlijcicorrects’ Livius, but only by adding some
information of historical experiences that was pagsible for Livius. Often, Machiavelli clearly
cites Livius as being influential in the understisgdof his current condition (Strauss 1958: 141-
142).
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their worth. Let us have a clearer look at Machlidseprimary sources on the
nature of history and its merit on his educatiagroach.

2.2.1."Values in the ‘Gift’ of History ”

Machiavelli beginsThe Discoursedy sending a gift. The gift is the
“Dedication” itself of The Discourseso compatriot republican friends. Machiavelli
begins with a seemingly formal “Dedication,” butciintains a hidden criticism of
his current formalities in the political affairs bfs world. Much could and should
be interpreted from these proceedings. We will g@&inuous lessons where the
knowledge of history is required to evaluate thstpghe present, and provide
means to educate on the future.

In the “gift” allotted to his compatriot friends @abi Buondelmonti and
Cosimo Rucellal, to whom this work is addressed, he states, “I tssteout all |
know and all | have learned in the course of myglerperience and steady reading
in the affairs of the world” (Machiavelli 1965: 188The frequent use of words

judgments,

“just, judging,” the forming of “god laws,” indicates the concern
for justice in the “Dedication,” and implying a laof it in his present-day. Even
though Machiavelli admits, in a humble manner, ‘theverty of my talents,” the
“fallacy of my judgements” and the “many places dcdive myself,” he later
assures his friends, that with his “intention,”het “than the quality of the thing
that is sent,” he knows he has “made no error,thieosing that intention and
quality (Machiavelli 1965: 188). Within this ‘hun®l nature, he quickly gives
awareness of his current political and frequentohisal mistakes of those, “who

always address their works to some prince anddétinby ambition and avarice,

® Zanobi Buondelmonti participated in the anti-Mesdin republican conspiracy of 1522. Cosimo
Rucellai was the initiator of the republican Ontbgp, with which Machiavelli had association after
undergoing a permanent change in his life aftendpestracized from Florence, with a new
orientation to be a man of letters. As Quentin 8&ireveals: “he started to take a prominent part i
the meetings held by a group of humanistslaachti who forgathered regularly at Cosimo
Rucellai’'s gardens on the outskirts of Florencddarned conversations and entertainment”
(Skinner 1981: 49).

24



praise him for worthy traits, when they ought tarbe him for every quality that
can be censured” (Machiavelli 1965: 188).

The “theoretical” judgements on history, politiesid justice are taken from
the past, but are connected to his current pradtieeknowledge of “ambition and
avarice,” in history, of “praise” or “blame” in ntats of judicial politics, are
connected to his current necessity: the practiceviting to those who are not
princes, ones who are unable to “load” him “witHiads, honours, and riches”
(Machiavelli 1965: 189). Machiavelli implicitly sies that these are items that he
deserves. Machiavelli is displaying the invertedditbon of politics in Italy that is
similar to his chaotic personal condition, ostradiZrom the city he loved by the
overtaking of the republic, to which he was a Seeoy Chancellor of foreign and
military affairs, banished by the return to powérttte de Medici princeshiplrhe
Discoursegmostly relies on lessons on the attempt at a flegaubconstitution, not a
princeship, therefore an alternative to the commémbwn ways and means of
Italian unity stated in the last chapter Die Prince The existing princes have
power, but no authority, and the justice of goaddas upon authority, not power;
and for success, both are needed and must be acmated: “If men wish to judge
justly,” those who have liberty must be esteemeddMavelli 1965: 189). In other
words, that he and his republican companions des& who know how to rule a
kingdom,” not the actual rulers, who are “those ywwithout knowing how, have
the power to do it” (Machiavelli 1965: 189). Theyeahe ones who deserve to be
princes, not the current princes. The ones whoparees, do not deserve it. His
appeal to liberty is under republican virtues, vehdre people can, through their

® In the Italian version ofhe DiscourseDiscorsi Sopra la Prima Deca di Tito Liyiby Sasso, this
last sentence ends witkituperevole, which means “contemptible” or “shameful.” Gilbert
translates it awkwardly as “to be censured.” “Whggy ought to blame him for every contemptible
quality,” would have been better. Gilbert frequgnithnslates “shame” or “contempt” into
“censure.” Gilbert’s translation of the title of &bter X is “The Founders of a Tyranny are as
Deserving of Censure As Those of a Republic or Harg are Deserving of Fame.” But the Italian
version, ‘Quanto sono laudabile | fondatori d’una republicaliouno regno, tanto quelli di una
tirannide sono vituperabili,would have been better entitled as, “The Foundées Republic or
Kingdom are Praised with So Much Fame, as Much Basé of a Tyranny are Ashamed.” It seems
as though “censure” was a popular discursive founng Gilbert's time and place. But, as you will
see in latter citations, some of Gilbert's trarislag are suspicious. The tendency to modernize
Machiavelli is evident in the flaws in translationto interpretation. At times, it can be productive
but at other times erroneous. And, just as impdistattensure” is an ugly word that disrupts the
rhythm of Machiavelli’s written speech (Sasso 2088).
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virtuous recognition, participate in governancevamtever hierarchic level. This
form of republicanism would be a just authorityt yleose “who merely have the
power to be so” would be unjust (Machiavelli 19689).

The requirements for the new and just prince, withe authority, are
demanding. If his republican friends are pleasdati Wis ‘humble’ views, and if the
future readers foresee his satirical irony, he pses) as he says in the end of his
“Dedication,” to “go through the rest of tléistory, as in the beginning | promised
you” (Machiavelli 1965: 189). History is obviousfyrimordial. In other words,
there are a lot more significant matters in theureit— “the rest ofHistory.”
Machiavelli knew this and secretly inspired hisdea to “fill in his blanks,”
thereby learning from pertinent historical occuoes applying them on his own
temporal condition.

From this opening “Dedication,” a lesson can beivéer At times of
conflict, princedom is needed in dismal circumsémand dependent on actions of
power. But such princeship should only be temporaitye demands for noble
quality, virtue, excellence, and prudence shouldescape the consciousness of the
temporary prince. The true heroic leader must lvectkd towards the common
good at the beginning of a new alteration in poditiauthority. We also have a
response to the necessity of military action, oysvi@ avoid it, in order to sustain
authority and to relinquish unjust forms of power.

In the followingPrefaceof Book I, entitled “The Value of History,” dealing
with “the envious nature of men,” he embarks on etting new; that is, “to hunt
for seas and lands unknown” (Machiavelli 1965: 19 knows that it is difficult,
and that he may be easily blamed instead of prafsette men are more prone to
blame than to praise the doings of others” (Maa#liaxt965: 190). In doing what
he believes “will bring benefit common to everybddye must “enter upon a path
not yet trodden by anyone” (Machiavelli 1965: 190).

The ending of the paragraph displays his futurertation with this “path
not yet trodden” through the exemplary use of mist&ven though he admitted of
his “poor talents,” his “slight experience of preseaffairs,” and his “feeble
knowledge” of ancients, the future direction ofstinork is also repeated: “they [the

ancients] will show the way to someone who, withreng@igour, more prudence and
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judgement, can carry out this intention of mine”a®iavelli 1965: 190). His own

condition seems repeatedly ironic. Here is somedme says that he has inabilities,
but is willing to tread on an unknown path. Perhlaigsnabilities constitute another
lesson that can be interpreted as an acceptartbe ofture of human fortune, with
the recognition of the powers-that-be in the gdoisva the human in determining
the nature of life. He seems to know that he iglimgpin a “dangerous” way, using
a divergent method. And he also seems to know fisatask, as well, could be
commemorative.

He continues by identifying the lack of attentidnhgs current historians on
the imitation of the ancient, and their avoidance by his owrsgmée-day “modern”
multitude. All of the worthy ancient activities ‘@isooner admired than imitated”
(Machiavelli 1965: 190). For others, the respecttfee imitation of activities by
antiquity — an essential element for Machiavelhas been lost: “they are so much
avoided by everyone in every least thing that go sif that ancient worth remains
among us” (Machiavelli 1965: 190). He can only “nedrand grieve over it”
(Machiavelli 1965: 191). This is an example of thwdern ignorance he is
criticizing, and it can be repeated for the presiyt

He then explains the erroneous misuse of historybhystianity by being
“weak and ignorant,” in its opposition to antiquirom this “harm done” by “the
weakness that the present religion has broughthéoworld,” there are “great
numbers” who interpret history “without thinking all of imitating” the ancients
(Machiavelli 1965: 190). Such a poor understandihtghe world, by not thinking
of imitation, has colossal effects, as Machiavelli re-iterdtes key factor in that
famous statement of the lack of ancient understendif the cyclical nature of
history, a statement for which he is renown that“imitation” of antiquity is seen
by the modern as impossible: “rather they are sehmavoided by everyone in
every last thing that no sign of that ancient wagmains among us” (Machiavelli
1965: 190).

Even latter-day moderns have forgotten and leftadubeir study the key
factor of theimitation of the ancients. He knows the “modern” belief,enenthe
ancient belief in the sacred recurrence of natacaceptions, can no longer be

believed. Yet, even though he recognizes this lesgjghts back by obviously not
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rejecting a belief in the naturalistic conceptidnhestory, as the modern does, but
quite the opposite. Such a rejection, in accordh aitlose reading of Machiavelli's
“Preface,” is a downfall in human understandingtiié essential elements for a
heightened understanding and vitality of life, agrdwth in civilization. Such a
downfall was a product of his current-day actiwtie Christian forms of power.

His love and concern for the ancient is re-iteratelé simultaneously
marvels at their potential, but grieves at thessld~or all “the maladies” of his age,
the people do not realize the “recourse to the gutEnts or to the remedies that
have been pronounced or prescribed by the anciékisthiavelli 1965: 191). His
current civil laws, and to a certain extent, ev@m anes of this day, “are nothing but
the teaching of the ancient jurists” that affectur‘opresent jurists to judge”
(Machiavelli 1965: 191).

The importance of the ancient to his current-day imaplications for the
same procedure in our day. It involves a divergeterstanding of the worth in the
relations of the new and old than as it is in tbemon conceptualization. Not only
does he reveal the debt to the ancients, his mbdarkance displays that the ‘new-
old’ tapestry has been productive, and it can omtito be so. The purpose of such
a statement is not to follow concretely the ruleputated by ancient jurists. The
new must be an adjustment to the old in order t@pado the present temporal
conditions. “He makes that remark,” as Strauss mestin his Thoughts on
Machiavelli “in order to show that in limited or subordinateatters, modern men
do imitate the ancients” (Strauss 1958: 86). Asu&ts further re-iterates, one can
see that Machiavelli rises above even today’s modean, which is due to a
current-day acknowledgement of the flaws of the enodramework:

Modern men do not believe that ancient virtue can b
initiated because they believe that man now beldogs
different order of things than formerly or that lsistus

has changed or that he has miraculously transformed
(Strauss 1958: 86).

For Machiavelli, this modern belief in modern tremmmation to an entirely
different order is a false and harmful illusion.rifermore, “Machiavelli does not
deny that modern men differ from ancient men. Big difference, he holds, is due

entirely to a difference in education and in knalge of ‘the world™ (Strauss
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1958: 86). Moreover, it leads to the demand, “tmatdlern man must imitate the
ancients in the greatest matters” (Strauss 1958:E/&n though, as it would seem
for Machiavelli, that the ancients do have the paiiye recourse, “not a single
prince or republic now resorts to the exampleshefdncients” (Machiavelli 1965:
191)” It should be no wonder that part of the intentToe Discoursesand the
indirect intent ofThe Prince is “to prove the superiority of the ancients ke t
modern” (Strauss 1958: 91). Yet, they continuadyébeen relinquished.

For Machiavelli, this eradication of the ancientsnes from the weakness in
Christian religion and its education: “The prevagli unbelief concerning the
possibility of imitating ancient virtue is partlyd to the influence of Christianity”
(Strauss 1958: 86). Through “the weakness into lwhie present religion has
brought into the world,” and its “conceited laziagst does not engender “a true
understanding of books on history” (Machiavelli $9691). The Biblical demands
for humility and charity chastises the worldly glaf the ancients.

Yet, with this acknowledgement, Machiavelli stilbrdinues. Further on,
comes his famous saying, that for his own ‘modeem’nfjudging that imitation is
not merely difficult but impossible, as if the skipe sun, the elements, men were
changed in motion, arrangement, gmower from what they were in antiquity”
(Machiavelli 1965: 191). One can assess here tla@hMvelli condemns his current
- and even our current - modern belief, that thera fundamental change in the
nature of man, or the belief in man’s ability taolye his nature.

With the ancients, the ‘changes’ made in man wewdanmostly by
imitation from within the preconditioned human natu Among general sameness
are temporal differences, and adjustment to thequires an imitation of the
ancients in similar conditions. The general sameimeshe ancient eternal realm of
history is like the cyclical change of seasons.dde questions the general order of
spring, summer, fall, and winter, yet everyone kaodthat there are numerous
temporal differences in record on the particulasusences within the same season.

This metaphor of the changing seasons can be dpfgienost events of human

" Here he is speaking directly about the natureotifipal leaders. This displays a division between
the government and the civil society, particulanliytaly: the Italian Renaissance was truly a risbir
of ancient values and beliefs on a more moderndworl
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history, as far as the ancients and Machiavelli amcerned. But even
Machiavelli’'s “modern man” forgets about the powefsiature: he forgets of “the
sky, the sun” and imitating the ancients. Thisadisantageous forgetting has
become prominent as time goes on.

He is addressing this work not only to his comésti but to various modes
of political actors and students in political higtéhrough his multi-fold direction.
His intent is to entice, through hidden criticistne common political leaders and
administrators, and to educate the students aoftiidiae humanitiaglistinct during
the Italian Renaissance, to do intensive historigasearch and interpretation,
pointing towards significant action.

The imitation of the ancient for the use of exemplaistorical lessons to
correct errors in interpretation is done in his omork, as he write$he Discourses
to fulfill the works of Titus Livius, who lived dimg the last period of the Roman
Republic:

Wishing, then to get men away from this error, véa
decided that on all the books of Titus Livius whitte
malice of the ages has not taken away from ussit i
necessary that | write what, according to my knolgée of
ancient and modern affairs, | judge necessaryherbetter
understanding of them, in order that those who thase
explanations of mine may more easily get from thbat
profit® [benefit] for which they should seek acquaintance
with books [stories] (Machiavelli 1965: 191).

One can see that “the malice” of his ages prodigeithis “error” have taken away
a reliance on history to a large extent, a negatoyement that will increase in
modernity. His understanding requires the readingiare than one book, or more
than one story, as it does in the fruitful study &veryone on such matters.

Machiavelli directs this work;The Discoursestowards those beyond the idle

curious nostalgic, or the ideological intoxicatetlerance with an isolated and

® There is a certain suspicion generated by thetge words “profit” and “books” in this sentence.
The ltalian copy useatilita” (Sasso 2000: 56)yhich Gilbert translates as “profit,” angtorie’
(Sasso 2000: 56) that is translated as “bodUtlita is more closely translated as “benefit” or
“usefulness,” andstori€’ as “histories” or “stories.” During Machiavelli'#ne, “istoria” was used
for history. The word “profit” is used primarily i the rise of modern liberalism. Another modern
sentiment regards “stories” as not as academioadisited as books. This modern factor has also
changed in our contemporary times for praise inysttling. And besides, it would read better with
the other words | suggested instead of the onestsel.
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incomplete fragments of historical insight, or @hristians who refer only to one
book.

A good sense of history is obviously required foe understanding of his
own stories and histories. Again, Machiavelli dégfd that his historical lessons are
for students of the future: “I hope to carry itsnch a way that only a short journey
will be left for some other who will bring it tostdestined place” (Machiavelli
1965: 192). Yet, where is this “destined place,d avhen will it come about? It is
not an easy question to answer. The knowledgedbksito arrive at the “destined
place” can be developed from lessons on correcpraised, actions, and lessons
from erroneous actions, that are to be blamedtlyiiom this knowledge comes
the realization of the need for judicial decisi@msthe value of educational worth in

historical events.

2.2.2. Praise or Blame, Strength or Weakness:
Components in ‘New’ Values of Worth in History

Machiavelli takes on “new” and realistic measumdésvalue against the
common modern values. The worth in knowledge from@ngples comes alongside
the natural hierarchical stance of human natureerglsome are strong, others are
weak; where some can learn lessons of praise onehlget others cannot. The
acceptance of this reality of nature is requiradhis learning process, the lesson of
properly attributing praise or blame in the perfanoe of the scholars, the rulers,
and the people.

In the Discourses, 10, “The Founders of a Tyranny are As Desenahg
Censure [Shame] As Those of A Republic or Kingdore Peserving of Fame,”
Machiavelli criticizes the historians for praisinigose who are made famous as
tyrants, that should be “infamous and detestaldech as Caesar, who “have been
destroyers of religions, squanderers of kingdonts rapublics, enemies of virtue,
of letters, of any other art that brings gain omdwr to the human race”
(Machiavelli 1965: 220). We are too easily “deceiviey the glory of Caesar”
(Machiavelli 1965: 221). After expressing “the dgr@gfamy, shame, blame, peril,
and disquiet” of the tyrant, is a call to publicizeeself, to move out of the private,

by the knowledge and teaching of history, sincemfrcomparable history, if the
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characters are similar to the “Scipios rather thiha Caesars,” it would be
beneficial for all (Machiavelli 1965: 221). The gbteaders had “authority” rather
than the tyrannical ones who solely used powerh wib enlightening civil
authority. The deception of glory for Caesar, whidachiavelli criticized under his
sense of valorization, still continues today.

The following paragraph involves the criticism aktrians who falsely
praise Caesar when he should have been blamedvaig of criticism is clearly
opposed to the celebration of Caesar in our predmnt For those who carefully
“read history” with “the memory of the ancientshat is, with a “leading
component,? they should “not be deceived by the glory of Cdeg@slachiavelli
1965: 221).There is also a lesson on weak histeriand weak people. The
mistaken historians and people are easily brib&a:: those who praise him are
bribed by his fortune and awed by the long durabbrthe Empire, which, being
ruled under his name, did not allow writers to $péaely of him” (Machiavelli
1965: 221). The mistake indirectly includes theiggaof the Roman Empire. But
with “free historians,” Caesar is like Cataline,amh Cicero persecuted, “for Caesar
Is so much more blameworthy in proportion as on@aese to blame who has done
evil than one who has intended to do it” (MachiivEd65: 221). Some historians
and most people can be so false and weak thabthmg the blame of someone due
solely to the tyrannical leader’'s power: “Let aderaobserve too with great praises
they laud Brutus, as though, unable to blame Cdesaause of his power, they laud
his enemy” (Machiavelli 1965: 221).

The lessons from this chapter are essential. flalys that Machiavelli is

nowhere near “the Devil,” “the teacher of evil,’ethdiabolical soulless” character.
Even at contemporary times, empire and emperorsare valued than a republic

and their constitution, just as it was in Machigitetimes!® Such lessons have not

° With reasonable means, one can criticize the lmtios of one sentence in Gilbert's text from this
chapter: “if they read histories and get profitnfrthe records of ancient things.” The cited
statements in the previous section of this sentare@ot exact replicas. The disturbing use of “get
profit” is translated as it has been done beforkater from the Italian wordcapitale’ (Sasso

2000: 89). But obviously,capital€’ has nothing to do with the “profit’ of making mew, but the
other acceptable meaning which is used in the dieaeling component.”

%\We also see this in the “Preface” of Book II, whére people are “subservient to the fortune of
conquerors.” (Machiavelli 1965: 321) This is an myde that argues, that the breakdown of Rome
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been learned. The modern man for Machiavelli iscedtby power, and even an
imperial one opposed to the republic. When Caesassed a river that was a
limited boundary for the Roman military power, aimowvhere it had to disband
itself, Caesar went beyond that boundary to begirviawar with Pompey. This led
to Cicero’s famous statement that signified theidr@gg, of the end, of the great
Roman Republic: “the Rubicon has been crossed.hMaelli gave some praise to
the emperors after Caesar, but only those whovieltbsome of the precedence
established by the republic. In pursuing throughdhapter, he turns to the ancient
Roman Republic, by stating it was “their qualitidse good will of the people, the
love of the Senate” (Machiavelli 1965: 221), and llwng “in a republic,” as
“according to the good laws,” that the people whshwto live in similarity to the
Roman Republic deserve praise (Machiavelli 196%2)2®1achiavelli obviously
believes that ancient valuable lessons can beetpfaihis modern condition.

Another historical lesson is given a few chapteterl displaying the
relations of the new and the old within the tempaokanges in cyclical history of
the new remodelling of the government of a cityheTpeople should see “the
necessity of retaining the shadow of at least tdeneethod” (Machiavelli 1965:
252). A related example was given from the firstdrical period of the rise of the
Roman Republic. The elimination of a king for thesging mixed constitution was
done in a thoughtful and dignified manner, respectf religion and traditior
From this essential respect for foundational pples and the retaining a shadow of
the old, it is relegated as necessary for the ik effects of the new forms, or
the new “modes and orders”:

And this ought to be observed by all those who vitsh
wipe out an old form of government in a city anehgr

in a new and free form of government. Because,esinc
new things upset the minds of men, you ought gesto

began with the destructive “lust for power” of {heople and the Tribunes of the People during
Cicero’s and Caesar’s time. The three forms of guvent of the Roman Republic broke down into
theoptimatesand thepopularesfactions, where Caesar privately benefited fromiginerant
popularesby captivating their personal interests and lasfpower in his conquests in order to
capture Dictatorial rule over the breakdown of Réjman order.

! The elimination of the king was directed towarlds teligious sentiment of the “Sacrificing King,”
who was subordinated to the chief priest. Thisldigpthe importance of religion in ancient politics
This displays the importance of religion in currpntitics.
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have these upsetting changes retain as much oldhes

possible, and if the magistrates are different umber

and authority and term from the old ones, they khatl

least keep their names (Machiavelli 1965: 253).
Renewing everything completely is like being inyeahny, since such a renewal
requires absolute power: “he who intends to setampabsolute power, such as
historians call tyranny, ought to renew everythiiMgichiavelli 1965: 253). But a
good man rejects such cruel methods, as “any mghtdo avoid” them, rather
than to be “a king who brings such ruin on men”(ciiavelli 1965: 254).

In the introductory section of the “Preface” of Bddbof The Discourseshe
outlines a more distinct display of the recurreistdrical use to comprehend the
ancient-modern relations, and more particularlye thorthy use of history by
historians. First, Machiavelli identifies and aiies the use of nostalgia in some
historians and elderly men: “they praise not metkbse ages they know through
the accounts left by writers, but also those wlitkey, now being old, remember to
have seen in their youth” (Machiavelli 1965: 32But they bring about mistaken
assessments. Most of the nostalgic historians Sarsubservient to the fortune of
conquerors” (Machiavelli 1965: 321). He admits pgussibility of a mistake, since
“in ancient affairs we do not know the whole truifMachiavelli, 1965: 321). In
nostalgia, “those times of bad repute” are conckalad those bringing “glory” are
overly revealed. He unleashes himself from the Bstp use of the ancient to
criticize the modern (Machiavelli 1965: 321).

At this point, he seems in coherence with the modgsinion. But the
response is not to turn away from the past, butofhgosite to use the past more
forceably, without the mistakes that arise fronsthostalgic use of historyhe
praise of the past shoulibt be done through nostalgic weakness. And he even
admits that, at times, the past can be worse tapresent. The ardent man should
know when to use the past, and when to forget #st. i(Nietzsche’s recognition of
the “advantages and disadvantages of history fé” lis reminiscent of
Machiavelli’'s use of history. We see in Machiavalldirect appeal to strength and
honesty in the judgement of glory or a downfalthie historical evaluation. In other

words, we see the recognition of superiority anditariority in the past.
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The difference of approach, one being directed tdsigresent modern
study, or one towards the ancient, is upon thesassent or judgements of the good
or bad present-day condition. Such a judgementgasurement of the strength or
weakness in assessing the nature of historicalitonsl This judicial measuring
line distinguishes the good or bad use of histdémy‘complete knowledge” the
things you deal with are “in no respect hidden frgon, and you recognize in them
along with what is good many other things that ldiape you,” so “you are forced
to judge them inferior to the ancients” (Machiav&é®65: 321). Yet, “the present
may be superior”; therefore, it “may deserve muokater fame and renown than
the past” (Machiavelli 1965: 321). He, who is bamna state of a well-organized
government and “praises ancient times more thamtbdern, deceives himself”
(Machiavelli 1965: 322). But one who has praise tfeg ancient more than the
modern, “when the time has come for it to descemditd a worse condition,” they
“‘do not then deceive themselves” (Machiavelli 19622). It is obvious that
Machiavelli is living through a time of descent“®worse condition,” one of the
worst in Italian history (Machiavelli 1965: 322).

The following description of a foul condition ofdlpresent can be aligned
to Machiavelli’'s own experience during his timedahe ongoing experience of the
abuse of justice and authority in our contempotangs:

...In these, there is nothing to redeem them freeryesort
of extreme misery, bad repute and reproach; irethes
care is given to religion, none to the laws, nanentlitary
affairs, but they are foul in every sort of filidoreover
these vices are so much more detestable the neyath
found as those who sit in judgment seats, giversriie
everybody and expect to be adorned” (Machiaveli5t9
323).

One now has reason to find fault in his own timd &nd greatness in the ancient.
In a worsening condition, Machiavelli must praise tancient and criticize the
modern: he must praise the “excellence that thehpnavailed” and be opposed to
“the corruption that now prevails” (Machiavelli 126324). For Machiavelli, this

task, which is having a clearer view of the essesfcthe human, in the required
performance of bold human action, could not bedide than the sun” (Machiavelli

1965: 324).
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The historical judgements are linked to the nates®ef proper
understanding of the nature of the conditions,esitifferent judgements should be
made under different conditions. The differing cibinds may turn upside down the
judgements of virtue and vice. Tthe Discourseslll, 41,*2 42 and 43 lessons
from the learning of history is repeated, partidyléo Machiavelli’'s own condition;
that is, at such a potentially disastrous condjtadhstandardized forms of morality
should be left aside: “there must be no considamadf just or unjust, of merciful or
cruel, of praiseworthy or disgraceful; insteadtisgtaside every scruple, one must
follow to the utmost plan that will save her lifacakeep her liberty” (Machiavelli
1965: 519). At times, “fame can be gained in anyoacwhatever” (Machiavelli
1965: 520). The appeal here is a common formatiomhie Prince.ln the most
disastrous conditions of Italy, any leader had ¢oatimost anything to save his
cause. Vice is need at these times in order tobaick virtue. Nevertheless, the
successful prince had to have virtue in the bagkdnoconfronting a devastating
condition. The praiseworthy or disgraceful judgmentthe conduct of the prince is
not an easy task: “we debate at length in our dta€n the Princetherefore at
present we shall say nothing on it” (Machiavell6%9520). The defence ofpatria
[homeland}®, under a condition of necessity, should be at n@ese. The virtuous
elements should be forgotten, but only temporatfilye first section of Chapter 43,
as previously identified, displays a summary of & of natural cosmology and
cyclical history, on the determination of vice antwe:

Prudent men are in the habit of saying — and nathance
or without habit — that he who wishes to see whkatoi
come should observe what has already happened,dseca
all affairs of the world, in every age, have thedividual
counterparts in ancient times. The reason for ighighat
since they are carried on by men, who have andyalwa

2«One’s Country [Homeland] Should be Defended Whetlvith Disgrace Or With Glory; She Is
Properly Defended In Any Way Whatsoever”

13 “promises Made Under Compulsion Should Not Be Kept

1 “That Men Born In Any Region Show In All Times Abst The Same Natures”

> “Homeland” is the translation preferred for MaaeHi's use ofpatria. We will see that another
translation was made of this term in the chosemstetion ofThe Princeby translator, Leo Paul S.

de Alvarez.
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have had the same passions, of necessity the smuksr
appear. It is true that human activity is at omeetimore
efficacious in this region than in that, and marehat than

in this, according to the nature of the trainingnfr which
the people acquire their manner of life. Futurengki are
also known from the past ones if a nation has féyng
time kept the same habits, being either continyousl
avaricious or continually unreliable, or having soother
similar vice or virtue (Machiavelli 1965: 521).

The future is tied to the past in his view of higtolrhis quintessential view also
appears inThe Prince There are obvious links between certain theme¥haf
Discoursesand The Prince The Discoursess not exclusively concerned with
republics, andThe Princeonly simply concerned with “principates.” Theresar
continual references of one work to the other. Tleisson on history inrhe
Discoursess evident in the last section of Chapter XIVTdfe Prince “What A
Prince Should Do

But as for the exercise of the intellect, the peioaght to

read histories, and to consider in them the actioins

excellent men: to see how they governed themseives

wars, to examine the causes of their victories lasds,

in order to avoid the latter and to imitate thenfer; and,

above all, to do as has been done in the past ime so

excellent man, who has chosen to imitate someone

before him who was praised and glorified, and who

always kept his deeds and actions before him,iaséid

that Alexander the Great imitated Achilles; Caesar,

Alexander, Scipio, Cyrus...Machiavelli 1980: 90).
Near the end of he Discoursesimilarity is displayed with the end d@he Prince
the means of necessity for the saving of Italy.rEtreough the appearance Tihe
Princeis on the Italian situation, we are often remintlest such lessons are meant
to be taught in any circumstance in history. Inisant to judge upon the knowledge
of excellence and its imitation on present-day k. It is particularly addressed
to occasions when action is emphatically important provides an opportunity for
meaningful action to help re-order society. Itterates and displays the importance
of “historical cycles,” which provides a better @mstanding of the present time.

One thing is clear in Machiavelli: in the propssassment of living through

a decline, one must learn history and imitate th@emts, and it is from the use of
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these premises that praise or blame, strength @kmess, is measured in the
human, in his bid to better the condition.

2.2.3. Cosmological History On the Grand Scale:

The Effects on Knowledge of the Past, &ent, and Future

It has been claimed that Machiavelli uses cosmolagya basic historical
element in his educational approaBeferring to Machiavelli, Leo Strauss claimed
of “the cosmological basis of his political teadysi (Strauss 1959: 47) And
Anthony J. Parel stated clearly, “without hesitafiothat there is a “cosmology
underlying Machiavelli’'s political philosophy,” (Ra 1992: 5) which takes a
position of the “eternity of the world” (Parel 1982 But, as one can see, at times,
“some parts of it may perish” (Parel 1992: 6). Yatyertheless, “the Machiavellian
cosmos never perishes” (Parel 1992: 6). From thgnological basis, history is
looked upon on a grand scale.

In Chapters 39 of BooK9and 43 of Book Ifi’ of The Discourseghe grand
historical scale looks at the relations of tempdilifferences and eternal sameness
in the cyclical view of the past, the present, dhe future. He focuses on the
general sameness of human nature, with referenpelitical affairs, as applicable
for the necessary changes in the future of pasdiculifferences in temporal
conditions. The relation of eternal sameness wdltiqular temporal difference
attains his sense of “newness” in order “to foréske “future ones” (Machiavelli,
1965: 278). These are lessons not only for his ‘Enodimes” in the necessary
relation to the ancient, but the future as well ¢hiavelli 1965: 278):

He who considers present affairs and the anciees on
readily under-stands that all cities and all pesplave the
same desires and the same traits and that theysaheve
had them. He who diligently examines past evensdyea
foresees future ones in every coufitdyepublic] and can

18 “Why the Creation of The Decemvirate Was Injurioad he Liberty Of That Republic,
Notwithstanding That It Was Set Up By Free and Galnéote”

" “That Men Born In Any Region, Show In all Timeslost the Same Natures”

'8 The Italian version usesépublica’ (Sasso 2000: 145) that is mistakenly translatettauntry.”
Again, another major concept developed by modeisihationalism or the forming of a “country.”
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apply to them the remedies used by the ancientsar,

finding any that have been used, can devise news one

because of the similarity of the events. But beeahsse

considerations are neglected or are not underdipddose

who read or, if they are understood, are not kndan

rulers, the same dissensions appear in every age

(Machiavelli 1965: 278).
The worthy “newness” can only come about from tinevidedge of the old. A
proper understanding of present conditions can oaiyie from comparison to the
ancient, in order to know what can worthily be ngwlbne. This is the clearly
stated method of the use of history in relatiothef present to the past and onto the
future. These lessons are directed to “every age.”

For Machiavelli, there are no affairs that are sesncompletely new.
History, coupled with the Heavens aibrtuna are factors that display its
determinateness, but it is from a cyclical viewadural cosmological circle of the
rise and fall of civilizations. It is a view of d@iminateness completely opposed to
the versions of modern historical determinism ithesi Hegel or Marx, as being
designed by a uni-linear progress in history toapncalyptic and eschatological
“end of history,” as a pinnacle of civilization, ‘ade by man” (Grant 1969: 6-8).
But for the ancients, human action can only conmnfithe knowledge of the
cosmological framework, a knowledge of history frevhich essential decisions
for action can be made by imitation. The moderrsiegr encompasses ironically
and paradoxically the religious final salvation édn@m earth, made by man, that
would last for ever and ever, a withdrawl from theernal world"®> Machiavelli is
far-removed from such a view in his understandind ase of history. For him,

part of the essential and religious acceptanceéfefd to acknowledge that strife

It appears some of the choices in translation nbgd8ilbert are done through a modern framework
of values.

19 For Hegel, the power of God that forms historyassused to find the final salvation in the
“nation state,” a task “assigned to the Nordic gipte of the Germanic peoples.” (Hegel 1991: 480)
Irony and paradox continues, since from “absol@gativity,” somehow a “turning point” comes
about, “which has been in and for itself,” where 8pirit now grasps “infinite positivity,” the
principle of the unity of the divine and human matthrough progress in history to its everlasting
culmination, i.e., the “end of history,” that elem@&eveloped through the modern belief of progress
in history. This modern believe in Progress wase aigintained in Marx. The consciousness of the
cyclical nature of history envisions such a clasragharmful illusory fantasy.
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and warfare is a part of the human condition. Saichadmonition of a Utopian
belief would be an illusory fantasy, one not adheto the reality of life. It would

be considered a destructive product of the weakehadacter of man. From the
weak, degenerating position, the potential for nregfnl human action is severely
diminished.

In the concluding section of the “Preface” of Bobk the direction of
lessons move towards the use of history as beprg@onent for meaningful action.
He speaks clearly about his educative intent fer fiture, with the archetypal
exemplary lessons from ancient Roman times, with power of Heaven and
Fortuna One can also surmise, that within this new cosgioél view, even
though he has been virtuous, he has not been ged'loy Heaven,” and he has not
been able “to put it into effect.” It takes strem@n human character to accept this.
One can say that his “love by Heaven” was madéencteation of his writings and
their importance not only within, but outside hercular temporal period, in tune
with the natural cyclical element of his teachings:

But since the thing is so clear that everybody geéshall
be bold in saying clearly what | learn about Rortiares
and the present, in order that the minds of thengamen
who read these writings of mine may reject the gmeand
be prepared to imitate the past, whenever Fortunesg
them opportunity. For it is the duty of a good ntarteach
others anything of value

that through the malice of the times and of Fortyoa
have been unable to put them into effect, in orthait
since many will know of it, some of them more loveyl
Heaven may be prepared to put it into effect (Maweili
1965: 324).

Those “loved by Heaven” is a call for the new yodaire actors who are willing
to take on the job at hand. Young men are neededdonide the present and who
are prepared to imitate the past. It is through thanner that man can interrupt the
cyclical process. We can say that this is what Maahili conceives as human
action: first, to understand the present through tkse of history and with this
knowledge to usevirtu and the other related elements to rise above biag
victims of nature. The strength engendered fromatedge, virtue, and courage in

this process is to be valued with reverence.
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A part of the educative approach of ancient examphistorical lessons
includes a reverence of religiosity that is quitdedent than the modern direction
of religious reverence. The ancient cosmologica&ment in ancient forms of
religiosity is obviously crucial for an understamgi of Machiavelli's work,
according to Anthony J. Parel, who titles his bobke Machiavellian Cosmofn it
he states, that a major intent by MachiavelliTime Discoursess “to correct the
‘error’ of the Christian interpretation of histotyn error that is the root of modern
historicism (Parel 1992: 27). Christianity is velerly opposed to ancient pagan
religion. Machiavelli is above and beyond the prad@ant Christian use of history,
and elevates ancient religiosity above Christiarfiiypm religious reverence on the
cosmological historical cycles, one can recognize dccasionewhen Fortuna
gives the human an opportunity to act.

More profundity is displayed in the relation oftiois/ to religion seen iffhe
Discoursedl, chapter 5° The implications are elaborate. The circular Esd fall
of civilization is repeated in religious sects. duch an historical view, the eternal
element becomes present. “The world is eternalfharks Machiavelli. Yet
historical records only survive for around 5,00@nge “Such records of the past are
blotted out,” he states, partly by the cause “ohshand also “a part from Heaven”
(Machiavelli 1965: 340). With the rise of new settsreligion comes a desire to
“pblot out” the old: “This is evident if one considethe method that the Christian
sect has used against the Pagan, for it has braogtdthing all of its laws, all its
ceremonies, and blotted out every reminder of thdttheology” (Machiavelli
1965: 340%*

He states, that historians in favour of the changeligious sects, such as
Diodorus Siculus, for example, is “full of lies.’hIgetting rid of “all ancient

records,” we see the persistence in the Christign%urning the works of poets

2 «Change in Religious Sects and Languages AlondWite Coming of Floods and Plagues Wipes
Out Records”

L In history, this recognition of the danger of fggbus sects” becomes important for today.
Christian history also sees the destructive aspéasctarian violence in the period of the Crusade
deemed to be the first “Holy War.” The violent vilael separation of Christianity in confronting
sects occurred in the Protestant Reformation,asdhbise of long-standing civil wars in seventeenth
century England. Sectarian violence is recurrirtatoin the civil war of Irag and other Middle
Eastern countries.
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and historians, throwing down images, and destgywverything that might give
any suggestion of antiquity” (Machiavelli 1965: 340ust as the records of human
practices are “blotted out,” so are human civiimas by the power of nature.
Perhaps, the pagans did the same for previousaedigsects. But this difference
can have essential consequences and importanceleVepment of history in the
contemporary mind can aid to protect against tla abliteration of civilizations of
the past. But can this aid for protection impeddirely upon the natural
cosmological contention that out “of necessity Wald is purged”? (Machiavelli,
1965: 340). The human can never have control oxauid. He cannot determine
history.

The topic shifts into a more eternal, plolasical direction, where the concern
is not the change of sects, but the almost com@letdication of the race of man
through natural cataclysms. Plagues, famine aratlidwipe out the race of men”
(Machiavelli 1965: 340). It is “mostly universalMany of those who remain after
the cataclysms are mountaineers, ignorant of psland anything ancient. There is
a lot of ancient life that we still do not know nmatter how much more ability we
have with technological means to acquire archaémbgvidence. “Nature many
times moves herself,” he states, “and makes pungdior the health of those
[natural] bodies, the same appears in this mixedybof the human race”
(Machiavelli 1965: 341). The human race is mixetiMeen potential for action, and
yet is Natural. Nature, by the Flood, purified tmeman by the purgation of the
world. Even though the humans can wipe out recof@speople of the past, nature
can almost wipe out all of man. Perhaps, the Fleadturning, as it did in the story
of Noah in theBook of Genesis.

What has happened through Nature in the obliteraifanuch of earth with
the Flood could also happen to the nature of maron® point, “human craft and
malice have gone as far as they can go, of negdbsitworld is purged in one of
the three ways mentioned” (Machiavelli 1965: 34lhis may even suggest that
there was a previous technological age that has bbkterated, but it is just not
known, nor can it be known. Such a contention cauly be understood from the

perception through natural historical cycles. Sackuggestion has not even been
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considered by those who have power in fosteringltheces of technological crafts
in this technological age. The lessons is, thay should

He also returns to refer to the ancient Tuscankpse imitation is
impossible, since the details on their greatnesse Ihaen lost. All we know is that
the Tuscan civilization was great and nothing méidlis power and glory were
first decreased by the French then destroyed byRbmmans; it was indeed so
completely destroyed that, although two thousandrsyeago the power of the
Tuscans was great, at present there is scarcelyeaoyd of it” (Machiavelli 1965:
339). With so much praise for Rome, we are now rgigeme confusion where
Rome destroyed a previous civilization. Confusieremhanced by Strauss, who, at
one point, stated the opposite: “the Romans diddastroy nor even attempt to
destroy, the religion of the Tuscans” (Strauss 1938). But this confusion comes
about through the recognition that even if a priwe® or republic acquires a high
level of excellence in civilization, in religion dnpolitics, it cannot escape the
forces of nature that, at a certain time, suchateswill fall and destruction arises.
We at least know that the Tuscan civilization fodh@egreat state of “utmost glory
of authority and arms, and with the highest repomsatn manner and religion”
(Machiavelli 1965: 339). Perhaps, when Rome gréw, sad learned a lesson. The
development for preservation of the past came aaftet Rome had grown into a
civilized republic. The fault with Christianity ithat it had the potential for a
developed historical insight, yet was more fiercagjainst the pagan religion of the
past history’”> The key lesson seems to emphasize the malicesingktruction of
history, and the strength required to face thatyeaf the power of the Heavens and
Nature over the power of man.

Specific practical examples on the use of histgeys transferred to the
essential grand overview of the Heavens Badunain The Discourse8ook I,
Chapter 29: “Fortune Blinds the Men When She Does\WNish Them To Oppose

22 For an example of his beneficial contribution 288s, a Jewish scholar who escaped Nazi
Germany, added Judaism in similarity with Christiaon this matter: “Judaism and Christianity
attempted to destroy every vestige of pagan reiigiStrauss 1958: 143). Later on we will see that
one can sense some paganism in the story of Moses.
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Her Plans.” Machiavelli displays the understandifgthe movements of the
“Heavens” and their relation ortunaonto the public affairs of man:

If we observe carefully how human affairs go onngna

times we see that things come up and the evenes tak

place against which the Heavens do not wish any

provision to be made. And if this | am going to @pef

happened at Ronfé, where there was such great

efficiency, so much religion, and such good

organization, it is not strange that such thingppeas

more often in cities or countries [province] whildtk

the things aforesaid (Machiavelli 1965: 4686).
The motion of heavens almost entirely explains toeirse of history. These
examples are “very noteworthy for showing Heaversver over human affairs,”
since “Heaven for some reason wished the Romakisaw its power” (Machiavelli
1965: 406). Heaven wished Rome to know that sherahted Roman history to a
tremendous extent. Such an occasion, with the lesfefFortuna as happened in
Rome, is rare. | will add that she — Rome — cowdially controlled the power of
the heavens, and “weave the designFaftuna through her established authority.

Fortuna chooses “great things,” but also “brings to passag failures”

involving putting men to death, or depriving therh “doing anything good”
(Machiavelli 1965: 407-408} By “persistence and strength,” Rome eventually
succeeded against the possibility of great failube¢dimesFortunaafflicted Rome,
“but did not wish entirely to ruin her” (Machiavell965: 408). In the conclusion of
this chapter, Machiavelli states that “men are ableassistFortuna but not to

thwart her. They can weave her designs but canestraly them” (Machiavelli

% Believe it or not, this is an exact replicatiortloé wording given by Allan Gilbert in his book.Fo
me, there is a grammatical error in this clause [f&lian version statesE“quando questo che ho
dico intervenne a Ronjawhich means, “And when this that | have stategivenes (or “is
present”) in Rome” (Sasso 2000: 372).

24 |n this quote the word “countries” is taken froprdvincia’, which is a key concept in the proper
understanding of Machiavelli's work. In the “Traatbn, Interpretation, and Notes” ©he Prince
Leo Paul S. de Alvarez intensely studies Machiésealse ofprovinciatranslating it as “province,”
not a country. What is translated as “cities” anduntries” was singularized in the Italian version.
Such precise distinctions must be given in a goaastation, since it can have a significant effatt
proper understanding and interpretation.

%5 The full sentence reveals more: “And if somebduyre is able to oppose her, she either kills him
or deprives him of all means for doing anything dio(Machiavelli 1965: 408).
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1965: 408f° The destruction the entire weave of the orgaromati fabric is not
progress, but regress in political order. Sik@gtuna’s purpose cannot be fully
known, as she “goes through crooked and unknowdstdahe men, who are able
to assist and not thwart Fortune, should not “gipehope” (Machiavelli 1965:
408). We are introduced to a completely differegpidtion of human determinism,
as well as the nature of histoRortuna has much of that determinism in the nature
of conditions.

In the following chaptef’ in describing the different present proceedings
from the ancient, we also see “everyday miraculogses and miraculous gains.
Because where men have little abiliprtuna shows much of her power, and
because she is variable, republics and states wétesi (Machiavelli 1965: 412).
To do so, one must praise and learn from antiqoityy until “one arises who is a
great lover of antiquity that he will ruleortunain such a way that she will not
have cause to show in every revolution of the sow hmuch she can do”
(Machiavelli 1965: 41252 The general lesson is that only with human pemsis
in strength and virtue, coupled with the acceptavfcder fortitude - which means
the acceptance of the nature of life - can the muazhieve one’s own fortitude
through the benefit dfortuna These are lessons that extend from the cosmallogic
world view.

The enormous grand scale over time and history usellachiavelli’s
historical analysis displays his cosmological irfcenin describing the state of
human affairs. He employs a unique religious revegefor reality in a divergent
sense, with the relations of the eternal and thgteal. His “originality” is in the
cyclical use of history, where there is no begignino source, and certainly, no
end, in the state of nature. Even though thesesvaam from the ancient, they are
continuously renewed during “times of transitioff.'there is an historical thinker
that is claimed to have resemblances with Machiavelis the Greek historian,

% He refers to an ancient example, the story of @asniwho recaptured a region of Rome
previously defeated, which was similar to the esémtthe early battle of Rome against Etruscan
power at the city of Veii, 396 BC (Machiavelli 19688).

"4t |s Dangerous To Believe In Banished Men”

%8 Machiavelli's view on “revolution” will be cleaylrevealed in Chapter V, “Authority.”
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Polybius, who also wrote a history of the Roman idip during another time of
transition, and engaged in similar political aféaias did Machiavelli.

It becomes educationally productive to use a coatpar historical example
in relation to Machiavelli himself, to better undiemd not only Machiavelli’'s
historical conceptualization, but our own preseandition. We will see these
proceedings in the comparative analysis with Polypwho had uniqueness during
his “time of transition,” at the beginning of thallfof the Roman Republic. In the
proceedings of seeking independence in the Aechlesgue in Greece, he was
imprisoned by Rome. But afterwards he fell in lovieh her, to such an extent, that
he devoted all his scholarly ability to writingHie Histories of Rome. Polybius’
importance continues to cyclically arise duringdsyof crisis, at the threshold of
ages. His works have arisen in interest today.efoes his relation to the current
day becomes pertinent; and therefore, as followachvavelli's works become

important for today.

2.3. Resemblance and Distinction in the Cyclical KHtories
of Polybius and Machiavelli

The only other scholar to which Machiavelli disgagome similarity is
Polybius (203 — 120 BC), a Greek military man frdviegapolis, who was
determined in his military and political affairs meaintain the independence of the
Aechean League. As such, Polybius was a forerusindiachiavelli, since Polybius
engaged in political affairs similar to Machiaveiitho was the Second Chancellor
of the Florentine Republic from 1498 to 1510 in rgjeaof foreign and military
affairs?® During the war between Rome and Perseus of Maé@danwhom the
Aechean League was associated, Polybius was détasmbostage by the Romans
for seventeen years. But he ended up loving Romejich that he was motivated
to write her history precisely, through his polticand military experience. The

? |t is stated by many that Machiavelli never memsi®olybius. However, in Chapter VI tie

Prince, when Machiavelli is describing the virtuosityldiero of Syracuse, he uses a quote: “For that
man lacked nothing for ruling but a kingdom” (Maahelli 1980:35). De Alvarez states, in the
related footnote, that the Latin language was raaietl in the quote that Machiavelli used in the
original Prince, and therefore there is a suggestion that suclogedelongs to either one of two
references, and one of them is from “Polybidsstories’ (de Alvarez 1980: 38)
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interest in Polybius cyclically arises at threshofdages, where one is declining,
another arising. His relations with Machiavelli agpgertinent, and reveals
Machiavelli's relevance for today.

There are both similarities and differences inuke of history by Polybius
and Machiavelli. Polybius was also original in ldembination of “scientific”
factual research with a renewed ancient cosmolbgtandpoint. It involves a
cyclical view of history that also incorporates arsion of the “grand historical

"0 explicated by Polybius as “characterized by cyaésirth, flowering,

cycle
degeneration, death and renewal” (Inglis and RebarR006: 6). As F.W. Walbank
states in his little booRolybius(1972), the intent of this Greek historian, wheltf
himself identified with the Roman point of view,’as “not simply [to] bring a new
direction to the writing of history,” but also “tag up,” yet changing “an old
tradition”: “In this, as in much else in Polybiud#stories,innovation and tradition
march side by side” (Walbank 1972: 31). He closekamined the political,
military, and religious conditions for Rome’s sussen the Second (218-201 BC)
and Third Punic Wars (149 — 146 B¥)The resemblance of Polybius is obvious in
the works of Machiavelli, as he as well investigatee political, military, and
religious conditions of the Roman Republic, andsubem as exemplary lessons for
his own political, military, and religious conditis. Titus Livius, who Machiavelli
uses as a key point of reference, often uses R@yds a source of reference. We
see a comradeship amongst these historical figlirean be said that Polybius had
a “modern” scientific approach in recording histoag some consider Thucydides
to be his predecessor:

He narrates his History upon what he had himsedhse

and upon the communication of eye-witnessess and
actors in the events. In a classic story of human
behaviours, Polybius captures it all: factionalism,

%0 This description of the histories of Polybius,&gd historical cycle,” is used by James Wiser in
his section entitled, “The Histories of Polybiusy his Political Philosophy: A History of the Search
for Order, page 65.

%1 The Second Punic War (218 — 202 BC) is more contyrlarown as “The War Against
Hannibal.” Polybius was released in 150 BC, bubtigh his close friendship with Scipio
Aemilianus, the grandson of Scipio Africanus, hesyweesent at the capture and destruction of
Carthage in The Third Punic War (149 — 146 BC). Pheic Wars refer to wars with Carthage,
since the Latin word for CarthaginiansdHanici. (Hadas 1956: 27-46)

47



xenophobia, duplicious politics, horrible battles,
brutality, etc.; along with loyalty, valor, bravery
intelligence, reason, and resourcefulness...provide
unified view of history. littp://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Polybius:1).

Similarly, Machiavelli’'s exemplary lessons focusnakt entirely on the Roman
Republic, and, like Polybius, concentrated on tbétipal success of the Roman
constitution through, what has been incorporatedPoyybius, the sociological

doctrine of ‘anacyclosis’ “ Anacyclosis combines the cyclical view of history by
explaining the cyclical transformations of the #hi@asic forms of government, the
“benign” (monarchy, aristocracy, and the populdunes), with the three ensuing
“malignant” forms (tyranny, oligarchy, arathlocracy. The first three good forms

circularly transform into the three malignant doeiricessant political corruption,
from a transformation from public concern to prevabncern, or a transformation
from authority to lust for power. Through both Ralys and Machiavelli, Rome

was seen as an exception that sustained the bdemgthening the public good
before the natural and inevitable transformatioheofall.

The Roman constitution contained all three basdidsoof rule within it. It
was a “mixed regime,” a “mixed body.” It blendedyédher - in balance - kingship
(princepy, aristocracy (the Senate), and democracy (thibufigs of the People),
which Machiavelli stated as “princedom, aristoctaeypd popular government”
(Machiavelli 1965: 199). Polybius clearly distinghies, as does Machiavelli, the
relations between the three forms of governmenttimaed above with the cyclical
rise in political conditions, and the three coragforms of government, as they
fall, “tyranny, oligarchy, and ochlocracy or mob rule” (Wiser 1982: 65). The
Roman constitution contained within it a complexiese of checks and balances of
all three competing political realms, preventingeoparticular group from
exercising its power over another, “because onekegatch over the other”
(Machiavelli 1965: 199). With this balanced formaafthority, good political public
order will be sustained by interrupting the naturgtle of history. These are clear
lessons in both Polybius and Machiavelli.

We can see more of an influence of Polybius on Maeti and its

direction to contemporary times. Anthony J. PargksuPolybius’anacyclosisto
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describe Machiavelli's “circular movement” in thee and fall of order: “instances
of ‘chance’, or human modifications, certainly aff@nacyclosisas Machiavelli
understands it” (Parel 1992: 31-32). Polybius uaeacyclosisto describe the
cosmic understanding of eternal return that unaeescancient cosmology; and this
notion of eternal return has been re-configuredthe political thought of
contemporary times. In this etermaythos,a fall is never complete, nor is a rise in
civilization. In other words, there is no “end tistiory.” There is no “final state” in
political organization. From the cyclical universastorical view, death breeds life
in the ancient cosmological mythology. But for Rolys and Machiavelli, the
eternal mythosand cosmoscarried with them the intermittent human action, o
logos to disrupt the cycle, and allow the sustenandeuofian control. This version
of logoshas been extremely distorted in modernity. Reassnbeen reduced only
to modern science, the new form of metaphysdegacyclosiss renewed from the
early, not the pessimistic Stoic cosmology, by bBtlybius and Machiavelli, as
being tied more to practice and action, not in toatemplative philosophical
theorizing of unreal metaphysical contentions. Thisde Roman thought distinct
from the association to the classical Greece dbRiad Aristotle’s time. The use of
anacyclosiss divergent from Platonic metaphysics of elevagominciples such as
‘Justice’ as being external to the physical, egrinbrid.

From the adaptation adnacyclosi,arises the supreme merit of “universal
history.” From the ancient scholars, only throudte tcosmological sense of
universal history can one understand the recordeshte in the play of natural
forces. The interplay of human virtue and thRertuna of nature incorporated
together, is required “to understand and appredreenork of Tyche, the Greek
word for Fortuna (Walbank 1970: 9).The establishment of a cosmological
universal view encompasses an eternal recurremoagh the accepted historical-
cyclical process. Every archetype or distinctivecred moment was felt as
recurrence of the past and natural, rather thamibeern simple passing of time, as
its understanding of history. And the importancethad present action was to the
extent that it was an imitation of the sacred anghe of the past. It is a flaw if
historians do not use such a universal archetypaleiof history with the cyclical
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propensity of similarity’> Events cannot be seen in their proper proportians,
this includes the exaggeration of those events ghatild not be: “To believe in
things which are beyond the limits of possibiligweals a childish simplicity, and is
the mark of a blunted intelligence’ [(Polybius JVijWwalbank 1970:16).

A comparative history is needed for an understandinreality. It teaches
for Polybius, through exemplary lessons, an edaocatiapproach used vehemently
by Machiavelli.Tycheor Fortunacan be easily transposed into the understanafing
activities that are beyond human means, contral,@mprehensior?in the case
of things in which it is difficult or impossible fanortal men to grasp the courses,
one may justifiably refer them, in one’s difficultyto Tyche [(Polybius xxxvi)]”
(Walbank 1970: 17). Correspondingly, Machiavellesisimilar exemplary lessons
from history to be used in practice, coupled wikie tperplexities ofFortuna
Nietzsche, in hisThe Advantages and Disadvantages of History foe, lafearly
states the value of this educational approach bfoRes, which can be extended to
Machiavelli:

Polybius, for example, calls political history tpeoper
preparation for governing a state, and the gresthier
who, by reminding us of the sudden misfortunes of
others, exhorts us steadfastly to bear the reveofes
fortune (Nietzsche 1980: 15).

In his “scrupulous search” he coupled historicatadewith “chance.” The
hegemony of the Mediterranean world was “an eventgetely without precedent

in the past...which far surpasses any that exadayt or is likely to succeed it

32 A relevant and moving example of the Roman cytbease of history, and her foundational ties
to Troy, can be seen in the report of the respohSeipio Aemelianus, after having won the Third
Punic War over the Carthaginians. Carthage, ateirlg partially recovered from the two previous
wars, alarmed the Romans by beginning the ThirddPar, from circa 149 to 146 BC. Carthage
started a three-year siege at Masinissa, untiag ended by the army of Scipio Aemelianus, the
close friend, colleague, and tutor of Polybiusp®cimoved into the citadel of the city of Carthage,
which had flourished for 700 years, and “was nom@eitterly blotted out and destroyed.” (Appian,
Punicg cited by Moses Hades, 44cipio completely annihilated Carthage. It is dhit he wept in
lamenting on the fate of the enemy’s city, sinceolreeived that the same would happen to his own.
Within this, Scipio, in tears, recited lines fronoider’ slliad, and in his mind came the recurrence
of similar cyclical-historical events: the recemssttuction of Carthage, the recognition of the dll
Troy, the continual downfall of empires, the Asayriand Persian, the latest fall of the Macedonian
empire, and then, the future inevitable fall of twen Republic, where Rome’s footsteps would
follow those of its foundation, the great RepulolicTroy. Scipio cried as he statedHe day of the
destruction of sacred Troy will arrive. /And thawfihter of Priam and his peop(diad 6.448f)”
(Hadas 1956: 44).
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[(Polybius, xxxix, 8.7)]” (Walbank 1970: 34). ForoRbius, Rome: “may be the

claim of history in general...as political historfWValbank 1970: 7-8). He was part
of the stream of thought somewhat similar but motense in academic merit and
level of historiography than the “father of ‘intational relations’...Thucydides”

(Inglis and Robertson 2006: 4).

In the article by Inglis and Robertson, “From Reelpean Virtue to Global
Imaginary: Changing Visions of the Historian Polyhi®® they state that Polybius
is important for giving insight into contemporaryffaars: “It is Polybius’
historiographical rather than political ideas whallow him to be seen as the most
significant ancient precursor of a present-day $ocn ‘global’ affairs” (Inglis and
Robertson 2006: 17§,

From this, comes the contention that a re-formdlagidy of history is
necessary to comprehend global affairs. In accgphtirs notion, Machiavelli is also
a precursor to present-day globalization. Frontatnes the contention that a re-
formulated study of history is necessary to comenehthe internationalism of the
present-day. From this, one can also easily engidag profound influence on
Machiavelli: “The most famous of the Florentine aygiators of Polybius was
Niccolo Machiavelli, the very figure many peopleatghout history have regarded
Polybius as most resembling” (Inglis and Robert®0A6: 7). The lesson learned
and that Machiavelli asserted was that “a balanicéores” is needed, which
constituted “Rome’s health and longevity as a rdipyikas this was “proof that her
constitution was successfully mixed and balancednag) Fortune’s wheel of decay
and corruption” (Inglis and Robertson 2006: 7). &&mn of Polybius occurred
during Machiavelli’s lifetime, seventeen centuriater, with general similarities, at
the downfall of the Florentine Republic: “While thepublic did fall prey shortly

% Even though one can see the appropriateness tfitheff hand, | have had an intuition of the
inappropriate use of the word “imaginary,” andeems that may be correct. The common meaning
of “imaginary” is “existing only in the imaginatiéi§The Concise Oxford Dictionarp. 588). It is

well known that globalization involves differentcanonflicting images, but attaching the term
“imaginary” and the ironic distinction of ‘globaktion’ to Polybius’ and Machiavelli’s worthiness,
escapes from his depiction of the real within thghulogical whole view that is required in the
understanding of real practical historical events.

% Although, it should be recognized that it is diffit to separate the historical from the politidal.
is almost as if Polybius is wrong or unimportanthahis depiction of political affairs. If that ibe
case, then it is very non-agreeable, and the atigbasses a related and crucial component.
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afterwards to the ambitions of the Medici monardhys nonetheless instructive to
note that Polybius was regarded by defenders otrtdition as a vital force in
keeping the flame of republican virtue alive” (lisgland Robertson 2006: 7).
Polybius was recounted during the Renaissance landrathe present-day. It is an
example that displays a return to the ancient & general similarity of the
educational approach of the Renaissance, and aottemporary realm of political
thought of the present-day.

Inglis and Robertson also state, that “there maalern tradition that sees
him as a kind of Machiavelli of the ancient worldyie who gives “practical advice
in statecraft” (Inglis and Robertson 2006: 5). Higyinal “eternally recurring cycle
of human affairs” (Inglis and Robertson 2006: 5)cantral in Polybius’ philosophy
of history, was influential to Vico in the 18th d¢ary, who later influenced
“Hegelian and Marxist theories of historical chah@eglis and Robertson 2006:
5). Yet these influences were later curtailed @meint extending from the classical
Graeco-Roman tradition. The latter-day use that ingsosed upon the Western
philosophy of history, with this lack of understamgl of Rome’s distinction, can
easily be a misuse. His cyclical use of an anaestmological framework to teach
upon meaningful actions for the present was essenti

Polybius was an inspiration for many subsequenttevai from the
Renaissance onwards. He created “certain elemetfis the contemporary human
sciences” (Inglis and Robertson 2006: 2). He idamted as being “a foundational
figure in efforts to think about the ‘global’ leveh human affairs” (Inglis and
Robertson 2006: 2). Being so, one can say the $amdachiavelli. Both Polybius
and Machiavelli had some reliance to ancient cosgwl but only to a certain
degree. They partially broke away from the Stoisneology>> and, one can state,
that there was a “modern” element both in Polyland Machiavelli, meaning an

address to the temporal divergence from the past,the understanding of this

% Polybius and Cicero are considered products ofNtiddle Stoic” period that differed from “the
element of idealism” of the “early Stoics” in accmwdating its teachings to Roman practice (Wiser
1982: 76). It was directed by the “establishingstihgeneral principles to which all governments
should conform...a mixed constitution which would tzn selected elements of monarchy,
aristocracy, and democracy” (Wiser 1982: 77).
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temperance coming from a comparative analysis ef Roman constitution, a
synonym for Roman authority.

Even after addressing with criticism his own prés#ay nostalgic use of the
past, Machiavelli more boldly returns to the antiem address his present-day
modern conditions. However, instead of being moéigeby the current success of
Rome, as was the case for Polybius, it was, forfideelli, driven by his present-
day political, military and religious crisis, a €8 like never before in Italian
history. Machiavelli partially broke away from Pblys, and one can say Livitd.
But the break-away is only partial and one thateisessary.

Even though the relations stated by Inglis and Rebe are enlightening,
the differences between Machiavelli and Polybiugseweot announced. It is true
that Machiavelli uses the “grand historical cyobd'Polybius as the model for much
of his own view of history, politics, and the retats of the nature of the Heavens,
Fortuna andvirtu. It can be said, that the general approach isaipeven though
there are distinctive particular differences. Theewness” in Machiavelli, if
anything, adds another dimension to Polybius’s rigrdistorical cycle.” In this
manner, he can be closer to Livius (59 BC — 17A¢e both of them experienced
the downfall of the Roman Republic. This other dasien is the concentration on
the intermittent greatness failure in human actiorthat temporarily interrupt the
natural cycle. The adhering difference is importantfull consideration of the
works of Machiavelli. It may be another aspect & tpath not yet trodden by
anyone.” Polybius’ alteration from the cyclical {gah was in the sustenance of the
rise of civilization in good authority and ordear fMachiavelli, the disruption may
not only be in the preservation of good political ardmut the prolongation ofthe
fall of civilization; that its failure, extends the disordernstead of human virtue
suspending the heightened civilization that pdytiateaks-up the historical cycle of
rise and fall, Machiavelli foresaw, that in his “dern” period, by forgetting of the

ancient, the natural cycle would break-up, not byr@longed rise in civilization,

% But this “break” from past historical figures istmecessarily a critical stance. The partial
difference in historical interpretation is necegsas its newness is in adopting to new temporal
conditions.
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but the prolongation of the fall of civilizatiorhé suspension of the lower-level of
human performance, on the brink of nihilism.

Instead of submitting to the modern process, heenforcibly returned to
the ancients to combat the historical battle fos Ipraiseworthy goals. His
discourses, through historical cycles, were a caumiovement to the nihilistic
tendencies that were beginning to arise during tmse. This appears as
Machiavelli’'s renewed consciousness used in hiswex cyclical history.

In this recognition, of Machiavelli’'s own senseasfginality, his “path not
yet trodden by anyone,” is a renewed sense of WK’ of art” towards political
affairs: excellence, virtue, honour, and glory, aognfrom the ancient. This calls
for an analysis of the literary techniques in Hides a cathartic revelry of health
even amongst chaos. The literary style of his thiegraphy” is important in his
educational approach, and is a means to provokaingfal action in any present-
day.

2.4. Machiavelli’s ‘Historiography’ and Literary Style

Machiavelli’'s educational approach is through hiteréry display of
exemplary lessons in history, with the effect afeav literary style outside of the
standardized rhetoric from the previous world of déeal Christianity. His
historiography is a part of the disruption of pedphy, metaphysics, and religion. It
is a “new” literary approach stemming from the awossness of the ancients. It
generates an understanding reminiscent of modedn cantemporary forms of
literary analysis. In general, he continually erggm human discourses directed to
those of his day, and with exchange of those inpde. In the use of history, he
tells stories. It is reticent of the comment todaytside of the belief in truth
generated my modern scientific principles thatsimictive part of human nature in
the use of language is that all we can do is tellies. Literary stories have been
renewed today as a legitimate academic mannerrfotirgy at knowledge of the
human condition.

Machiavelli’s literary style is part of the formati of “the state as a work or

art” (Burckhardt n.d.: 1). The direction of his Woof art is associated with his
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virtuous pursuit of excellence, prudence, honoad glory. It is revealed in an
ancient cosmological world view, where the art of/gnance includes the “art of
war.”’ The work of art engenders virtuous action in téaders, a catharsis for
strength in a difficult condition.

The literary techniques in Machiavelli also displhis uniqueness and
originality. His prominent literary techniques asvealed in the use of a multitude
of interchanges of discourse, through various tinaesl spaces, of various
characters, on clear, practical, and essentiats$ofihe insights generated in this
section are unique in themselves, since the sdiialarks on Machiavelli's artistic
features have been few. They are necessary in @itegra proper understanding
and interpretation.

Many of his misunderstandings come from the lackmdwledge of the
effects of his literary play games. There is a rude of ambiguities and
inconsistencies inMrhe Prince there is less inMrhe Discoursesbut they are not
entirely erasedThese literary games come from the essential lefisamn in the
human nature of politics, there is never a cleaohlte answer. Much is dependent
on the play of forces ofortuna This lesson is transcended through literary
techniques, where he clearly displays lessons, fimtorical sources that provides
a general basis to form productive decisions abastupon a imposing condition,

without guarantee. This situation is reminiscenthef situation of the present-day.

37 Machiavelli’'sOn The Art of Wais another literary work which begins with one distse

between Machiavelli and Lorenzo Di Filippo StrozA,Gentleman of Florence,” that develops into
the recall of another dialogue. One can easilytlseg@roblems identified by Machiavelli personally
are similar to the ones in the present-day. Thénb@tys contend with the problem of the division
of the soldiers and the ordinary citizens, andsaalirse about the possibility that such divisicars ¢
be lessened. Machiavelli's states that his modenilitary institutions have become completely
corrupt and far removed from the ancient ways” f@&e: 1). From it comes, “sinister opinions” that
have arisen “which makes the military hated androdurse with those who train them avoided”
(Preface: 1). But for Machiavelli, “it is not impgible to restore its ancient ways and return some
form of the past virtue to it,” and that he hascided not to let this leisure of mine pass without
doing something, to write what | know of war, t@ thatisfaction of those who are lovers of the
ancient deeds” (Preface: 1), and to propose th&swovho shine because of their nobility, wealth,
genius, and liberality,” for “I know you do not hewmany equals in wealth and nobility, few in
ingenuity, and no one in liberality” (Preface: Zhe book is somewhat similar to Platonic dialogues
but less idealistically philosophical, and moreedied to the real conditions (Machiavéllit of

War. 1-2).
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The blend of seriousness with the ironically corhititerary-play of
ambiguities and inconsistency reveals the modetfitigad crisis, generated from
the ancient understanding of nature that the waddumingly “made by man,” is
nearly beyond human control. With Machiavelli’'s &mt view of Nature, some
element of Fortune is always required to correetgalitical difficulties. As such, it
engenders ponder in the reader. It invokes an dppeatistic quality as a precursor
to valuable interpretation and action.

His historical discussions from the cosmologicaw; employs the use of
direct serious lessons, with elements of satire;k@ky, and the literary play games
of concepts, which cannot be logically conceived apiministered in modern
consciousness. The use of hidden truths and niglslelisplays the complexities and
the unclearness of his interpretations. Machiavedlveals that his literary
consciousness seems similar to the contemporamgouwises on the nature of
interpretatiort’

There are significant insights gathered from anartemt work by one of the
leading political thinkers of the twentieth centupan be closely combined with
Machiavelli’'s artistic features. Hans-Georg Gaddmé&ruth and Methoduses a
distinguished description of a literary “play” in“aork of art” that bestows an
understanding of the complexities of Machiaveltigorks of art.”

% From Franco Gaeta, edlachiavelli: Letterepage 405. The exchange of these two letters, of
Guicciardini and Machiavelli, displays the contemgy literary consciousness of Machiavelli.
Guicciardini’s letter was responded to by Machifwai the same day. Guicciardini’s warning went
as follows: “I believe they will serve you to yoexpectations and search for the honour in your, soul
which is obscure in this age, because we have alWag to live in a contrary profession that is
attributed mostly to foolishness rather than thedyd remind you to respond as quickly as possible,
because there are two dangers in this processthatehose holy friars do not attack your hypaocris
with theirs; the other, is that the ‘air of Camilll not turn you into a liar, because this is your
influence, not only in this age, but many previcasturies. And disgrace to be linked to the homes
of some Carpigians, would be your cause withoutedyt (Machiavelli 1961: 402).

Machiavelli responds: “Your holiness knows wHedge friars say, when one is confirmed
in grace, the devil has no more potential to teimpthave no fears with these friars who clingmnt
me as a hypocrite, because | believe that | amevellgh confirmed in grace. To the quantity of lies
given from the Carpigians, | do not wish to be nuead by all of them, because it is a piece that
does not measure my degree of quality; becaysantil now, | never say what | believe, and |
never believe what | say, and nevertheless, at timgsome truth comes to me that | hide in lies,
which is difficult to discover’ (Machiavelli 1961: 404-405).

Guicciardini is convinced by Machiavelli’'s profuidand fortitude: “when sent to the
friars to place discord in them, or at least tovéea swarm of bees on them at some time, is thé mos
distinguished action that you will ever do: notyotiat, but so is the stimulus, no matter how
difficult, that confronts their aversion and maiigti( Machiavelli 1961: 406) Such an interchange
of letters displays that the Renaissance thinkergwhead of their time.
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Understanding, under the groundwork of a cosmo@diature, must take
on the indeterminate play of forces for the acdisiof knowledge, as knowledge
is a primordial component in Machiavelli's educatb procedure. Understanding
in the present world, according to Gadamer, isssertial concern: “Understanding
must be conceived as a part of the event in whieammg occurs” (Gadamer 1996:
165). The understanding of art, “always includestdrical mediation” (Gadamer
1996: 165). The loss of tradition and the loss a$tdnical knowledge,
“rouses...hermeneutical reflection” (Gadamer 19965). These relations, of
history, knowledge, and interpretation, are esaenfeatures in analyzing
Machiavelli and recognizing their productive effant the educational process.
History generating knowledge and hermeneuticako#ithn, create understanding,
and provides a means for a re-construction at tiofietownfall: “Re-constructing
the conditions in which a work passed down to osfthe past was originally the
constituted as undoubtedly an important aid to tstdading it” (Gadamer 1996:
165). This re-construction can be applied to thes@nt condition, as Machiavelli
did in re-constructing lessons from the past indoisent turmoil through a work of
art, an art that transforms the current-day “adtlaad historical consciousness” to
create a new productive consciousness.

Machiavelli’'s artistic orientation attempts to deeaa revolution in the
creative consciousness of man. The previous fixeohd of order are dismantled,
under a new time-space configuration. The pastsgmte and future is made to
appear fluid, which is suggested in the cyclicalreence of events. In this manner,
his works display the actual temporal reality. Tigical historical distance from
the past is cast away. The immediacy of the dispadt becomes a creative
constituent for the present-day. We have a spate-tionfiguration which brings
together the author, the characters referred tthentext, and the future readers.
These historical play of forces displayed by Mackik show their appropriateness
for present-day discourse, which more ferventlyigsages the decline in modernity,
generally similar to the decline that Machiavelkperienced in the Medieval
Christian world. In both of these “times of trammit’ historical discourse is

required to understand one’s own condition.
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We are beginning to see how much Machiavelli'sdniegraphy is important
on global affairs, which was something stated bglisnand Robertson, but not
explained. We have an exchange in the voices ofactexs in the Roman army,
Roman politics, Moses, Cyrus, Theseus, and Romulnd; a verbal exchange in
other authors, such as Polybius, Livius, Tacitusnophon, Cicero, etc. It is that
timeless exchange that is the seed of Machiawéilitey and educative approach.

The virtue in Machiavelli’s artistry gives the legkary heroes “new clarity
and force” in the adjustment of historical detail the temporal conditions. The
“heroic drama” in Machiavelli is personal and draimaonfrontations, reminiscent
of his personal, dramatic confrontatiShThis becomes necessary in lessons in the
history of politics.

An exposition of his educational approach, througé distinct literary
artistry, displays an implicit comment on the esisgrconceptualization of present-
day philosophical discourses, of ontology and epmstiogy, that a proper
understanding of the nature of being renders produdorms of knowledge.
Knowledge stemming from the cosmological consciegsnas the essence of
human nature, is a re-working leimanitas- humanism — that began in the Roman
Republic, was re-configured by Machiavelli, ande&jed in another time of decline
through the concern for humanism of the present-tagiso provides a depth of

influence of the educational worth in a literaryrwof art.

% One can see the conflicts he faced owgu andFortuna, and the extent of his misfortune in a
letter he wrote to Francesco Vettori, Decemberl®33. This gross misfortune was nevertheless
coupled with becoming more forceful in the applimatof ancient knowledge through the means of
imaginary, verbal conversations he made daily waithient great heroes, which became the source
of The Prince“As such | turn away, and enter into scrapingtb& vermin acquired in the mildew

of my brain, and | satisfy the malignity of thiddaof mine, as | am content in this path to see if
Fortunawould not shame herself from prosecuting me. Qutie evening, | return home, and enter
my study. In entering, | take off my daily vestmgrull of mud and filth, and | put on the courtly
regal garments, and decently re-dressed, | erttethie ancient courts of ancient men, where | am
received lovingly from them. | feast on that fobdttis mine alone, and for which | am solely born;
there, | do not feel ashamed at all speaking wigmt, and asking them the reasons for their actions,
and they respond to me with their humanity. Andtfarse four hours, | do not feel any boredom, |
forget every worry, | have no fear of poverty, alehth does not frighten me. | deliver myself
entirely to them. And because Dante stated thatgcience cannot be made without being retained
internally in thought, | noted these elements ®irtkonversations that | made of utmost importance,
and | composed a little woiRe principatibuswhere | delve as profoundly as possible in thgpdee
thoughts on this subject, where | consider whatracpality is, of what kind they are, how they are
acquired, how they are maintained, and why theggrathemselves in their loss” (Machiavelli

1961: 303-304).
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His literary creativity is described powerfully layfellow Italian living five
centuries later; that is, Benedetto Croce, whoalksvaspects aboiihe Princethat
are uncommon, yet similar to the interpretatiotivad at in this work.

Benedetto Croce, a compatriot philosopher of ad bterary critic, whom
Gramsci both accepted and rejected, brilliantlcielates Machiavelli’s writing style
in his, “Una Questione che forsa non si chiudera mai: La Sfioae del
Machiavelli” (“A Question that May Never End: The Question Méachiavelli”)
This article further extends the understandingigfificonsistencies, ambiguities, and
‘errors’ in his historical exemplary mode. It isached that Machiavelli “questions
speculative logic,” and this is a part of his “ima@e philosophy” (Croce 1949: 2),
which questions the dogmatic philosophy of mor@tse historical exemplary mode
carries with it a pertinent question that will nevend. His works are presented
without the common “modes and orders,” without definitenfolas, without
systematic order, without technical literarinessnitrative, yet consisting essentially
of the profound concepts by which one transmitatspi values, and the category of
the real; they are also components of completersityeand dispersal of respect for
the concepts that are called empirical that desggictasses of facts and figures
(Croce 1949: 2). From within all of these precefitgre is a loss of any particular
logic. The literary satire imMhe Princegoes beyond the modern reduction of the
superficial subject-object logical framework. MaaVelli returns to the ancient use
of cyclical history for eternal lessons renderedtlo@ activities of man. There are
portions in the composition dthe Princethat are not far removed from the farcical
humour in his plays, especialMandragola “The Mandrake,” where “satire and
farce became the hallmark of success in this pl@ydce 1949: 1).

This “industry” and these poetic forces of uncettaare not just words in
the wind, but they do not succeed in effect if theg not indirectly exposed;
therefore, the appearance of logic continually uee$ the traditional response and
provides only superficial solutions to many of greblems. As Femia tell us, his use
of “figurative language” (Femia 2004: 41), easilguses misinterpretation. If his
“words on the page are filtered” through “an intetve framework of conventional
understandings and assumptions,” it “delimits tlsgmantic and lexical content”

(Femia 2004: 87). These are suggestive explanatiohsthe numerous
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misinterpretations of his works. Even the traitgt throvide a just resolution of these
problems, do not allow the full possibility or futbnsciousness of a presupposed
method that strongly secures the readers’ thoudhtshis way, he addresses the
requirement in the strength of vitality, the spwit consciousness that operates in
every instant of life. With such “concepts of pgeénd art, the beautiful and the
ugly, that is always in the minds of men and geteeran the works of poetry and the
arts,” is “a discovery of esthetic vision againke tintellectual rationality and
Cartesian mathematical reason” (Croce 1949:3-4jh\tfiis, Machiavelli “displays
difficulty in modern philosophic logic” (Croce 1948). It is a never-ending moral
process, therefore, “the question of Machiavellil wemain one of those that will
never be closed and will not be passed over irghiaes, since it is diverse from all
other passive conclusions” (Croce 1949: 9). Crocel &emia display, in
contemporary style, the criticisms, within Machiliyeof modern concepts,
assumptions, and reason.

The last analysis by Croce displays Machiavellisrupting process of
modern scientific logic and reason. It is an inheiticism of modern metaphysics,
on top of the criticism of the metaphysics of clealspolitical philosophy. It is clear
that the workings of his discourses are from thaeart cosmological source, within
its thought process of cyclical history within thewers of nature. The source of this
“newness” is outside the metaphysical source thsigthates the Western tradition.

Machiavelli is significant on these matters, sireee can easily surmise a
productive criticism of those ideals of late modgrnFrom this analysis comes the
argument, that Machiavelli is more relevant in in# of transition” — such as the
decline of modernity — than other time periods,csirthis time is more directly
related to the “time of crisis” during his day. Theestion of Machiavelli has an
long-lasting component within it. Not only is heportant for ancient or for his
modern period, but also the latter modern period, @ur current period, which sees

a decline in modernity.
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2.5. Opposition to Modern Historicism: ‘Progress inHistory’

Through the process of a close rendering from hosksy 0 the topic of
history, the next step is the comparison of hisception of history with the
modern, and in particular, the latter-day modermhef Enlightenment period. It is
beneficial to compare Machiavelli's ancient cosngidal view with the starkly
contrasting view of history in modernity. As we Bawndicated, early modernity
started the process of forgetting the past, whiels made commensurable by the
view of the latter period of modernity, with thelie€of “progress in history.”

The idea of progress in history was developed dutire Enlightenment
period, a remnant of the scientific revolution. iréthe beginnings of the scientific
revolution, the influential elements on the scigntcharacter of modernity, the
needs for a “total renovation” (Wiser 1982: 169luded a forgetting of the past
(Wiser 1982: 169). A scientific method was deritedcontrol nature, which was
conceived by Francis Bacon under an “egalitariastemology” that “discounted
the claim for natural hierarchy” (Wiser 1982: 17Zhis discarding of the natural
hierarchy “gave support to the democratic characfethe modern age” (Wiser
1982: 172). The Baconian “conception of nature ahdcience” began the abrupt
changes in modern society (Wiser 1982: 175). Thmsing modern consciousness
even inspired ‘philosophy’ to be enraptured by ¢habrupt conceptual changes,
where “the modern spirit” was emerging in Descartes founder of modern
philosophy” (Wiser 1982: 175). Through the use afdern reason, it made people
believe that “it was people and not divine provickemwho determined the course of
empirical history,” and a “systematic philosophyhi$torical progress” was made
(Wiser 1982: 243). In keeping a particular notidnpoogress in history, many
scholars have noted that Hegel, the champion ofemmodonsciousness, did not
escape the flaws of German Idealism. We will reuvalt the cyclical view of
history is opposed to what has been designatedhas ntodern historical
consciousness, particularly the concept of prognedsistory. There are lessons
from the Machiavellian educational approach that idieve the mistaken view of
harmful idealism in modern historicism. It is indlotial in rendering Machiavelli's

worth during the present-day, our contemporary time
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Many scholars, following Nietzsche, state that itbaining of the ideal of
being at the pinnacle of modern historical consem@ss and civilization is a
harmful sham. Yet this idea is not discouraged faam educational process, even
through to the twenty-first century:

there has been no dangerous change or turn in the
German education of this century which has not
become more dangerous through the enormous
influence, continuing to the present moment, os thi
philosophy, the Hegelian (Nietzsche 1980: 47).
Part of this danger, Nietzsche admits, comes frdratwiegel did not say - what he
wished to blind himself from:

for Hegel the apex and terminus of all world higtor

coincided in his own Berlin experience. He should

have said that all things after him are properlyged

to be only a musical coda of the world historicaido;

more properly yet, to be redundant. He did notteay

(Nietzsche 1980: 47).
This is a clear indication that there is an undrsio Hegel that inverts and
implodes the motivating imperative that sought teeghumanity its justification
and sovereignty. Nietzsche reveals the unsaid cfidéegel. Hegel’s insights are
important. But they criticize one essential aspechis historical onslaught. Not
only does he encompass the full modern conscioashasdisplays it as being on a
brink of deterioration. Instead of explicating upits deterioration, he turns away.
Even though he provided monumental profundity ioutyht, this lack of activity
may portray a weakness in not being able to confiioa fact that at reaching the
culmination of modern historical consciousness coitsedownfall.

His workings are vast in content. Michel Foucau#ted that all thought
since Hegel is either an endorsement or a reaagamst it. Marx seemed shattered
on his first reading of th@hilosophy of Historywith a continual ironic religious
sentiment: “A curtain has fallen, my holy of holiead been shattered, and new
gods had to be found” (Easton and Guddat 1967: MHéyel's work on history
contains the most profound completion of modertohigsm:

The great impact of the notion of history upon dfi¢he
consciousness modern age came relatively late, not
before the last third of the eighteenth centurgdifng
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with relative quickness its climactic consummation

Hegel’s philosophy (Arendt 1954: 68).
For Hegel, the “end of history” or “climactic comsmation,” in the alleged
superiority of events during his life, gave a siolntto the atrocities of destruction
in the pathway of the West. It was directed towaats end: the final total
accomplishment in which the culmination of humanedlepment was won by the
West. The “culmination,” or “end of history,” wasndét a religious
accomplishment” (Wiser 1982: 243). It was done tigio the belief of the
intellectual ability in modern science to “mark hamkind’'s progress toward
perfectability” (Wiser 1982: 245). Western consaoess, allocated by Hegel,
encompassed a history supposedly superior to timeahuthat is, his “Divine
History”; yet, it would be arrived at through humaonsciousness. It is an
argument that brings together the ‘Divine’ and hamghe ‘Divine’, or what was
once superior to the human, through the notionro§qess in history, was arrived
at by the human. What was once untenable, all aidzlen became graspable. A
laughable paradox begins at the rendered full donsness of modernity.

“History was Divine” for Hegel through the ironicombination of the
spiritual and the actual. The ‘Divine’ is portray@dthe universal validity of history
to justify the ironically secular superiority of Eye, with first, the activities of
Napoleon Buonaparte, and then the championingothirent-day Prussian state,
as the highest political formulation in human higtd=or Hegel, these versions of
the “end of history” entail the pinnacle of Westemiilization, the achievement of
the “Absolute Spirit,” “absolute knowledge,” in ftadity,” the “whole of reality.”
The: “Thought which Philosophy brings with it toetikontemplation of History, is
the simple conception d&teasoi (Hegel 1956: 9). And thiReasoris “sustained by
the Universe to the Divine Being” (Hegel 1956: Reason,n this mannerfor
Hegel, is the infinite complex of thingswith an “absolute final aim” and brings
together not only “the phenomena of Nature,” busdahe Spiritual Universe” to

form the “History of the World” (Hegel 1956: &).All previous events in history

9 From the chapter, “The Concept of History: AncienModern,”Between Past and Future

“I The italics and capitalizaition in these citiaidnom page 9 are those of Hegel.
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were only building blocks to the final, absolutedeAs such, Rome according to
this Hegelian view, only arises in pursuit towatis end, and its “pursuit is merely
abstractum (Hegel 1956: 9). Therefore, for Hegel, “World Itbsy,” “Reasorf
“Nature” and “Universal Spirit” were divine elemertb which all previous history
was directed under a uni-linear interpretation @ftdrical proceedings. But a
doubtful transformation from the religious to treesdental ‘reality’ is revealed
when both are assumed to be incorporated in mdastary: it reveals the ironic
“reconciliation between the Divine and Secular’vibich the recent historians of
ideas have insisted in questioning such a progetagel 1956: 447):

whether Hegel’s ‘cunning of reason’ was a secuddion

of divine providence or whether Marx’s classlessiety

represents a secularization of the Messianic Agen(ét

1954: 69-70).
Instead of the “end of history” being reached tlgtotnistorical formulation as the
height of the development of the ‘west arrived at the beginning of its downfall.
Hegel unknowingly or avoidably revealed the decbhenodernity.

In an article by Jacques Derrida, an acclaimed zNattean scholar, the
Western project is both culminated and implodechwwitHegel's discourse. The
meaninglessness of Hegel's and modernity’s higtrids re-iterated by George
Bataille, cited frequently in the article by DemidBoth of them suggest that “Hegel
has failed” (Derrida 1978: 251). Bataille, althouaggimitting that “the dialectic of
the master and slave’s lucidity is blinding,” enals, like Derrida, erupting into
laughterafter a full consideration of Hegel’s discourdeseems this is a necessary
condition of its completion. Bataille represents fharadox in these words:

The privileged manifestation of Negativity is dealbiut
death, in truth, reveals nothing. In principle, tilea
reveals to Man his natural, animal being, but the
revelation never takes place. For man finally to be
revealed to himself he would have to die, but helldo
have to do so while living... But this is a comedy!
(Derrida 1978: 257)*

2 For Hegel, idealism becomes solidified, in hisnig, with the actual. The pinnacle of
metaphysical elements, previously conceived ase@bmy consciousness of man, all of a sudden
becomes ‘real’, first, in the Battle of Jena, aait, in the Prussian state during his day. One can
perceive a previous indirect criticism in Machidvef this element of political philosophy, begun
by Plato and completed by Hegel in his version efrftan idealism. In truth, the ideal has little to d
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Clearly, to arrive at a conclusion such as Hegdl-dihat this New World is the
Age of Absolute Knowledge - is a failure. Nietzsclealls this Absolute
Knowledge, nihilisn?® This is precisely how Nietzsche radicalizes Hesgel
historicism. Hegel fails because he brings himgethe end of the cliff, and turns
away. But this does not keep Hegel's discourse fsemng the highest expression
of conventional beliefs, as that which expressestipmfoundly the characteristics
of most of our current political activity. Perhagdegel did not want to go as far as
he did under the grounds of progress in hisf6ry.

From Arendt, a Nietzschean scholar who lived intthentieth century, her
first chapter, “The Concept of History: Ancient akiddern,” in her boolBetween
Past and Futurewe see the relevant distinction of knowledge of ameg” and
“end” for the contemporary condition: “The growingeaninglessness of the
modern world is perhaps nowhere more clearly fadsived than in the
identification of meaning and end” (Arendt 19547).78Hegel’s “World History”
towards a final and absolute end may be reveatinghe and all others who assess
history in this manner are “never interested inghst,” and his attempt “is far from
being successful.” (Arendt 1978: 471l) Arendt bsnghe illusory historical
assessment on Hegel and Progress in History ildgaiece when considering the,
“problem by which modern thought is haunted” frame tview of “Progress of the
human race,” by “Hegel and Marx” (Arendt 1982: 4-5)

with the real. In Western idealism, the exaggeratibthe superiority of the human, in the
perception in capturing consciously and actuallatwas once above human capability, points
towards madness in Western human consciousnessagjag laughable contexts completely void
of reality.

“3 For Nietzsche, nihilism is rooted “in the Christimoral one,” and states that Hegel is directing
towards a “philosophical moral God.” But this thé end of the moral interpretation of the world,”
where it “no longer has any sanction after it m&gltto escape into some beyond,” which “leads to
nihilism.” See Book One, “European Nihilism,” Apliem 1,The Will to Powerp. 7. (Nietzsche
1967:7)

“ This can be revealed in the comment made by MiEdiale in the “Terror and History” chapter
of hisThe Myth of Eternal Returtiall the cruelties, aberrations, and tragediehisfory have been
and still are, justified by the necessities of thistorical moment.” Probably Hegel did not intetad
go so far” (Eliade 1954: 148)

5 Hannah Arendt, “The Concept of History: AncientModern,”Between Past and Futurirendt
1954: 78).
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As has been previously argued, modernity attengpésnh at the immortality
of man. But with the drive to such an end, paracklky, the opposite is derived:
This process, however, is incapable of guarantemieg
any kind of immortality because its end cancels and
makes unimportant whatever went before: in the
classless society the best mankind can do witlottyiss
to forget the whole unhappy affair, whose only [msg
was to abolish itself (Arendt 1954: 79-80).
It continued with the growth of modern science t® ‘iend,” with a belief in
whatever version of an apocalyptic and eschatoddgend of history.*® It appears
evident in Foucault's article, “Nietzsche, GenegJdgistory,” that he wishes to
demonstrate Nietzsche's “effective history” is aldsthe traditional necessity for
“apocalyptic objectivity” (Foucault 1977: 152). Teen, the *“apocalyptic
objectivity,” identified in Hegel's perspective, ithe specifically Western
imperative. The notion of the “end of history,” dkugh the belief of progress in
history, carries with it a perceived sense of betent to a superlative goal, a final
state of being. The current-day popular sentimendtill impeding the necessary
knowledge given in the contemporary realm of paditithought. However, one can
assess that a few present-day developments quekgamodern premises and are
open to the new pathway of thinking of the conterapp
We have learned that the revealed cyclical vieviisfory has an effect on
the manner of hermeneutic and epistemological dBons. It is disruptive of the
classical conceptions, forming a truly new and potidde manner in the study of
political affairs and the nature of man. It encosges new divergent values,
meriting a new ordering of the “old” and “new,” gb@nd evil. It is a different
framework from the common everyday, and used twitedize relations to the
world-that-be and to form meaningful human actibime knowledge and use of this
divergent historical sense impels a ‘religious’e@@nce which can be addressed to
our day, just as he addressed the ancient Romdms day.
Machiavelli met the requirement to be meritorionsai time of transition.

This is revealed in the foremost element of hiscational approach, the use of the

6 “Eschatology” is closely related to the apocalypsece it is the part of theology concerned with
death and the final destiny of mankind.
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cosmological view of history, which is being re-bon the realm of contemporary
thought. Machiavelli has returned in the process ok-construction of Western
history, as he is now seen as a starting point. ridve contemporary lessons have
started today with him in the attempt of beginniagnew Renaissance. The
worthiness of Machiavelli’'s view of history will b@made clear in the final chapter

of this work.
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CHAPTER 1lI

RELIGION

“From the days of John the Baptist
Until now, The Kingdom of Heaven
Suffereth Violence, and the Violent
Bear it Away.” Matthew 11:12
Epistle Introduction in Flannery O’Connor’s
The Violent Bear It Away

The “amazing religiosity” of “the ancients” is
of “the gratitude it exudes: it is a very noble
type of man that confronts nature and life in
thisway,” which is a way “to affirm life inspite
of all its terrors with remarkable and noble
strength above resentment.” The direction
of ancient religiosity is opposed to that of
monotheistic religions.
(Taken from Aphorism 49 and its footnote in
the “What Is Religious?” section of Nietzsche’s
Beyond Good and Eyiwith a final comment)

Where the eagle glides ascending,
there’s an ancient river bending,
through the timeless gorge of changes,
where sleeplessness awaits.
| searched out my companions,
who were lost in crystal canyons,
where the aimless blade of science
slashed the pearly gates.

Neil Young, “Thrasher”

3.1. Preface

The topic of religion engenders enormous debatiésaelation to politics in
the present-day. One can easily admit that Machiaseverely criticizes the
Christianity of his day; but, oddly enough, througtctlear analysis, this does not
imply that he is a modern secular thinker. Machiadees not reject religion from
politics; quite the contrary, since, for him, rétig, as well as politics, are
considered as essential elements of human nateren&y have lived during the
dawn of modern secular time, but one can argue hbatvas not linked to the
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propagation of the rise in secularism in moderritis view of religion is certainly

original and unique, outside of the common recagmitlt not only questions the
development of Christianity, but calls for an invgation of the nature of modern
secularism. In facing the decline of the previouset period of Medieval

Christianity, and the rise of completely new attea towards religion in modernity,
a brief knowledge of this historical change is rieegi for a proper study of religion
under these contexts.

In The History of Florence, Book Ghapter 5, “Changes in Italy in Barbaric
Times: 395-493,” Machiavelli describes that thesebhric times are due to the
disastrous changes historically, and with it cah®erecognition that the changes in
religion were equally important. These were “tintdsmisery” in Italy, by being
overrun by barbarians similar to the corruption atedtruction of the forces of
power in his own time. He speaks of the damage donéhe republics and
princedoms overrun by not only “external force,t lalso “internal discords”: a
damaging situation where “their laws, their custpiteir ways of living, their
religion, their speech, their dress, their namesfe changed severely, with such
complete newness that it was “enough to terrify fimest and steadiest mind”
(Machiavelli 1965: 1040). At that time, they facélde change from ancient
paganism to Christianity.

The transition from the ancient pagan consciousnis the Western
historical consciousness is evident in the Juddedstian formation of the
eschatological and apocalyptic literature in thel&i The experience of life on “the
city of earth” was one of suffering. The sufferiwgs appeased by a Covenant with
God, which provided a future fulfillment, some frglend. Time was conceived as a
beginning, moving toward an end, as Hannah Areaidfarces in her essay “The
Concept of History: Ancient and Modern”: “Only oreligious tradition, it is said,
knows of a beginning and, in the Christian versiam,end of the world” (Arendt
1954: 65). From the beginning-end format of histayents of the future were
considered different from the events of the pake difficulties of earthly life were
conciliated by the future world, “the city of Goddeaven, and not earth, becomes
the repository for greatness, perfection, and intatity. These elements were

considered impossible in the earthly world. In lifie earth, the human is nowhere
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near God. But, it is clear that this “new world’eated by the Judaeo-Christian
sentiment, was done at the expense of the dignitlii® world, the present life on
earth.

From the opposing tendencies in spiritual beliaine the contending
direction of historical consciousness. A “well-chefd outline of world history”
began with Christianity, “and the first philosoplof history is presented in
Augustine’sDe Civitate Dei (Arendt 1954: 65). Augustine (354-450 AD), anlgar
Christian, spends much time in his main t&@kte City of God with a long criticism
of ancient paganism, even though his father wasmpagnd he originally broke
from the Christian influence of his mother, and @edd to the religion of
Manicheism, “Christianity’s chief rival in the figlof ethics” (Wiser 1982: 93). He
swayed back to Christianity after paganism was edrirom Rome in 391 AD, and
Christianity was established “as the official civéligion of the empire” (Wiser
1982: 93). After the fall of the Roman Empire inO4AD, Augustine responded to
the charge of political inferiority of Christianityith “a total critique of the pagan
world-view” (Wiser 1982: 93). Ironically, Christigg “was not intended primarily
[as[ a political or social doctrine” (Wiser 19823)9 The opposition of religion and
politics was conflicting, and this was manifesttire separation of his “city of
earth” and the “city of God.”

Christianity dogmatized its beliefs in order to Bem victorious in the
contest over the secular forms of power. The “jofyeeaven” still convinced those
of high stature, such as Thomas Aquinas, (1225-12f&t Christianity was
superior to secular temporal powers, even aftertc¢iwnag the unspeakable
sufferings in hell,” which allowed violence to pistsunder Christian rule: “violence
was permitted to insinuate itself into both theyvstructure of Western religious
thought and the hierarchy of the Church” (Arends4:9132-133).

As Wiser (1982) summarizes, in facing the relatexfiontations at the end
of Medieval times of the spiritual and temporal gosy of faith and reason, of
religion and philosophy, of the church and theestétquinas responded with the
Christian belief of eternal salvation through theaog of God. For him, it was
natural reason, influenced by Aristotle oddly erguip serve Christianity, where

God is a rational end. Politics, according to A@sirprovided some means for the
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good, and not necessarily evil as it was with Atiges Its basis was formed on the
attachment of reason to faith, of religion to pbdphy, and therefore the state was
more closely aligned to the church under these ige=snBut political authority was
not the final authority. The higher end of spirltparfection was more significant
than the temporal powers of politics (Wiser 19827-122). In that manner, the
tensions between spiritual and temporal powers wetelissolved.

The more evident thinker that displays the falhwddieval Christianity and
the on-going conflict of the spiritual and temporedn be seen in the strange and
odd developments in the thought of Marsilius of iBgdcirca 1275-1342) the last
thinker before Machiavelli. As Fortin states, haséb in another world” (Strauss
1973: 251).

Marsilius was a “Christian Aristotelian, yet “bothis Christianity and
Aristotelianism differ profoundly of the most cetabed Christian Aristotelian,
Thomas Aquinas” (Strauss 1973: 251). His “commorithéds “both this worldly
and other worldly” (Strauss 1973: 251). Aristoeused for the “this worldly,” and
even though Christianity “is exclusively, or chieioncerned with the other life, it
too, makes men'’s fate in the other world dependartiow they lived in this world”
(Strauss 1973: 253). This is his “democratic remgdeof Aristotelian principles,”
which is one of many “strange misinterpretations’Aaistotle, “who preferred the
sovereign government of the gentlemen (aristograt@ the sovereign or
government of the people (democratic)” (Strauss31%56). The strangeness
continues in his main worRefender of the Peace/here he “emphatically set forth
and literally at the same time retracts the doetoh popular sovereignty” (Strauss
1973. 259). The “religiously neutral concept,” edsd for Marsilius, was
“anticlerical,” since the people should rule inasteof the clergy, and sided with
“the Roman emperors, ancient or medieval agaimsptipes” (Strauss 1973: 256).

Among this strangeness, comes confusion at thme‘tof transition,” a
“time of crisis” between two worlds. In amongst #illese conflicts and strange
assertions, Machiavelli steps out from any usuabeaation with Christianity and
Aristotelianism to combat the two swords of spaittand temporal existence.
Machiavelli’'s spirituality is not separated fromettemporality of life on earth. This

study shows that Machiavelli is involved in a reaéwf ancient paganism in order
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to combat the decline in Christianity. Quoting Messke, Isaiah Berlin writes:
“Machiavelli's doctrine was a sword thrust into thedy politic of Western
humanity, causing it to cry out and to struggleiasfatself” (Berlin 1979: 39).

3.2. General Overview of Machiavelli’s Relation tdReligion

A starting point to understand the complexitiédMachiavelli’s relation to
religion is to outline his need to contest the @feof Christianity. The hope was, as
Burckhardt informs us, by these created wordsbatteid to Machiavelli, that it
“would draw the steel from the wound™ (Burckhardid.: 114). The wound was
the rule of the Papacy, which was corrupt; thel steelld be used to annihilate that
body that gave power, which was the Church itsiéffe source of all foreign
intervention and of all divisions of Italy” (Burckidt n.d.: 114). If it can be said
that Machiavelli’s attack on the “spirituality ofh@stendom,” was only an attack on
its declining spirit, born and grounded in his grsday Christianity, then he did
not entirely discard Christianity wholehearteffy.

One of Machiavelli's tasks is to re-instigate vens of ancient paganism
back into Christianity, a re-instatement of the thdn ancient paganism that is so
bitterly opposed by popular Christianity. Anciersganism, as the seed of the
Italian Renaissance, breeds a religious view inrpsh@ontrast to the modern
contention: “The Renaissance rediscovered and aggzat paganism” (Eliade
1959: 227). Machiavelli was motivated by the grogvemphasis of the Renaissance
on creative action, instead of traditional Christraoral precepts, where pragmatic
approaches and a close sense of realism was ldkeinlusory imaginary world

views, exacerbated by the manipulation and coroapdf the constrained religious

“7“In Machiavelli,” Parel resumes, “the heavens dmain the source of religion, and Fortune the
presiding deity” (Parel 1992:59). In the last santein his chapter “Heaven, Religion, and Politics,
Parel states: “Machiavelli is a neo-pagan whoseigito paganize rather than to secularize
Christianity” (Parel 1992: 59). Nevertheless, lnisi of neo-paganism does not want to throw out
the notion of Christianity, nor therefore “God,"tiealy. It must be stated that for him there are
elements in the Christian Church that are notialig; and the so-called religious figures have no
regard for what he considers a true religious fathe cannot dismiss the role of religion in
Machiavelli’'s work. His work on religion is a genegy of faith, a description and use going back to
its roots, and reformed again in the present tashathe harmful to re-create the strength in \igali
His genealogy of faith includes the ancient histrand political sentiments to overcome the
dominance of the decline in history and politicCinristianity.
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impetus. In general, such illusory activities stifirsist today in ideologies, albeit
with an oppositional stance on religion.

In Machiavelli’'s view, there are cyclical interrétans of history, religion,
and politics:: “For just as the heavens control teneral laws governing the
movement of history and politics, so also, accaydim him, do they control the
movement governing the rise, renewal, and fall elfigions” (Parel 1992: 45).
According to Machiavelli, one can say that, if #¢nevere elements available to the
human to contend the powers that be - of the Heaverrtuna the gods, and
“God” - they would be politics and religion, whiete essential elements in human
action: “Machiavelli did not wish to separate pabktfrom religion. Indeed, he saw
the latter as indispensable to the smooth functgoif the state” (Femia 2004: 38).
Machiavelli’'s concern for religion is tied to thecognition of the greatness of the
Roman Republic. For him, its latter-day downfallpolitics is coupled with the
downfall of religion.

In tracing the origins of the word in the articl&Vhat Is Authority?,”
Hannah Arendt reveals the tie of religion not ohistory, but political authority
as well. As mentioned in the introduction, religioomes from the Latin worce-
ligare, “to be tied back” (Arendt 1954: 121). One canspree that re-ligare,” a
Latin term, has its roots in Rome. The derivatidrradigio from religare, Arendt
claims, is the doing of a Roman himself, Cicereréfiore establishing its particular
Roman Republican distinction (Arendt 1954: 292)1 Noly is the greatness of its
religion used as an educational premise, but algs downfall.

In the process, Machiavelli implies that Christtgnshould accept the
ancient forms of belief. Christendom has not manet “the form in which its
giver founded it” (Machiavelli 1965: 228). This lnatr implicit statement, that the
form of Christianity is in falsity of the true tdangs of Christ, is implicitly
repeated imhe DiscourseBook Ill.

Had Christianity carried out the original intent Ghrist, Christian states
would have been more united and powerful in pdi@nd civic spirit than they
were. He credits the Franciscan and Dominican SafBaint Francis and Saint
Dominic, for doing what other friars did not, bring back the forgotten, because if

they “had not brought it back towards its beginsiiigt “would have entirely
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disappeared” (Machiavelli 1965: 422). In the hamdsif giving the truer nature of
Christ: “with their poverty and with the example ©hrist’s life [,] brought it back
into the minds of men when it had disappeared ftoem” (Machiavelli 1965:
422). It seems that all other friars had a falsgception of Christ. One can even go
back to Augustine, of disregard for the ‘evil’ nea#t of politics on earth, right up to
Aquinas, and even the confused Marsilius, who fojmydin the other world, not
paying attention to the sufferings of hell on eavthich identifies the ultimate flaw
in Christianity, as not truly representing Jesus:

Nothing perhaps in this whole development of

Christianity throughout the centuries is farthenoved

from and more alien to the letter and spirit of the

teaching of Jesus of Nazareth than the elaborate

catalogue of future punishments and the enormous

power of coercion through fear which only in thetla

stages of modern age have lost their public, paliti

significance (Arendt 1954: 133).
The heavenly “life is everlasting” dogma was nat jfwy, but encouraged by “fear
on earth” that was praised by Christian preachirgridt 1954: 133). One can infer
that this sentiment in Hannah Arendt was inspired Her knowledge of
Machiavelli. The ‘reverence’ he had for religiondesely linked to the reverence
he had for politics, where both are depicted intiast to those of Christianity.

With such an insight, no one can deny the imposdaot religion for
Machiavelli. It ties together the historical digtiion of the supernatural element of
the “Heavens” with religion. By nature, the humam only make interpretations on
the “Heavens,” the powers-that-be, as a recentedeyemporary author, John M
Najemy, indicates:

religion is a matter of ‘interpretations’ whose ttruor
falsity is measured by the effect on behaviour,
institutions, society, and history. These arguments
allude to intriguing parallels between pagan relgand
Christianity (Najemy 1999: 668).

The measure is not on “doctrines or truths,” butf@way the religions functioned
to achieve their own political ends, and a large pathat function and the ends are

made by interpretation, and measured by the staadlyicated by the acceptance of

life on earth, not a withdrawal from it. The measof the worth of interpretations
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encompasses a divergent set of values, outsidamdt@n morality. In Christianity,
Machiavelli “contrasted its degenerate values wibble values enshrined by pagan
religion” (Femia 2004: 39). It is a view of religiahat is important for political

order.

3.3 The Contrariness of Machiavelli’'s ‘New Religioh
Its Effects on Politics, Morality, and Liberty

The unique combinations of these significant fecttauses much confusion
and many antagonistic interpretations. Almost ahddars in this field today
criticize the short-sightedness of Leo Strauss 8eflastian de Grazia on their
interpretations of Machiavelli’'s position on rebigi. For Strauss, Machiavelli was
“a teacher of evil,” a “diabolical” preacher, a &phemer” of “soulless character,”
and an “atheist” (Najemy 1999: 660). In completatcast, de Grazia believes he is
a “Christian apologist, though of a peculiar kingdho, by his ‘peculiar’ drive for
active political virtue, he nevertheless makes “noemform to God’s desire.”
Machiavelli, therefore, is “a friend of God,” saattibehind Niccolo’s insistence on
political action,” states de Grazia, “stands G&tEven though we get such diverse
interpretations, they both agree that Machiavellgesition on religion is a
precondition for the correct understanding of fostggal thought. But both of them
appear limited in their understanding, for whatguemose'

Once again, the great Swiss historian, Jacob Barck, created a imaginary
literary statement, imitating the words that Maekié would likely have made:
“We lItalians are irreligious and corrupt above eth because the Church and her

representatives set us the worst example™ (Burakimad.: 432-433). The common

“8 The quotations describing Machiavelli’s religiquesformance and interpretations are taken from
two articles: Chapter 3, “Heaven, Religion and f&dj” in Anthony Parel’he Machiavellian
Cosmosp. 59, and John M. Najemy, “Papirius and the Chisker Machiavelli on the Necessity of
Interpreting Religion,’'Journal of the History of Ideak999 page 660. It is true that Strauss
exaggerates certain aspects for seemingly suspigi@ctices, but to reduce his understanding of
Machiavelli’'s view of religion in this way is paally mistaken.

9 One can only guess as to why we receive suchgiwnéniews that seem to contain either an
ideological or traditional religious direction ing educated. It appears that Strauss has a plolitica
plan behind his appearance of careful and intetusly sand that de Grazia cannot do without some
form of traditional religious belief. If this is save have personal evidence of the trickery or
weakness in our educational framework that MacHiiaweuld probably assess.
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opinion of praising the persistence of Christianrality hides the reality of its

prevalent immorality and its ruin in the “wickedsesf the time.” From this

assertion comes monumental inferences, where @miistin politics has become
somewhat unfaithful; it displays ‘immorality’ in ntrast to the advocate of even
present-day forms of ‘morality’. The implicationseapotent and require clear
explanation.

Machiavelli applied ancient religiosity in his @gbgical desire to engender
strength to overcome the ensuing weakness. Madhiavgues from a standpoint
that the use of Christianity, at his time, is ndtolly Christian. Its limitation hides
essentials that are crucial for him and for Itaty ahaotic times. Machiavelli
attempts to re-install ancient pagan virtues baxtk the Bible, and that such a
brand of teachings can actually be demonstratedsirtareful reading. Such a
pedagogical approach undermines the values of t@&misnorality, as being not
truly moral in ancient consciousness. For those wboceived earthly life as
predominantly sinful, they were displaying even enemfulness, according to the
ancients.

In ltaly, the Christian divine belief in order wastined to misery and
destruction. The common people became subjecteeduthoritarian power elite of
the Papal Authority, which provided political powarthe cardinals and the Pope.
The Church’s limited direction to peaceful spirlitytaand contemplation in the
servers of the Church, with the avoidance of pmditiand military action, easily
made their enslavement to Christian dogma moradite than liberty. This
“immoral” form of power-politics is comprised by d@hlack of knowledge and
insight into the nature of Christianity itself.

The Church had become corrupt; yet men were alfoostd to keep to the
religion in spite of it all. Contrary to the commaonderstanding, Machiavelli does
not separate religion from its ancient historicahtext, from concern for good
military, from republican aspirations for the pempland of administering the
judgment of the good and the “wicked”:

Thus he who examines Roman history well sees how
helpful religion was in controlling armies, in inspg
the people, in keeping good men, in making the adck
ashamed (Machiavelli 1965: 224).
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The divergent sense of religion continued in atugritial section ofThe
Discourses.In the first chapter in the section entitled “Rom&eligion,” a
completely different version of “God” arises, a ‘@Gaeformed by a return to
ancient paganisnif. He calls for ancient pagan principles in the nevimg of new,
good laws and good arms to support good “modes @uagr.” Numa, the
subsequent leader after Romulus, needed the awytlodrihe gods, “to introduce
new and unwanted laws into the city,” because leardd that his own authority
would not be enough” (Machiavelli 1965: 225). Thaigion that “Numa had
brought into the city,” forced people into an oatit to break the new laws, which
made Lucius Manlius, who falsely accused Marcus poos, “through fear,
withdraw the accusation” (Machiavelli 1965: 224).

The worth in this religion is the manner in whi¢hfarms good new laws.
‘God’ is directly involved in the ancient pagan giree of “oaths and laws” under
Numa, “her first lawgiver,” the follower of Romulusvho established things that
the founder had omittet}.In the time of Numa came the necessity of religion
“maintain a well-ordered state” (Machiavelli 1963223). Oaths to the republic
were formulated, where the Romans “feared much nwigreak an oath than to
break the laws, since they respected the poweraaf @ore than that of men”
(Machiavelli 1965: 224). Religion here is more €lyslinked to authority, the
forming of good laws for the good order of the ciyd inspiring civic loyalty and
virtue.

He concludes by saying that the “religion introdlidey Numa,” a pagan
religion, “was among the chief reasons for the peoisy of that city” (Machiavelli
1965: 225). From this, he retorts about the impmea of religion and the
difficulties in maintaining princedoms or kingdom&hout it. He repeatedly states

that its importance is due to the formation of gdads, good fortune, and good

*% In these chapters on religion, from Chapter XXid, the number of uses of the words “God” and
“gods” is almost identical.

*1 Even though Numa was more markedly engaged ifotihging of religion does not mean that
Romulus was irreligious. Romulus in the formatidntbe beginnings of a mixed constitution was a
sacred experience acquires by knowledge of thegmaksan imitaion of great deeds before him.
Politics in ancient times were a product of histang religion.
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action. One can easily see that the ties to engergdhe inspiration for good laws
are done through the civic loyalty of the peoplBetause religion caused good
laws; good laws make good fortune; and from goatufe came the happy results
of the city’'s endeavours” (Machiavelli 1965: 22%rincedoms or kingdoms
without religion will likely fail: “Because, wherdear of God is lacking, it is

necessary either that a kingdom fall or that isbstained by fear of a prince which
atones for what is missing in religion” (MachiavelR65: 225). But if any rule

atones for what is missing in religion, it is ligeb fail.

Machiavelli continues while still using the singulase of “God” in
describing ancient Roman Republican rulers. Numd tee need of authority
beyond his own, especially in the requirement dfoishucing new laws. Ancient
forms of religion not only “caused good laws,” hwere “helpful in controlling
armies.” Romulus, at the beginning, “had no need tfe authority of God”
(Machiavelli 1965: 225). Machiavelli continues wenitill using the singular use of
“God” in describing ancient Roman Republican ruldfer Numa, the need of
authority of God was advised by an ancient mythicgimphi (Machiavelli 1965:
225). The Roman people were astonished by Numasdigess and prudence,” and
so yielded to his every decision. The resourcedd S necessary for new unusual
laws that came about after the ensuing complexitiegrowth. This indicates the
cyclical period of growth as a renewal and a sliggthporal change from the
beginning inter-woven tapestry, but without any @gipon to the foundational
principles, with their enhancement directed to #mesuing period of rise to a
civilized society. The needs of “God” are claimgdNdachiavelli, as being directed
towards the acquired strength of the ancients: #reydirected toward the valour
attached to paganism, in its version of authohtptigh the formation of good laws,
and the recognition of noble leadership in wisdaord prudence. Such matters are
forgotten in Christianity and modern secularism.

His “new” religion is necessary for the maintenaméeauthority of good

laws and order in a republic, which is an authontth “divine worship,” “because
one can have no better indication of the ruin @bantry [homeland] than to see
divine worship little valued” (Machiavelli 1965: 82 But it is a divine worship

aligned to ancient paganism, the Roman religions kb means necessary for the
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formation of a new state by a new prince, wherensadormation is the most
difficult. Here is the repeated lesson, that thev r@ince must have virtuous
authority, which, at least, must be placed in thekiground of consciousness in
acquiring power; but after that, one that must madvento the foreground for
maintaining authority. If a prince does not do this will not last: “it comes about
that kingdoms depending on the vigour of one mamealare not very lasting
because that vigour departs with the life of mard aeldom is it restored in the
course of heredity” (Machiavelli 1965: 228)Order dependent on one prince, will
not last long. Religion can be easily abused, ad e done so easily by those
lacking in knowledge, that is generated in a caroyfture:

And though rude men are more easily won over to a

new order or opinion, it is still not for that reas

impossible to win over to it also cultured men and

those who assume they are not rude (Machiavelli

1965: 226).
The rude are easily enslaved by a “newness” witlvatiious authority. Not only
them, but also the cultured can easily be subjagateler false illusions.

The people of his day who believed in “Frate Savolad were given as an
example: “The people of Florence do not supposensedres either ignorant or
rude, nevertheless they were persuaded by Brotiteta®o Savonarola that he
spoke with God” (Machiavelli 1965: 226). They begke in him “without having
seen anything extraordinary to make them believe.(Machiavelli 1965: 226)
Their beliefs were innocently lacking insight andsgively motionless. Those
lacking knowledge can easily become corrupt, frohatever the source may be,
which generates those negative qualities. One sann@e another lesson being
made, that in difficult situations, the majority wd rather obey tyrants than be
interested in liberty. Many people turn away fromolifics or are driven to
participate through the coercive, corrupt aspeBtd. even the less conspired to

corruption can easily be overtaken by false illasioTherefore, it seems that the

2 Machiavelli finishes this cited sentence by refieeeto Dante’®urgatorio 7. 121-3“Seldom
does human probity move along the branches; asdgiihe will of Him who gives it, that it may get
its name from Him” (Machiavelli 1965: 226).

79



“‘corrupt” are numerous, if the “lack of knowledges taken somewhat
synonymously.

The lesson is that there are numerous factors wirietluce that ignorance
that generates enslavement of being under thopewér outside of direct human
blame. In competing for power, the Papal Authoditying Machiavelli’'s days used
this detriment within Christianity to continue taig power by unscrupulous means.

The ancient form of ‘fear’ of God, or a prince, ocivic oath is needed, but
since a prince is short-lived, such a devotionaf f8 more prone to failure, “just as
strength and wisdom of the prince fails” (Machidiv&bB65: 226). A prince must
organize “the salvation of a republic or a kingdbfeyen after he dies,” so that “it
can be maintained” (Machiavelli 1965: 226). Thisrsenormous task for a prince.
He must provide a faith where the people yield$hvelief to his every decision,
and the successful prince must be knowledgeablelept, and brave. His natural
character must go beyond power-tactics. Here isth@noexample that the
formulation of good order requires the harnessihgawer under good authority.
Christianity, as with most princes, has failed arrtessing power by a believable
authority.

Referring to another actual ancient example, amotievant lesson is stated
to correct the flaws of the “Tribunes of the Pegpkého, in their “consular power”
were breaking up the balance in Roman constituircauthority (Machiavelli 1965:
229). In Chapter 13 referring to Livius 5. 13-16 and 3. 10, 15, Maceiti reveals
that at one point, the people chosen as “Triburfesonsular power,” “were all
plebeians” (Machiavelli 1965: 229). The Senate, 4aying that the gods were
angered” (Machiavelli 1965: 229), used religioniaghthese chosen Tribunes, in
order “to overcome difficulties that could nevevbadeen overcome” (Machiavelli
1965: 231). By being “terrified by this resort teligion,” with “the power of the
gods,” the flaws in the Tribune of the People m#dam choose “only nobles as
Tribunes” (Machiavelli, 1965: 230). Here, religisras useful in re-establishing the

foundation of good and noble political order in t@man Republic.

*3“How The Romans Made Use of Religion In ReorgamjzTheir City And Carrying On Their
Enterprises And Stopping Riots”
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Throughout this section, Machiavelli displays tHengents that formulate
ancient religious customs, practices, values angremce, instead of Christian
forms of valuations. We have been introduced to ihture of the “oaths” in
Chapter 12* but in Chapter 12° they are compounded with the use of the auspices
of “auguries” and “omens,” and with “miracles” afidracles.” Oaths, auguries,
omens are outside of the Christian morality andscmusness of good and evil. The
auguries are natural signs that exhibit the didagessment of natural reality from
which “the foundation of ancient religions of thagans” was derived, and also
“caused the well-being of the Roman republic” (Maegklli 1965: 231-232). The
auguries were used in the understanding importetrdgre, either civil or military.
The omens were the foreseen observations intecpreteforeshadows of divine
approval or disapproval of a proposed action. Thepter was also coupled with
miracles and oracles, and also with contraventigairest the auspices, which
occurred at times, but they were done with prudeimstéead of rashness. From this
comes the foretelling story of Consul Papirius #mel “chickens.” It is foretelling
because it reveals much about the project of Maeliaand the play between
power and authority, prudence and ignorance, regcereand the questioning of
divine auspices; and these are principles that rbastione “cleverly,” without
“disrespect for religion” (Machiavelli 1965: 232).

In the military, “among other auspices” was tipailtari,” the divine orders
that taught the observation of the eating actisité “the fowls,” or chickens, as a
means for advice in battle. If the fowls ate, ttiba soldiers were to fight, and
henceforth, “they fought with augury,” with goodyss and with strong faith. When
the fowls or chickens did not eat, they would ndiynatay out of battle. On one
occasion, one of thpullari, by being impressed with the strong dispositiorihef
army, went against the auspices. Even though thésfdid not eat, he did not tell
Papirius, and advised him to go into battle. Bileopullari warned Papirius by
stating that the “fowls had not eaten” (Machiav&Bie5: 232). For Papirius, it was

> “How Important It Is To Take Account of ReligioAnd How Italy, Having Been Without It
Because of The Roman Church, Is Ruined.”

%5 “The Romans Interpreted the Auspices AccordindNBeessity, And Prudently Made A Show Of
Observing Religion Even When They Were Forced NoObserve It; And If Anyone Rashly
Belittled It, They Punished Him.”
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difficult condition to assess the proper decisibime chiefpullari told him one thing
the others told him the opposite. With prudencedéeided to go into battle, but
with the pullari on the front line. The chigbullari was accidentally killed by a
Roman dart at the start of the battle. Insteadisdppointment, “the Consul said
everything was going well and with the favour of tjods, because by the death of
that liar the army was purged of every fault, and of allteé wrath they had
conceived against them” (Machiavelli 1965: 232).eThar was ignoble, and
Papirius’ doing was considered a wise action.

For the most part, it was a reliance on naturedhsée divine ordinance; yet
there were also special times, andanasionewhen the human, through prudence,
in re-fitting the plans with the auspices, couldchftont the old auspices with a
novelty, yet without disrespect for the old, anerdfore could succeed. In a
chaotic condition, this displays the need of newndsut a particular kind of
newness that does not disrespect the ancient.ah isxample of the wise use of
“newness” by enhancing ancient principles. It i$ ao easy task. But it is a good
lesson in adapting to new conditions, whatever thay be, as far as Machiavelli is
concerned. This sense of “newness” is outside camoemnsciousness. Lessons
from the old could be used to address the new tiondiMachiavelli does this
continuously.

In the last chapter of that influential sectfrhere are two references made
to Titus Livius on the Samnites return to religia@yen amongst their ongoing
defeats and conquests by the Romans. Machiavelti ad.ivius citation to describe
the nature of the Samnites: “nevertheless theyndidrefrain from war, since they
were not weary even of an unsuccessful defencebefty, and preferred to be
conquered rather than not to strive for victoryw(us 10. 31)” (Machiavelli 1965:
233). Religion was the means of putting strength @etermination in their soldiers,
and “they decided to repeat an ancient sacrificethafrs,” as Livius further
describes it, that, “all of the leaders of the amag sworn that they would never
abandon the combat” (Machiavelli 1965: 234).

°6 Chapter 15: “The Samnites, As A Last Remedy FaifRistresses, Turned To Religion.”
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But this is partially against one aspect of thesdéesin the example of
Papirius, when, in encouraging his soldiers stat€lests do not cause wounds,
and painted or gilded shields can be pierced by &opilium” (Livius 10. 39)”
(Machiavelli 1965: 234). Instead of fortitude, heowad them through fear,
“because they were said to be at the same timerimortof citizens, gods and
enemies” (Machiavelli 1965: 234). Roman valour dedr for the protection of
ancient values overcame any other detriment. Bear"fin this example means
more honour for the gods. Instead of relying sotatythe powers of Heaven that
be, it was “by the virtue of their religion and dkugh the oath they had taken,” that
had given them so much confidence “by means oficeliwell used” (Machiavelli,
1965: 234). For Machiavelli, the good use of relilgwas considered a part of the

e of the most important
institutions of the republic of Rome” (Machiavel®65: 234).

Roman constitution, as he claims that “religion

Such a lesson does not contrast the one handed lojpwivius. Both agree
that at certain distinct times, prudence as wefbasude is required with religious
revelry. Most importantly, we have seen the near@sRoman religion to noble
political and military actions, which were elemeatsfar from being conscribed by
the weak spirituality and contemplative escape freality of Christian preaching
in Machiavelli’'s present-day. Without those ancipnhciples, not only religion and
politics, but also the military order would declindachiavelli shares these views
with Livius, and is educated by him.

The Christian focus on peaceful spirituality anchtemnplation is a limit of
the teachings within the Bible itself. The form@iristianity at Machiavelli's time
was hidden away from the actual lessons within Bif#e; as such, it was also
hidden away from the lessons extending from angiamgan values and virtues.
According to Machiavelli, the Christianity in Itauring his daywvas not religious
enough It only made the tumultuous conditions worse,shgling away from the
necessitated authority for honourable rule. It vgaswing only in its level of
corruption. Machiavelli continues with the disapgabof his present-day version of

Christianity.
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3.4. The Denunciation of Christianity: Undoing of B®litics

Machiavelli quickly returns to his own temporal daion to display the loss
of meaningful and necessary ancient religious mestin Christianity. We see in
The Discourseg 12" the level of corruption Christianity had reachedtioe verge
of its own ruin. No clearer estimation can be mtdm by “those people who are
nearest to the Roman Church,” that “the head ofreligion, have least religion”
(Machiavelli 1965: 228). With the differences iretbonsideration of its foundations
and the “present habits” of the day, they “will carde that near at hand, beyond a
doubt, is its fall or its punishment” (Machiavell®65: 228). lItaly, a land that has
“lost all piety and all religion,” has brought alidigcountless evils and disorders”
(Machiavelli 1965: 228).

Italy’s condition is disastrous. She is not in #ane condition as France or
Spain, under one republic or one prince with thes f@rmation of nationalism.
Machiavelli gives us the reason for this disastromsdition, where the Church has
brought “barbarians into Italy”:

The reason why lItaly is not in the same conditinod a

why she does not have one republic or one prince to

govern her is the Church alone; because, though she

has dwelt there and possessed temporal power; she

has not been so strong or of such ability thatcsiud

grasp sole authority in Italy and make herselfrotie

the country [nation] (Machiavelli 1965: 228).
We see that Italy’s misery is directed to temp@a@ler without any authority, and
for restoration, authority is required. For alltbe powers that easily overtake her
due to her “great disunion and the great weakned®t makes her prey to
barbarians, or “whoever assails her,” and for thie Italians are indebted to the
Church and not to any other” (Machiavelli 1965: RZBhe Church “has kept and
still keeps this region divided” (Machiavelli 196329). The obvious problem is
that Christianity, during his day, was completelyided from the ancient paganism

of the Roman Republic.

" “How Important It Is To Take Account Of ReligioAnd How Italy, Having Been Without It
Because of The Roman Church, Is Ruined.”
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Machiavelli gives an incredibly powerful stateménDiscoursed|, 2°° that
summarizes the “wickedness” of Christianity throuidgh direction towards the
individual, personal salvation of the soul, ratttean any form of earthly gratitude
that creates public civil loyalty, and love througivic virtue. These are primary
factors in the ancient understanding of “freedom,tivil liberty linked to the
obedience of authority.

The subject of Christianity came about after a loiiggussion on ancient
liberty in the Roman Republic that is naturallytbeto accommodate liberty than
kingdoms or princedoms: “What greatness Rome caniatlvocates Machiavelli,
“after she freed herself from the kings” (Machidv&B65: 329). The differences
between ancient religions and Christianity is tihat ancients had “a greater love of

freedom [liberty]®®

than his modern, with more hatred of tyranny: “Waed not
wonder then, that the ancient peoples with suclatgnatred strove to overthrow
tyrants and that they loved frelédbgro] government and highly esteemed the name
of liberty” (Machiavelli 1965: 329-330). His “moderman” does not aspire to
freedom as much as in the liberty of ancients, ev&n had to face more hatred and
had more foreseeable knowledge in tyranny. He ftlisplays a comparison of
ancient and his current-day modern religion thed tbgether its use of a weakness
with the flaws in politics. Modern Christian relogi does not favour liberty, yet it
was one of the quintessential elements of ancieagampism:

Pondering, then, why it can be that in those andiemes
people were greater lovers of freedom [liberty] nthia
these, | conclude it came from the same causenth&es
men now less hardy. That | believe is the diffeeenc
between our religion and the ancients (MachiavEl65:
331).

%8 “With What Kinds of People The Romans Had To Figtitd How Stubbornly Those People
Defended Their Freedom\fith Discussion Of The Effects Of Christiatiity

%9 Again, Gilbert translates through the modern $eltues by translatingliberta” into the

extremely popular word “freedom.” But such a tratisih detracts the difference of modern freedom
and Machiavelli’'s sense of liberty. “Liberty” witle bracketed in addition whenevdibérta” is used

in the Italian version constructed by Gennaro SéSagso 2000: 299)
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The direction towards a humble, contemplative, pdating theology, with the
sole concern for liberation of sin and an unrealidgieatific vision, or final
salvation, turns into weakness and wickedness:

Our religion has glorified humble and contemplative
men rather than active ones. It has, then, setaspthe
greatest good, humility, abjectness and contenrgtdman
things; the other put it in grandeur of mind [gressts of
spirit],%° in strength of body, and in all the other things a
to make men exceedingly vigorous [with great fadé].
Though our religion asks that if you have fortitudighin
you, it prefers that you be adapted to sufferirtheathan
to doing something vigorous [great].

This way of living, then, has made the world weak
and turned it over as prey to wicked men, who aan i
security control it, since the generality [univéityd of
men, in order to go to Heaven, think more aboutuend
their injuries than about avenging them. Thougmay
appear that the world has grown effeminate, andvétea
has laid aside her arms, this without doubt contesfly
from the worthlessness of men, who have interpretad
religion according to sloth and not according tgour
[virtue]. For if they were to consider that it alle us the
betterment and the defense of our country [homé|dney
would see that it intends that we love and honaarrénd
prepare ourselves to be such that we can defent her
(Machiavelli 1965: 331§+

His use of the word “our” displays his affiliatiomith Christianity, but it comes
from largely a sense of misfortune.

Machiavelli’'s “modern men” show little “love forHderty” in an ancient
republican fashion. This is derived from a “lackenfucation”; and they show little
“love and honour” to apatria. [homeland].”In this lack of education and “false
interpretations,” there are “fewer republics” in adeon times, “than in ancient
times” (Machiavelli 1965: 331). In the latter sectiof this chapter, Machiavelli
displays the love of liberty in the Roman Repubfig,league of republics well

armed and very stubborn in their defense of freeddberty]” so much so, that

% After careful reading of the Italian version, thecketed additions in this quote entail a more
precise translation of these important terms (S2660: 299).

®1 Machiavelli, 1965: 331. The interjections of difat translations at various parts of the quotation
was done through a reading of Gennaro Sasso’antakrsion off he Discourses, | discosi di Tito
Livio.
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“slavery is the worst under a republic” (Machiav&é®65: 332). In this one chapter,
the topics go from the liberty in ancient Romejntense criticism of Christianity,
to slavery as the worst condition under a repubfis. far as Machiavelli is
concerned, such a causally-linked historical precesds to be stated.

The choices made for the current Bible were dewcssthat also gave power
to the declining Roman Empire, a power with dealgniauthority. Machiavelli
blames the Roman Empire for bringing about his “eradimes,” where there are
so few republics with liberty compared to the antsethe cause for the people who
“do not have so much a love for freedom [liberti§™the Roman Empire with her
arms and her greatness wiped out all of the repaileind all the self-governing
communities” (Machiavelli 1965: 331-332). We see chiavelli’'s favour for
republics, which in ancient times were predomindut in his own time and
condition, Christian political power was delegatbg princedoms, and the
principles of ancient republicanism are almostrefilost.

The distortions falsely comprised the nature ofi@mcpaganism. Luckily,
ancient paganism was not completely “blotted oAfter a stipulation that a new
religion can easily “blot out” the old by the useaocdifferent language, luckily, one
can surmise, that Christianity did not succeedlatting out all of the Pagan, since
it continued in the use of the Latin language:

It has not, we admit, succeeded in blotting out Nyho
the knowledge of the things done by excellent men
who were of that sect; this has come about because
the Christian sect kept the Latin language, whiayt

did not perforce, having to write these new laws;in

it they had been able to write it in a new langydige
other persecutions they carried on indicate that we
should have no record of things past (Machiavelli
1965: 340).

The use of language is essential in the maintenahistory and religion. In the
present-day, many ancient languages are forgottérage responded to with only a
small effort for re-establishment. This is a poweklésson that the study and use of
ancient language is essential for learning of tiheeants.

In Book Il of The Discourseswe get the lesson that we must go “back to
the beginning” of great enterprises to re-formukateligion tied to a just authority
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for political order. It is a lesson certainly oged to the modern belief in progress
in history. One can easily see that, with Machivesligion is collaborated with
specifically republican order. In the opening paaply of Book Ill, Chapter 3 he
makes a link between the things “ordained by Hegvemd the “mixed bodies” of
“republics and religions” (Machiavelli 1965: 419He also gives lessons on
adopting to ways that things “do not change,” oewlthey take the changes “to
their advantage” (Machiavelli 1965: 419). On thésixed bodies,” Machiavelli
states: “I say that those changes are to theirradge that takes them back toward
their beginning” (Machiavelli 1965: 419). The ingtions of republics and
religions “can often renew themselves.” If they aat renewed in one way or the
other, “they do not last” (Machiavelli 1965: 419he sense of renewal obviously
comes from a cyclical view of history. The way emew them *is to carry them
back to their beginnings; because all the begimigreligions and of republics
and of kingdoms must posses some goodness by méavtsich they gain their
first reputation and their first growth” (Machialil965: 419).

Machiavelli also displays that, for republics twelilong, not only the
republics need to be “brought back toward its beigig,” but religion as well. A
historical exemplary archetype is given, of Anci®@dame being born again after
being captured by the French, and in doing so: lettketo take on new life and new
vigor and take up the observation of religion andtice, which were getting
corrupt” (Machiavelli, 1965: 4197 This observation can be applied today. In
renewal, not only the foundations of religion, fiof, and justice seems essential,
but also elements opposed to what the modernsasealhigh end, that is, comfort:

in order that the city might renew all her basic
institutions and the people might learn the netgssit
merely of maintaining religion and justice, butatbe
esteeming good citizens and taking more on acoount
their ability than those of comforts which, as aule of
their deeds, the people themselves might lack
(Machiavelli 1965: 420).

%24/F A Religion Or A Republic Is To Live Long, It Mst Often Be Brought Back Toward Its
Beginning”

83 «f A Religion Or A Republic Is To Live Long, It Mst Often Be Brought Back Toward Its
Beginning.”
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With the increasing hardship of politics in the wnporary political realm, the
people may favour liberal democratic principlesttigg@nerate comfort to ease
difficulties. But one can surmise that such a vidunawill, in time, be inefficient,

weak, and under the complete control of destrugiowsers.

For Machiavelli, the ancient pagan religion was endreligious” than
Christianity, to the point where Christianity hamtributed to the loss of “all piety
and religion.®* From this, one can also see thahristianity is the root of
secularism Even Hegel told us this in his depiction of thieu@h right before his
day: “the Church attained the most influential posiin secular affairs” (Hegel
1956: 375f° This is re-iterated by Pierre Hassner in his tiof Hegel:
“Protestantism signifies both the Christianizatiai the saeculumand the
secularization of Christianity” (Hassner 1973: 69B)achiavelli seems to have
understood this at its beginning. For Machiavetijgion, in his understanding,
that is far more inclusive than the modern, is afmary importance for good
political order. There is no separation of goodtjms and religion. The separation
of Church and State can be induced as a break dotwth religion and politics.

The lesson that the greatness or errors from theam@ to be used to correct
the downfall of the new in religion and politicsrespeated in his exemplary leader,
Moses. Machiavelli’'s reliance on Moses Tie Discourses|ll, 30,°° becomes
doubly essential. Here we have assertions to “Gaati the Bible, but from a
different interpretation of the Bible, outside betChurch’s preaching. Machiavelli

iconoclastically calls for a careful reading of Bble. If it is not read or interpreted

% Leo Paul S. de Alvarez makes this comment on tiestipn of religion in the “Introduction” to his
translation ofThe Prince “The answer to this question is given by Machikwe the Discourses.
The Romans were religious...The Roman religion izia teligion because it helps to arm and
defend the people. The religion represented byCtingrch, which may not necessarily be the
Christian religion, is no religion” (de Alvarez 1®8xx-xxi).

% This is made clearly evident in this comment bgtiche on the European identity at a “time of
transition”: “As such, we have also outgrown Chaisity and are adverse to it - precisely because
we have grown out of it, because our ancestors ®hristians who in their Christianity were
uncompromisingly upright: for their faith they wiilgly sacrificed possessions and position, blood
and fatherland. We — do the same” (Nietzsche 19%@).

% «If A Citizen In A Republic Wishes To Make Some @bUse Of His Influence, First He Must

Get Rid Of Envy; And How, When The Enemy Are Comifge Defense Of A City Should Be
Organized.”
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closely, as it is for most Christians during hiy @ad ours, almost nothing from the
Bible is useful knowledge.

3.5. Moses Under ‘New’ Religious Auspices:
An Amalgamation Of Paganism and The Bible

Machiavelli's treatment of the story of Moses tasklthe persistent
avoidance of significant juridical decisions on thaltreatment, oppression, cruelty,
or warfare on the people, especially in chaoticdtbons. This productive lesson,
even for the current-day, is found in the Bible.itinthe elements in the play of
forces of power is evident, and specifically théwites of Moses in theExodus’
These teachings are similar to Machiavelli’'s teaghiat chaotic times, where the
leaders are forced to kill others in defense ofrepped people: “He who reads the
Bible intelligently [Gensatamenjg [sensibily] sees that if Moses was to put his
laws and regulations into effect, he was forceHiltacountless men who, moved by
nothing else than envy, were opposed to his plaMchiavelli 1965: 496).
Machiavelli’'s morality recognizes something as fiegate that would not be
considered so by Christian or modern morality, ieathe blameless killing of an
unjust man. This new morality, of course, does inctude all killings as being
moral. Another fine-line is drawn between a juslikg of another, and an unjust
one. The intelligent reading of the Bible, which éiavelli demands, is opposed to
the usual “devout, liturgical, or exegetic manneaag’ another leading recent-day
scholar, John Geerken, states: “Machiavelli wrbtg he himself read [the Bible] in
order to learn the reasons for human actions” (Reer999: 5809’ In such a

reading, there are obvious differences from theuiegs Christianity, including

®7 John H. Geerken, “Machiavelli's Moses and Renaiss@olitics,”Journal of HistoryVol. 60,

No. 4, October, 1999, p. 580. Geerken also givgsoal summary of the Exodus: “The Book of the
Exodus records at least forty-three conversati@taden God and Moses, thirty-three of which

were initiated by God in order to instruct, commaaanounce, predict, threaten, remind, warn, and
legislate. It records God’s determination to resaiseconventional people despite Pharaoh’s
sustained resistance. It records as well the iostmal conversations dealing with the plagues, the
sacrifices, the Passover, the plundering of Eghetescape routes and encampments. And of course
there is the account of the crossing of the Redvdeeh no Egyptian pursuer survived.” (Geerken
1999: 580)
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revelations of parts within the Bible that are hkenot used in weekly mass
celebrations.

In the Bible, from the alleged conversations betw&»dd and Moses, the
reciprocity between the divine and the human becomignificant due to its
closeness in the understanding of ancient pagamismthat is far from the limited
Christian understandinj. God does not always command Moses; at times, God
does what Moses asks: “And the Lord did accordimghe words of Mose<?®
Reciprocity is significant because of the compatitbetween powers of the human
and the divine, which is a re-statement of the emtgpagan view that the gods can
behave like humans and the great humans can acydils. Geerken expresses the
humane quality of God in this manner:

One impression emerges early from this account: the

God who is Moses’ mentor and friend is a formidable

force indeed, a vengeful, wrathful deity, jealodisany

challenge to his power and glory, not neutral, fiedent

or distant, but a very active partisan presenograting

every aspect of Israeli life (Geerken 1999: 581).
Some of the orders stated by God, Moses only gngtigcomplied to with humane
self-doubt and recognized his personal inadequaaased by the hardship of the
missions. Moses is also significant for Machiavbficause his birth was similar to
Romulus’ and Remus’ in being ordered to be killigthtrafter birth, as we see in the
Bible where the Pharaoh ordered this for Hebrewdodm: “Every son that is born
ye shall cast into the river.” (Exodus: 1: 22) Afteearing this, Moses’ mother, after
he was born, “took for him an ark of bulrushes dadbted it with slime and with
pitch, and put the child therein; and she laidnitthe flags by the river’s brink”

(Exodus: 2: 3Y° Moses was both the founder of a state and thealibeof enslaved

% To give a related and important note that hasoeen mentioned by the scholars who studied
Machiavelli’'s use of religion, is that the storyMbses is in the Old Testament, which is more
originally Jewish than the Christian distinctivesésin the New Testament. There are no references
that | know of to The New Testament by Machiavelkcept the few comments on Christ.

%9 Exodus 8:13 and 31. Frofihe Holy Bible‘The Gideons International,” Nashville Tennessee
37214.

0 (Exodus: 2, 3). Romulus and Remus were born byaMikia, the daughter of Numitor, the
brother of the tyrant king Amelius, who orderednthi® be cast in the river. They were thrown in the
Tiber River in a basket of bulrushes; but then Wweunded on the river banks, at first, lbypa, the
she-wolf, and then by Faustulus, a neighbouringgeawhom, with his wife, raised them. Numitor,
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people of his own blood, just as Romulus and Remisined notary from
protecting the peasants of Rome in such a way astgse suspicion to the possible
nobility in their blood, a suspicion that led t@theginnings of Rome.

The first significant incident in the life of Mose the killing of an Egyptian
who was “smiting a Hebrew” - was addressed, but augt of banishment as a
murderer in the typical Christian response, buhseastarting point to becoming a
legendary hero, a man risking his life to save ohbis people. Moses, in killing
the Egyptian and setting out to rescue the oppdeblabrews, “acted in his own
volition and initiative” (Geerken 1999: 582). A maulous man, with a special
occasion gccasiong provided byFortuna becomes potentially god-like, just as
the gods in ancient paganism had periodic humaheradce. In the end of the
process, Moses, through the command of God, h#actothe necessary purgatory
“bloodbath” of the oppressing Egyptians:

And the Lord said onto Moses, Stretch ouhehi
hand over the sea, that the waters may come agaim u
the Egyptians, upon their chariots, and upon their
horsemen.

And Moses stretched forth his hand over tha, s
and the sea returned to his strength and when the
morning appeared; and the Egyptians fled againabd
the Lord overthrew the Egyptians in the midst o th
sea.

And the waters returned, and covered theiaisar
and the horsemeand all the host of Pharaoh that came
into the sea after them; there remained not so nasch
one of them (Exodus: 14, 26-28).

Geerken states, that this incident “instances tigey of national survival,” to
which Machiavelli added: “when it is absolutely aegtion of the safety of one’s

country [homeland], there must be no consideratibjust and unjust, of merciful

or cruel, of praiseworthy or disgraceful; insteaditing aside every scruple, one

due to their noble performances in aiding the pgasinvestigated and discovered them as his
grandchildren. Amelius was then assassinated byitdumvhich provided the potential of either one
of the twins, Romulus or Remus, to become the kiext. As is well-known, fratricide continued, as
Romulus killed his brother after Remus’ power-riddet of gathering forces beyond the wall of
Rome; nevertheless, Romulus did all he could toeobthis act by introducing a Senate, allowing
liberty for his people, and therefore generatingdyauthority, building what is argued as the highes
form of civilization (Romulus and Remus: http://wyw

" (Exodus: 14, 26-28).
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must follow to the utmost any plan that will saver life and keep her liberty”
(Geerken: 1999: 582-583)Geerken further states: “If belief can only betwesd
by force, then force is justified. As Machiavellowld put it, quoting Livy, ‘when
there is no hope in arms, they too become holy&df&en 1999: 583). If we take
Machiavelli seriously, the condition in Italy waige than that of the Hebrews in
Egypt, as he states ifhe Prince “Italy...reduced to her present terms,” is “more
enslaved than the Hebrews” (Machiavelli 1965: 151).

Najemy clearly summarizes the relations of Mose$pander of state and
liberator of enslaved people,” to Rome and its esscin political and military
power and authority:

the figure of Moses [has]...the central role that
Machiavelli attributes to religion among the fastor
responsible for Rome’s power, unity, and political
success; and his provocative critique of Christigni
which leads him, in a number of places, to blane th
Christian faith for the relative weakness of botbdern
states and the modern ethic of citizenship. Thaast

of these pages agree that religion was no merepmata
for Machiavelli and that he had no intention of
dismissing it or diminishing its importance. John
Geerken concludes that, ‘in the end, Machiaveledus
Moses not to make fundamentally ironic points about
religion to an audience already imbued with anti-
clericalism but to personify and dramatize hisroléinat
the military and the prophetic can be effectively c
joined, indeed must be so co-joined if long-term
political greatness is to be successfully achieved’
(Najemy 1999: 660-661)

Such a description is in perfect harmony with thalgsis and arguments in this
work; religion is to be co-joined with authority,hweh includes the noble form of
the military. There is also an agreement with Ngjewhen he states, that

2n this article, “Machiavelli's Moses and Renaissa Politics,” Geerken cites Machiavelli's
Discoursedll, 41, page 519, from the same Gilbert text usetthis work. ‘Salute della patria
(Sasso 2000: 5635 better translated as “health of the homelandhithv somehow gets translated
as “safety of one’s country” (Geerken 1999: 582)
3 John M. Najemy, “Papirius and the Chickens, orckiavelli on the Necessity of Interpreting
Religion,” pp. 660-661. The authors clearly inclitiary Nederman and Marcia Colish and likely all
of the writers in the “Machiavelli and Religion: Reappraisal” section of thivurnal of the History
of Ideas,Yolume 60, No. 4, October, 1999. To add: “Takeretbgr, these papers demonstrate how
far we have come from the view that Machiavellitzs irrelevant scoffer at all piety, tradition, and
religion” (Najemy 1999: 660-661).
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“Machiavelli was clearly aware in the awe of themeo of religion as a cultural and
social force” (Najemy 1999: 665). His sense oigieh’s power was by no means
limited to the notion that “religion could be arsirument of the state” (Najemy
1999: 665). Moreover, “there are passages in winehalso sees religion as
something far more powerful than that, and yet sl a human and historical
phenomenon” (Najemy, 1999: 665).

To add to what Najemy implies, “in the end,” Maclali’'s depiction is one
of colossal change in religion and education byiporating paganism in Moses,
which is extremely opposed to the Judaic and Ganiseligious rhetoric. We see a
similarity in Moses to the acts of Romulus, theatoe of a great state. Moses is
depicted by Machiavelli as the creator of a neww religion, contrasting the
established ones - Judaism, Christianity, and Islam order to create a new
authority in willing obedience, and not power byrooand under a monotheistic
spectrum. It involves a new profound use of theppet, Moses, for all three
monotheistic religions, from which he is highly ved.

Moses is portrayed as not only a ‘“religious” man it current
understanding, but a man of liberty, who had toafaton his native land” to
conquer the other in order to “find a new seat.” ré&l to build it anew, “as did
Aeneas,” and “in this case...we can observe thelomms of the builder and the
fortune of what he builds” (Machiavelli 1965: 193)ith these qualities, the new
city is free. In the ancient spectrum, it were ehgsalities that made him religious:
these qualities in this man, found in the Biblesisilar to the other identified
political and military heroic leaders: Romulus, @yrand Theseus. In this manner,
Moses was more than the shared prophet of Jud&@bnistianity, and Islam. The
choice of Moses, by cited scholars, is obviouscesiine is one of the most

prominent figures of not only the Bible, but albe Koran.

In Machiavelli, the new religious culture would kbe renewal of
Christianity through pagan virtues. The frequenmnba/alence, ambiguities, and
ironies” are part and parcel of the reality of poél life for the human, in general.
It is one of the reasons for his use of histongagination in his method of writing.
The consistency of these factors encourages thaerstuo always do research,
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calling upon a new view of bringing together higtal research and productive
creativity. It also enforces the actors to thinkobe they act, to be both a good
spectator and good actor. Creativity in a ‘newigielus and political culture, based
on the ‘old’, are part and parcel of his “core educazioné, one “related to
religione’ (Najemy 1999: 66757

Parel as well, argues that Machiavelli uses “religas a form of political
‘education™ (Parel 1992: 52). The “original intenitthe Heavens,” as Parel tells us,
is to inspire “religion in the minds of men” (Par&992: 52). Paganism “was
perfectly capable of fulfilling his pedagogical fitions” (Parel 1992: 52). It
“caused’ the well-being of the Roman Republic” (€1a1992: 52). The pagan
religion “saw no difficulty in merging religious fues and civic virtues” (Parel
1992: 51). Of course, Parel’'s emphasis is on tlsenotogical basis of history and
religion, which reveals the contradiction betweemchof the work of Machiavelli

and that of modernity:

If we overlook the cosmological roots of his palai

theology we are likely to make him look something

which he is not — a sort of enlightenmeattilosophe

who allegedly believes that religion is only a huma

invention, and a harmful invention at that. To maka

such a modern would be to do violence to the deb t

he himself provides regarding the nature and fonobf

religion (Parel 1992: 52).
Parel displays that religion is not a human invamtibut a part of the natural
process. The hierarchic level of religiosity ispmontant, since the subject for
heavenly inspiration came from the Senate, which @aser to the “judgement of
the heavens” than Numa: “ttiéeavens judgethat the laws of Romulus would not
be sufficient for so great an empire, they inspited Roman Senate to choose
Numa Pompilius as Romulus’ successOrAs the Heavens have the most to do
with the cyclical rise, renewal, culmination, deelj and fall of politics, so too, do
the Heavens affect religion: “Religions come andaggording to the same laws

which allegedly govern the celestial bodies” (Pa&92: 45).

" We will reveal more of this notion of the coreesfucation in religion later on in this chapter.
S Machiavelli, 1965: 223. “Heavens judged” was itiiéd by me.
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A different picture of ‘God’ arises, as he is cdllepon to take sides in a
political struggle, as he was called to liberatyltfrom the barbarians iithe
Prince just as Moses did to liberate his people. Thasi$eParel “to wonder whether
a Christian God is a necessary hypothesis of Higab thought” (Parel 1992: 55).
The ‘God’ represented in Machiavelli’s works iste@nly not an orthodox Christian
God. It is one clearly directed to political humedfairs in the midst of the Heavens
andFortuna. It goes as far as to state that Machiavelli “meimgd that the heavens
and/or fortune govern both natural and human affaithout any reference to God”
(Parel 1992: 58). Parel is stating Machiavelli'sessment that the powers that be
are not under a mono-theological spectrum. Butmiés that his use of the word
“God” is a imaginary one. In other words, thasiti lie, albeit a noble one.

But there is higher respect for godliness in thevgrs that be that affect a
large part of life. Parel adds: “while he is cert#hat some extra-terrestrial, extra-
human force has a share in the governance of thielwee is equally certain that
that force is not the biblical God” (Parel 1992:).58ny relationship to God, for
Machiavelli, is clearly done in pagan terms. Thestnmncrete example is Moses
who killed so many Egyptians. Even though this eplanms one apparently linked
to paganism, it is in the Bible. It demonstratest tine Biblical God of Providence,
that existed in Christianity, does not even fubtypresent actual lessons in the Bible
itself. Machiavelli strangely at the next point athrthat it may be better to be a
private man than enter into politics, since beingra “brings such ruin on man.”
This tension, on whether to act or not act, mayehlagen the reason for the long
ponder of Jesus himself, as well and all others wiay have amccasioneo do
something. It brings about the potential for a ilnakew interpretation of the Bible

with its linkage to ancient political, and theredpreligious leaders.

3.6. Neo-paganism: Religious Worth in Ancient Herce

We have learned from the educative approach ohiaelli, and the recent
scholars referred to in this chapter, that Moseslasely tied to the other three
heroic leaders mentioned simultaneously Tihe Prince Cyrus, Theseus, and
Romulus. Under a clearer picture of Machiavellirdarstanding of the relation of

religion to politics, the other three noted heroe3he Princecould be claimed as
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just as, if not more, religious than Moses. Expgshrem reveals expanding insight
and strong lessons on Machiavelli’'s understandinglayion and its importance on
the contemporary condition.. Under Machiavelli’'semactment of ancient pagan
religiosity, these political and military leadersdome religious leaders, heroic in
guality. At times, the greatness within human ratarises through strength in
combating the fierce temporal conditions in life.

The strong liberator knows and accepts the nattiteuman life on earth.
These elements recognize the level of hierarchysfher spirituality. The coupling
of good laws and a just form of military actionais ancient religious contention. In
Rome specifically, these were used to generatélopalty through oaths of service
to foundational principles of authority. These pipies could found new effective
states, could abolish enemies, and make civilizagtewth through the
accumulation of foreign lands whose people werdlglee-ordered under the new
leader. These are the system of values that mehgreatness, and they were
clearly with held by Machiavelli. It was a motivatial premise for the noble
workings, actions, and recognition of Romulus. Moty did he create the Roman
Senate and Roman Legions, but also used nobleggtrém confronting the toll
between the Romans and the Sabine tribes, whichtedsthrough the acceptance
of the claim for the unjust reason for warfare m#de mixture of the Sabines and
the Romans into one recognized ethnicity. He becRame’s greatest conqueror
along these premises tied closley to ancient asity.

Cyrus the Great (580 — 529 BC) as well was knosva great conqueror, but
is also remembered more importantly for his unpteoéd tolerance in the
acceptance of foreign religions, such as thosehef Jews and the Hellenistic
people, as there was “an alliance between Cyrustlad’ahweh” (Briant 2002:
46). He controlled a great republican empire. Hes \@manoble king who had a
magnanimous attitude toward those he defeatedtHéodews in Babylon and the
Hellenistic people, he was not a imperial conquéerdra liberator. Cyrus adapted to
the “international situation” (Briant 2002: 33) dfie beginning of an empire
containing “most of Southeast Asia and much of @€émisia, from Egypt and the
Hellespont in the west to the Indus River in theteénttp://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/

Cyrus_the_Great: 1). His actions displayed a fadreze and respect for foreign
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states as well, through the magnitude of his intsagid tolerance for the formation
of international confederations. He is also claimed “Law-Giver” in devising the
first “Charter of Human Rights” known to mankindtt(h//en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Cyrus_the_Great: 1). His legitimacy was extendedmthe power of conquest, but
authority through generosity and benevolence, anough his multi-national and
multi-religious acceptance. On these matters, theseks were similar to the
proceedings of the Roman Republic. Rome learneth f@yrus. As stated by
Polybius, the Romans “went back in time” to unstand how “the Roman state
was able to withhold precedent to extend its doomraver nearly all the inhabited
world in less than fifty-years™ (Lamb 1960: 13)hd& ancients more closely fulfilled
certain aspirations that have not been fulfilledrindernity. For many of those in
power today, such accomplishments by Cyrus thetGreanot even considered in
their realm of possibility.

The other hero of legendary ancient religiosityswiheseus, “an lonian
founding hero” (en.wikipedia.org./wiki/Theseus: ®)ho became a legendary king
of Athens. Theseus both glorified “the highly aetitbcratic deeds and attitudes of
the heroic kings” (Walker 1995: 3), and was als@riging by democracy and the
people as their patron and benefactor” by “probectheir democratic constitution”
(Walker 1995: 202). At first, he was the “benevoldictator,” then revealed “the
paradox of this image that had meant so much temi#ms during their century of
greatness” (Walker 1995: 202). The historical deson of Theseus is
mythological itself, and readily displays the amti@agan belief in the god-like
forms of humanity and the human-like activitiesttod gods. A combination of the
divine and the human was recognized in his natgrébeang a departed son of
Aegeus, a primordial king of Athens, and his motiethra, who lived in a city
outside of Athens. Theseus returned to Athensb fis father and became the root
of the formation of the great Athens (http://enwédia.org./wiki/Theseus: 1).

In this mythical hero, a just form of killing iswealed in abolishing harmful
enemies to become the king of Athens. The lessaepeated here as it was in
Romulus, Cyrus, and Moses, that strength, justioé, virtue is formed through a
difficult, unjust childhood, filled with vice inséel of virtue. Only living through a

life of difficulty, can one be strong. This is &$®n formulated by the acceptance of
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the nature of life, a primary measuring point irciant religion, no matter how
difficult it will be, and to face it without any & and certainly without any
rejection. Such a rejection is becoming a commameht in contemporary life.
The ancient religious consciousness is far diffefierm the modern.

We see the great leaders identified by MachiavelMoses, Cyrus, Theseus,
and even Romulus - have tied religion to politiaatl military affairs. Religion —
re-ligare — is a tie back to politics, to authority and itsreerstone, and the noble
military. The inter-women relations of sameness diffdrence that we have seen in
his use of history, or lessons from the old albaibh adjustments and adaptations to
the new, is done again with lessons on religiontri® neo-paganism is formed
implying that such a process is open to the chamgethe future. But such a
newness should not dispense with ancient principhés will see the results of the
use of the modern religious zeal and the forgettthgncient principles in one of
Machiavelli’'s contemporaries, Friar Girolamo Savat@ Other recent scholars on
Machiavelli’'s religion display examples that whaippened over 500 years ago
with political factionalism on the manipulation dgdligion, can impart lessons on

the current-day style of factionalism.

3.7. Anti-Savonarolism in Machiavelli: Lessons ofPolitical Factionalism

There is no clearer evidence of the abuse of poagefar as Machiavelli is
concerned, for the performances of Savonarolasmtanipulation of the religious
impetus under exaggerated premises, unrealistiifibeasions, all done solely for
political party factionalism; the similarities agif such political activity today,
which pertains, in reality, only the appearanceujlic concern that in the long-run
truly displays the opposite, only a political &gt private power.

No lesson can be more direct to the political atgtiof the present-day that
manipulates through the abuse of religion and/@ologies. One can suggest
through these clarifications, that it is not a dowugpof religion and politics, but only
a coupling of an abuse in religion and politics.idtan aim that animates the
manipulative propaganda of illusory historical @is used in ideological

utterances, similar to the coercion of religionothgh secular ideologies that, with
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simplified illusory concepts, such as freedom, digguand universal brotherhood,
or Utopian illusions, easily coerce the modern peolgeologies can more clearly
be seen as secular versions of the modern forrabusfed religions. In this analysis
of Savonarola, we are displayed the nature of Maatli’s republicanism and
liberty within the coupling of politics and religip as being utterly opposed to the
development of those derogatory processes of miigeas described above, which
continue in the political factionalism of today.

Marcia L. Colish, a reputable contemporary religiaand political scholar,
clearly states, that after displaying his knowleddeChristianity, “Machiavelli
clearly regards Savonarola as a fraud, a hypoenitd,a demagogue” (Colish 1965:
611). Machiavelli’s proper use of Christianity wdude directed towards “political
and military goals” learned from ancient paganisrmmaprily from the Roman
Republic; and therefore, the performances of Sawbagresent for Machiavelli
clear evidence of the need for “anti-Savonarolismhis criticism of Christianity.
There are “direct and indirect criticism of Savaiam throughout his career” due
to its “governo largorepublicanism with Aristotelianism, apocalypticisrand
ascetism” (Colish 1999: 608).

The sense of “apocalypticism” has continued, asevealed in latter day
modern historicism, through the development of modeience and technology in
the Enlightenment, the liberalism of John Stuarll,Miirough communism in Karl
Marx, and Hegel's “Divinity” in “History” which istruly tied to the secular. But
ancient cosmology is outside the apocalyptic franr&vand reveals a limited and
unreal sense of the nature of human life. The ineiar view of history,
incorporated from Christian historicism, displaysstpartial blindness to the true
power of nature, the nature of life more readilgrsé ancient paganism. There is
no more bleak opposition between the ancient ared rttodern than in the
assessment of nature, and therefore within hiséony religion, since they were
composed within nature herself, by the ancients.sd&more insights through this
close analysis of the performance of Savanorolas@éthat the Christian view of
“the end of history” is used to manipulate the getgpconsciousness.

Savonarola preached that he was the “angel popgchwmasked his

opposition to Pope Alexander VI; and he depicteddeilf as the new “Moses of
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Florence,” motivating popular support. For Savofarthe apocalyptic end of the
world was imminent and fuelled by passages in thekBof Revelations, where as
St. John the Divine states, “in the Spirit of therd’s Day”’(Ch. 1: 10), God stated
he was the “Alpha and Omega, the first and the [@h. 1: 11), and being so, St.
John claims, IYam he that liveth and was dead; and behold, | am dbvesver
more” (Ch. 1: 18), wherefrom he adds kfiowthe blasphemy of them which say
they are Jews, and are not, lane the synagogue of Satan” (Ch. 2: 9). Savonarola
used these sentiments to acquire popular suppaimiog that the “end of history”
was near at hand; the end of history, where thanSatould be exterminated and
the pinnacle of civilization would arise for everdaever. The use of such preaching
can easily be contrived to the anti-Judaism in K regime’® Under these
premises, Savonarola claimed as being the “refoohére Church,” that identifies
Satan as the enemies of Italy, the Anti-Christ.ddavola depicted himself as the
“Lamb that was slain to receive power, and riclzes] wisdom, and strength, and
honour, and glory, and blessing” (Ch. 5: 12). ThaiAhrists, the blasphemers of
God, “worship the beast” (Ch. 12, 4), “to make wath the saints” (Ch. 12: 7) yet
“he that killeth with sword must be killed with svab” All nations who “drink of
wine of the wrath of fornication” they will “drinkhe wine of the wrath of God”
(Ch. 14: 8), and the “wrath of God liveth forevedaever” (Ch. 14: 10). All of this
rhetoric was used to strengthen Savonarola’s pantybuse of religion to create the
“bete noire factionalism,” the black beast of factionalismedst a time and place
where Machiavelli wanted to direct the religiouspetus to undercut thbete

noire.”’

"8 |f the Book of Revelations is read carefully, thisiot really anti-Judaism. The satanic ones are
those who “say they are Jews, and are not, butdd know a lot of inferences can be made in
identifying the Satanic people referred to in satEtements. Many priests or preachers can say that
it is not directed to the Jews, yet there can bsdtvile ones who, as product of the spiritualigris
wrongfully identify themselves for the sake of degeate evil. But one can see that with an
uneducated simplistic mind, it can easily be abusgdstify the killings of innocent people with
abusive interpretations, as occurred in Nazi Gegmnahich is similar to the abuse of Islam by
murderous terrorists. This also ironically shovsittterrorists, who conceive themselves as utterly
opposed to the west, think and act in similar wafydepraved ‘western’ behaviour, activities at
times of spiritual crisis.

"7 Black beast.
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Marcia Colish further expresses the apocalyptic lemdrianism in
Savonarola. It is a Savonarolian version of “pregrm history” to the phantasm of
a glorious “end.” It is generally similar to theamalyptic eschatology of a Utopian
direction in Hegelian views of the “end of histdr§gavonarola stated often to the
public that he had received “prophetic inspiratemabling him to foresee the
future” that “God grants to Florence’s leaders” |i€lo 1999: 610). This also was
used to justify “the self-understanding of explsrike Christopher Columbus, who
saw in the Spanish mission to the New World thengehization of the nations that
must precede in the last days” (Colish 1999: 60byistianity is used to engender
false illusions of grandeur. We see through thesengles where false illusions as
primary principles in this reduced religious cows&ness, is similar to ideological
preaching used to manipulate the people for thef@ipursuit of power.

Colish then draws our attention to a political ptEyforces of Savonorola
with Pope Alexander VI: “Savonarola knew the antiFSt would reign before the
end of time” (Colish 1999: 610). Yet the anti-Chrizvzas none other than Pope
Alexander VI,” the illegimate father of many illeégnate children, of which Cesare
Borgia was one. Alexander attempted to silence lsimge he “excommunicated
Savonarola in 1497” (Colish 1999: 611). In a lettgitten to Ricardo Becchi on
March 9, 1498, Machiavelli interpreted the procegdi of Savonarola, that his
“self-presentation as Moses,” is just a power-pt@me of limited,bete noire,
political factionalism.

It was clear for him that the sermon preachingafdharola coincided with
the “Signoria elections,” and “were designed tcemsggthen Savonarola’s party”
(Colish 1999: 611). Like our current day politidse continuously shifted his
approach; for example, after the potential silefrtan Alexander was not as
threatening, “he changed his tune, shifting to téack on Alexander” (Colish 1999:
611). This is proof for Machiavelli of Savonarolaifig a fraudulent, hypocritical,
demagogue. “Thus, according to my judgment,” Macelli concludes, “he keeps
on working with the time and making his lies pldlsi (Colish 1999: 611).
Savonarola was full of lies for deceit, or they gvggnoble lies. With this “wrong-
headedness,” “we find that the hostility display@the Becchi letter was a constant

in Machiavelli’'s thought” (Colish 1999: 612). It ot audacious to state, that some
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political actors today would take pride in simitar the fraudulent proceedings of
Savonarola. The abuse of religion is the abuseliigs.

Savonarola inverted what Machiavelli claimed tothe correct relation of
religion and politics. Not only does it apply tdigeous friars, but also to “secular
leaders who govern badly or who misapply Christiaare all means of prosecuting
his anti-Savonarolean brief” (Colish 1999: 612).orAr the “fraud and false
prophecy that he ascribes to Savonarola,” it leccivevelli to bitter terms in
describing his city: “In this city of ours, whick & magnet for all the impostors of
the world, there is a brother of Saint Francis whotaims to be a prophet” (Colish,
1999: 612). Generally, this political factionalissnsimilar to the one today. Perhaps
the topics are marginally different in ideologyhat than religion, but with the
growing frequency of the activity of fraudulencedademagoguery, religion and
ideology are similar.

Machiavelli speaks negatively about the abuse dlipwoting procedures
by false images, portrayed in order to acquireovicby the partisan factionalism of
political parties. It is an activity that one caasi#y see is closely related to
democratic elections of the present-day. Marciasichcclaims that the ending of
the Florentine Historiean 1492 was deliberate, owing to “the calamitiest thefell
Florence after 1492” (Colish 1999: 613). Machiavstates in theDecennalel, a
poetic work, that, “the most distressing eventloréntine history was in 1494,” the
year Savanorola acquired power, “which plunged ¢hye into a new round of
factionalism” (Colish 1999: 613}

Savonarola shows his incorrectness in the caseewlredid not allow five
citizens to appeal their death penalty, even thabghe was a law to the contrary,
“that was not observed” (Machiavelli 1965: 289).h{§ took away,” Machiavelli
claims, “more of the Frate’s influence than anyeotkvent” (Machiavelli 1965:
289). “This conduct,” he adds, “by revealing hishatiious and partisan spirit, took

8«But that which, too many was far more distressimgl brought on disunion, was that sect under
whose command your city lay. | speak of that g&satonarola who, inspired with heavenly vigour,
kept you closely bound with his words. But manyéehto see their country ruined, little by little,
under his prophetic teaching; hence no ground dar yension could be discovered, unless his light
divine continued to increase, or unless by a diesait was extinguished” (Colish, 1999: 613).
According to Machiavelli, Savonarola had to be melegious for good politics, but, of course, from
the ancient pagan variety of religion.
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influence away from him and brought him much ceasfrontemptibility]”
(Machiavelli 1965: 289). It displays an abuse ofvpoin finding ways to escape
persecution and punishment. It is the use of palitpower with no justice. The
“evils of factionalism” was carried out in the abusf ancient republicanism in his
governo largo Machiavelli’'s colleague and friend, Francescod@uardini, had the
same judgment on Savonarola, as a “hypocrite anthdegue” (Colish 1999: 612),
who coerced the Florentines by religious propaganda

Even though Machiavelli knew of these undignifi@hditions, his criticism
is not compelled by aggression or an identity ofeaemy in the black-and-white
simplified consciousness. His courageous critiadr@hristianity also displays that
he was not diametrically-opposed to Christianityaawhole. For de Alvarez, the
ironies in “Ecclesiastical Principates” display @atimate criticism of Christianity:
“The Roman religion is a true religion because etps to arm and defend the
people. The religion represented by the Churchgclwvinhay not necessarily be the
Christian religion, is no religion” (de Alvarez 1®8xxi). In one way, one can add
that Machiavelli was more religious and Christidrart the ones who called
themselves so. A redeemer is needed, and certamelynore great than Savonarola.
For de Alvarez, this is the third meaningvatu related to religion:

the religion which binds men together in a citydan
which will, in adversity, with faith, defend ¥irtu here
denotes the civic religion, [a foundational prireipn

the constitutional authority of the Roman Republic]
which makes people obstinate in the defense of thei
city...Machiavelli considers suc¥irtu to be peculiarly
republican (de Alvarez 1980: xxij.

Machiavelli gave some lenience to other Christigures, like Pope Julius
Il and Cesare Borgia that fosters much confusidmclvquickly interprets him as

being a “teacher of evil” (Fontana 1999: 644 He was, at least, sympathetic to

" The addition in the square brackets is my own.

8 Benetto Fontana states that the “ecclesiastidatipate” inThe Prince(ch. 11) “is an exception”
to the principle that “all states, all the domirsaare either republics or principalities.” In some
ways, it is untouchable, and cannot be clearlyngefi Being as such, it is useless politically, only
engendering confusion. It revolves through a camrsy from medieval times “between the
temporal and spiritual power between the emperdrtha pope. The power and temporality of the
pope is being in a sphere separate and indepeafithrd temporal. As long as this legitimacy
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them, both in their lack of sound political andtbrgcal education and the situation
in which Fortunaplaced them. He did not persecute them as mosioviave done
within the modern framework. But in his framework w@alues, he also outlined
their positive side, in amongst the difficultiesdagasy likelihood of failure. 1t is
the modern framework that encompasses the harshk-bdad-white exaggerated
opposition. With ancient strength, Machiavelli m@asily accepts ‘opposition’ as
an unavoidable condition in life. It comes from tian-acceptancef the nature of
life, which generates the weakness that easily @mmg fiercely an opposition.

Even though the focus we have just had is on thgathee side of
Christianity, Machiavelli even displayed a positigde. In Marcia Colish’'s
conclusion, she emphasizes an opposition to thdse either find Machiavelli’'s
criticism of Christianity as “jarring” and “incorstient” (or, one can add, are pleased
with his apparent atheism.) The perplexity and demify makes a jarring
inconsistency possible, as it does for a quicktéohinterpretation of atheism. But a
careful reading can see that Machiavelli wisheth&dke Christianity more religious
and more publicly political, with honourable milyaaffairs, by infusing it with
values of ancient paganism. Colish finishes in stegement:

Machiavelli, the ironist, [was] seeking to discredi
detested figure and movement that competed with his
own advocacy of Christianity well used and well
integrated with the civic and military institutioribat
promote free and broadly participatory republicel{gh
1999: 616).

Vengeance and resentment became more common inidveliis time, as
they have in ours. Savonarola, as a “fraud, hypmcand demagogue,” is similar to
the present-day “cunning man” required for ‘suct@sgolitics; that is, one who
must engage in acquiring power through an appeardmat is false in reality.
Vengeance and resentment are the goals and psygatadlpredestination of those

constructed solely for the lust for power. In rBaliSavonarola soon displays

endures the pope will remain secure from the assafithe secular power.” It is in a middle ground
between religion and politics, between power anttiaity: “papal authority is undefended, but it
can never be taken; and its subjects, though rgitikeorder,” ironically, “cannot imagine an order
without a pope.” See, Benedetto Fontana, “Love @firry and Love of God: The Political Uses of
Religion in Machiavelli,” page 641.
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himself in his lack of capability, as one emptyfoititude and insight, and as an
ignoble liar engaged in the destructive use of powepolitical factionalism. For
Machiavelli, this is an abuse of religion. Thiscsmmon political behavior of the
present-day.

Machiavelli’'s view of Savonarola, even after usifgate’ in titling him, is
an example of a harmful “irreligious” man. A redesns needed at a time of crisis,
and certainly one more great than Savonarola. EoAldarez, this claimed third
meaning, according to the standards of Machiagellieo-paganism and its
religiosity, meant to subjugate Christianity ordmange its direction towards civic
virtue, as was the case in the building of andieptiblican politics closely linked to
religion.

This irony that the weak, pacifist sentiment casilg turn into violence
was a real factor that had to be confronted. Fochévelli, this sentiment is a
limited and harmful view. From its opposition teethncients, to the contexts that it
was in, it only deprecated the real nature of Qlangy. His depictions of the
religious contexts must display the conflictinginos of appreciation and rejection:

The Discourses makes clear that conventional

Christianity saps from human beings the vigor

required for active life. And’he Princespeaks with

equal disdain and admiration about the contemporary

condition of the Church and its Pope (Nederman

1999: 618).
He favours religion, and reveals “a coherent conoapf a divinely-centered and
ordered cosmos in which other forces (“the heaVefsitune,” and the like) are
subsumed under a divine will and plan” (Nederma@91%18). Only in this rather
ironic manner can one “properly hope for the immgmoent of the present
conditions” (Nederman 1999: 637). Ironically rédlachiavelli encourages a sense
of uncertainty, and an optimism for future betteminen the part of human beings”
(Nederman, 1999: 637). And the “divine” element tnircorporate within it,
aspects that the modern would foresee as secudaprafane: “The whole thrust of
Machiavelli’'s political theory is the promotion pfeparation for divine ordination -

albeit readiness is better accomplished by theystdicecular histories rather than
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of the Holy Book” (Nederman 1999: 63%)The use of “secular” here can be re-
interpreted as the sacred elements of ancient pagaihe use of “secular” implies
the traditional division of sacred and profane, sehenly praise for the Holy Book
is sacred. Yet the actual “secular” facts of higtfmr the ancients are a part of the
sacred element.

The apocalyptic “end of history,” in the Book of \Rdations can be
summarized as such: that, through the “wrath of ,Gadnew heaven and a new
earth,” was seen “for the first heaven and the &esth were passed away, and there
was no sea” (Ch. 21: 1), and “God will wipe awaltahrs from there eyes; and
there shall be no more death, nor more cryingheeishall be any more pain; for
the former things have passed away” (Ch. 21: 4¢s€tsentiments are similar to the
secular uni-linear progress in history of modernityan end where both nature and
history would be controlled by the human manufaetof modern science and
technology*

3.8. Machiavelli’s ‘Religion’ In Relations to Modem Secularism

There are many lessons to be taken from this asalys religion in
Machiavelli. We have brought about the combinatbressential themes, religion,
history, and politics, and the reliance on the ams to deal with the modern
problems newly envisioned by Machiavelli himselér Machiavelli, history, with
much of the beliefs foreseen in the powers of HeavandFortuna is tied to

religion, and his use of religion is tied to pa#i Machiavelli's religion was more

81 Cary J. Nederman, “Amazing Grace: Fortune, God,Fmee Will in Machiavelli's Thought,” p.
637. Nederman’s notion of the concentration on ttachistories” in Machiavelli should be
partially discarded. Even though | rely on Nederpaourrent-day scholar, to show this point, | do
not agree that “the arbiter of political success failure is God, not humanity” (Nederman 1999:
637). Essential aspects of the influence of angiaganism is forgotten by such a statement, that
there are ties between the gods and the humanjrtachittently venturing into the other, or in the
mixture of the eternal and the temporal realmsoAlfgee will” is a very modern concept of
individualism that both Machiavelli and this worgects as being limited, harmful, and unreal.

8 The irony of technology is that it undermineslitsBy providing more ability to analyze history
and religion, displays that the Enlightenment sgculew of progress in history was an error. Under
these premises, technology can be valued, andtitsstn can be productive. We live in a
technological age, the one lesson we learn fromotyisespecially the ancient, is that religious
quality can be measured by the acceptance of tme raal nature of life, and only though that
acceptance, can life achieve a strong vitality. Mawelli could be seen as a precursor to this
contemporary view.
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attuned to the education of sacred political anbtary customs, cosmic mythical
values, judgements, and actions that repeatedlyngissh his use, which is
opposed to the modern limitation of these educdteeors: “The assertion that the
difference between modern and ancieducaziones founded, or based, on the
difference between modern and anciegligione must mean thateligione is the
core ofeducazion&(Najemy 1999: 667).

Machiavelli’'s good governance obviously has nothimglo with the typical
Christian morality and conceptions of humility, ithty, pacification,
contemplation, and avoidance of action. At timhs,dood becomes evil into which
man has to enter. There is no need for subservienGad, the Creator, nor to the
metaphysical contemplative establishment of thaéoRia Good or Aristotelian
Mind, or even a divine view of progress in histastanding above and guiding all
human activity. They are not constructive in posti as far as Machiavelli is
concerned. Parel states this, in a final analysis:

In the final analysis, then, there is no room in

Machiavelli’'s political philosophy for a typically

Christian conception of good governance (Parel 1992

59).
This comment re-enforces the claim that Machiagelfpolitical philosophy”
disrupts the classical understanding of religiontsrelation to politics. Therefore,
it is disruptive also upon the related metaphysioaiceptualization that begins with
Plato, “the substance of Western thought,” and mowa down to “modern
metaphysics,” the “Western view of the world.” Suah admission brings into
question the Western common understanding of ‘imligand its relation to
metaphysics, as being a limited conceptualizatiocomparison to its origin.

Machiavelli’s study of religion is certainly uniguand original. No other
political thinker has treated religion as he didcl$ profundity in uniqueness and
originality is required on probably the most cotitems realm of thought of the
present-day, religion and its relation to politicCBhe discord of religion and politics
was a product of modernity. The Protestant Refaomabf Christianity further
separated the sacred from the profane. It exteaded further in the latter modern

period of the Enlightenment, where the belief indexm science and technology
108



overtook the former beliefs in religion, and wedsmnistered to not only control
the public sphere of politics, but, now, only thesate sphere of religion. From this
pretext, religion has been cast aside from thetipalj constitutional, institutional,
and social framework. But, it now may be arguedi this separation and isolation
is from a reductive view of both religion and piclt, which gets further reduced as
time goes on.

In such a situation, the dividing line between jusd and unjust action is not
on the themes of political approach itself, buttio& division of public and private
direction of political activities. Political partiactionalism was a private direction
that Machiavelli could easily describe as “evilyea though, at chaotic times, the
distinction between “good” and “evil” is clouded the present-day, not only the
manipulation to coerce the popular vote in an @acts privately directed and
therefore a bad political activity, but, in a mangernationalized world, a focus on
nationalism can easily become ‘evil’, a privatenatt for private advantage, not a
public one for the well-being of the people in arenmternationalized world. Just
as Machiavelli used the nature of the conditiontluése ancient which were
different from his own, the general principles oftvous goals were similar and
therefore useful for educational means on his pteday. They point to the lesson
on the maintenance of authority even in a poweteand condition. The difficult
fine-line that must be drawn in confronting a tutaaus condition should always
be used in various conditions, in various times] @haces. Acceptable or not,
Machiavelli’'s indirect plea here, is that lessoranf ancient paganism should be
used to form those judgments in the treacheroussidaemaking process, of just or
unjust manipulation, oppression, and warfare, iateter time in history.

Under the common opinion of secularism, Machialgeléssons on religion
can easily be rendered as being out of context with ‘politics’ of the
contemporary period. But there are arguments natlgetcontrary. If the previous
argument continues, then it only displays its réidacin applicability to on-going
essential religious and political questions. Themeof contemporary thought both
recognizes the decline of modernity, to the poiftnilism, and therefore
generates an attempt at a productive critique @age¢hmodern values, extended from

Christianity, that brought about the condition bétmeaninglessness of nihilism,
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under modern pretexts. The recognition of modermtylecline brings about the
guestioning of the reliance on solely secularisnmpatitics, under the increased
separation and diminishment of the sacred from pgiedane. In the process of
productive criticism of modernity, the “the valué @evaluing” (Nietzsche 1967:

356) it, naturally are inclusive of transforming ri3tian values, with all other

related valuations. Machiavelli transforms Chrisiia, and subsequent valuations,
by a return to ancient paganism. His religiousislity is not separated from the

temporality of life on earth.
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CHAPTER IV
POWER

“The struggle of man against power
is the struggle of memory against forgetting”
Milan Kundera,The Book of Laughter
and Forgetting

“The power elite is composed of men whose positions
enable them to transcend the ordinary environments
of ordinary men and women; they are in positions to

make decisions having major consequences. They rule
the big corporations. They run the machinery of the

state. They direct the military establishment.”
C. Wright Mills, The Power Elite

“Power tends to corrupt and absolute power corrapsolutely.”
Lord Acton

4.1 Preface: Degeneration of Politics

Machiavelli has displayed his foresight - from addindsight - to not only
identify modern forms of political power, but tatmize them in such a manner, as
to address the current recognizable decline in mmogelitics, which makes his
work more important for contemporary times in pheg a basis to surpass the
modern decline. The explication on his treatmenp@iver is crucial, since in the
latter-modern period, power is almost synonymouth \blitics; we are still in a
“time of transition,” a time of the crisis of moady, where, continuously, the
“project of modernity,” is “intrinsically bound uwith elements of domination and
power” (Schwarzmantel 1998: 152).

In the present time, at the “end of modernity,” oten see a general
sameness in the political activities that Machikviglced, where ‘politics’ can
easily degenerate into unprincipled struggle fav@g and power only, without any
foundational principles or purposes other than pofee its own sake. On this
platform, a close reading of the political situatithat Machiavelli faced becomes
important as an educational source to understamgrisent-day.

The decline of modernity recognizes the harm dopenbdern politics in

the undermining of the civic virtue required fohealthy political system. Through
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his focus on his condition in Italy, those in poywehether it be the prince, power
elite, or the people, have manipulated the consciess of the others through
flawed Christian principles, similar to the now-kwo manipulation and coercion of
consciousness by modern ideologies.

Under the unity of the Western conception, mode&tukarism is not only
linked to Christianity, but also to classical pkighy and metaphysics. The
Platonic elevation of Reason that is brought abloaugh dialectics is replaced by
modern reason, the modern metaphysical rationaleravscience and technology,
and the proposals of superiority in the Age of gmienment, concocted a “new”
belief in the powers of human agency and action.cémtemporary thought-
consciousness, these are no longer believable.

In the present-day, the rational dialectic in Kdng heralded Enlightenment
thinker, is with “unresolved contradictions,” sinbé “concepts are ambiguous”
(Horkheimer and Adorno 1996: 243). The assumedrssme with progress to a
superiority in acquiring knowledge, is really a bsumption” of knowledge, in the
rationale of the Enlightenment: “Reason is the nrgacalculation, of planning: it
is neutral in regards to ends” (Horkheimer and Add©96: 255). Its “pure reason
becomes unreason” (Horkheimer and Adorno 1996: .23Be Enlightenment
“abrogates itself” (Horkheimer and Adorno 1996: R5The reduction of its
epistemology is equalled by the reduction of itsotogy: “Being is apprehended
under the aspect of manufacture and administrat{torkheimer and Adorno
1996: 250). Its ‘moral’ teachings “bear witnessatdopeless attempt to replace
enfeebling religion with some reason for persistingsociety when interest is
absent” (Horkheimer and Adorno 1996: 251).

One can infer that Machiavelli shares with conterapp thinkers the
contempt for such a new ‘reality’ in the latter-deyodern rationale framework,
since its epistemology and ontology has been nadownd simplified in
comparison to the ancients. It is the latter-daydeno rational framework that
misinterprets the nature of the “modern- state.” idt also the seed for
misinterpretations of Machiavelli, which hides Imfierent criticism of what later
became established in modern politics, under tleavel modern rationale.

Machiavelli, with maintaining a variation of an &t cosmological world view, is
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a precursor to these intense criticisms of modgribm its beginning, and onto its
end. He identified the new beginning of modern tprd] yet his lessons were
directed to correcting its limitations. This is thenner to which he formed the
foundation of his “modern political theory” (Mattiweand Platt 1995: 235). Let us
begin with the ingrained criticism of the “modentats.”

4.2 The ‘Personality’ of The Princein Relation to the Modern State

A good introduction on the use of power underdbecept oflo stato- the
state - is in Harvey Mansfield’s article, The American Political Science Review
(1983), entitled, “On the Impersonality of the MadeState: A Comment on
Machiavelli’'s Use ofStata” Mansfield, a renown contemporary Machiavellian
scholar, indicates that, with Machiavelli, thereaiglistinction in the use of power
under the concept &b stata His statois outside the reduced modern conception of
the state; and this becomes significant for todages as we will see later, there is
much scholarly debate identifying that the on-garegsion of the “modern-state” is
directed towards tyranny.

The worthiness of the study and importance of thstinction is that
Machiavelli foresaw, only at its beginnings, theplioations and extent to which
modern “impersonal power” could affect the nature role. In the modern
understanding of the state, it is removed from humaality; i.e., the state is an
impersonal mechanical enterprise, a thing. The ggganmply that the state was
conceived as being already there before the nesefeavin power. Conceived as a
thing, lo statoexisted in, “wanting with equanimity and impeniafard for the next
claimant” (Mansfield 1983: 849). “The modern stasean abstraction,” states
Mansfield, and “the ideal or standard of abstracfrom personality is retained, or
even heightened,” in the denunciations of the dattedern period in the works of
Hegel, Marx, and Max Weber. “Our modern notion efitimate power,” states
Mansfield, “seems bound up with the impersonalitthe modern state” (Mansfield
1983: 849).

Mansfield concurs, that the ancient constitutiofinsa fuller sense than the
constitution of a modern state; it refers to thenf@r structure of the whole society

and to its way of life as embodied in the structufidansfield 1983: 850). A
113



modern democratic regime “applies its principlerde with partisan disregard for
the neutrality of the ‘state’ and the autonomy sxfciety” (Mansfield 1983: 850).
This form of the modern state, no matter how deatoxit is, has absolute power
by being “the only true conceivable political unifMansfield 1983: 850). This
formulates a contrast with the ancient classicaloge “Whatever may have been
the causes that established the modern statedittdhdoe conceived against the
authority of classical political science” (Manséle1983: 850%°

Mansfield argues that Machiavelli couples both &neient relations of the
personality of lo stato and the modern impersonal one, yet Machiavelli's
impersonality in the state is very distinct frometbne of the modern state. This
attachment does not imply that after Machiavethemodern state is under way,”
because “such an impression would be misleadingan@fleld 1983: 852). In
reference to Machiavelli's “majesty, authority, andange of Florence’s state,”
Mansfield claims, that this “does not make Floréenctate any less personal than
Aristotle’s status populareswhich is a regime belonging to the people” (Maidf
1983: 853). Any impersonality of the state: “occuiely in Machiavelli”
(Mansfield 1983: 853). Mansfield then firmly staté¥Vithout prolonging the
discussion, | cannot say that | have found in ahyachiavelli's writings any
instance of the impersonal modern state amongdas afstatd (Mansfield 1983:
853). But “this does not mean, however, that Maatllés statois a regime in the
traditional or classical sense” (Mansfield 1983383n other words, Machiavelli’'s
view of lo statois distinct from modernity in such a way thatateals the modern
flaw in politics, and it is also outside of thedit@onal or classical identity.

The state, whether in theory or practice, has humarticipation. The
“state” is one element that distinguishes the humdachiavelli’s distinction is the

recognition of the separation of acquisition ane mmaintenance db statoin this

8 This is partially controversial to the claim magelLeo Strauss in his “Machiavelli’s Intention:
The Princg’ who states, thathe Princeis “scientific because it conveys a general taagtiat is
based on reasoning from experience and that seistfat reasoning” (Strauss 1957: 13). Yet
further on, Strauss states, “at the same time dbé& i the opposite of a scientific or detachedkivor
(Strauss 1957: 14). It will be further displayedtthny recourse to science within eviére Prince
means the loss of the key elements of interpretatiw education in the works of Machiavelli.
Nevertheless, there is the agreement that therledearned even for the prince requires the
influences from the lessons of the great pastréatgevents and heroic leaders, and the recognition
of the struggle for power and maintenance of aitthtwat is quintessential in the political world.
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human participation. Acquisition is not completdippersonal, yet it can be
inhumane. It is always in the state of advantagenefover another, or many others.
For the need of security, men must focus on theiaitgpn of something new. And,
as Mansfield states: “in botthe Princeand theDiscourses. acquisition comes
first” (Mansfield 1983: 854). This is in contrast Aristotle’s view that does not
make the distinction between acquisition and maautee.

Machiavelli more clearly deals with the amount b&rges, the recognition
of distinctive use of power, and the conspiracias ehaotic turmoil that one has to
confront in the acquisition time period of politicaule. When the focus of
Machiavelli is in adjustment to change and reactionconspiracies behind the
scenes, it is not based on the character of impatsmwer, but on the nature of the
person who may be great and strong, or may be wemgjnorant, without regard of
virtu. This lack of knowledge, and therefore loswidiu, proceeds in cruel ruling.

There is still the lesson imhe Prince that “in any case Machiavelli sees
quite clearly thastatowon by collective selfishness has no moral supiyiover
that acquired by individual selfishness” (Mansfidlfl83: 855). For Machiavelli,
any reference to the impersonality of the statheaxmodern sense was only in the
“effectual acquisition” of it. In the maintenancé lo statq it is almost as if the
opposing tendencies must be regarded and protemtghst the tendencies
prominent in modernity. The conception of the ingoerality of the modern state is
an illusion, generated by the weak and corruptrdeoto justify the use and abuse
of power.

Mansfield neglects half of Machiavelli's lesson hwite little consideration
he made of maintenance. He then, mistakenly linkstvavelli with Hobbes. These
are the features that do not make Machiavelli dacttepimpersonality of the state.
Mansfield too easily steers Machiavelli as closeh® impartiality of the modern
state given by Hobbes’ conception. It may be thag tis “decision shift” shows
the impersonality of the state, but Machiavelln@vhere near acceding only to this
factor of acquisition of the state rhe Prince.Simply because Machiavelli had a
glimpse of the “impartiality of the state,” doest meake him close to Hobbes, who,
as a father of modern liberalism, ironically coneel the state as a technological

machine.
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Machiavelli would be nowhere near the modern libekelief in
individualism, championed by Hobbes and Lotk&he “acquisitive personal state
of Machiavelli” is not a close step to “a statettiraght acquire for all and facilitate
the acquisition of impartiality” (Mansfield 198358). The modern claim of the
impartiality or impersonal state can be seen asethoa in which the absolute
power of sovereignty is solidified to oppress tieeme. It is indirectly revealed that
the conception of the “impersonality” of the modstate is unreal, and this lack of
reality can do more harm than good. These aredtualadistinctions of the modern
state lacking a dignified human spirit: one thapé@des upon matters of justice
required by human performance of noble dignity; &ndpedes upon one of the
most quintessential aspects for Machiavelli thatrttodern state does not have, that
is, authority.

Machiavelli’'s sense of power is significantly @ifént than that of the
modern. The latter-day modern rationale, which Btk effects on the present-day,
comes from the admonition of power through the @eexd ‘neutral’ calculation to
form a system of “manufacture and administratiomgdm the now recognized
unreason of the ‘reason’ of the Enlightenment. Machiavelli, power resided in
the “powers that be” in the natural powers of theattns, coupled with the
religious powers of the goddeBsrtuna. This part of power amounts to the natural
cosmological order of things. Human power arisest firom the recognition of
occasione the occasion that comes about by fortune. Thevladge of history
conceived with an ancient lineage can influence hbman; first, to realize the
fortunate occasion, and, second, to act upon it.

The true advice is to recognize that in the streggblely for power,
anything can happen, and, in the end, “they coekenhave anything in harmony
with the name of freedom [liberty]” (Machiavelli @9: 302). At times, a recurrent
lesson is made, taken from the acknowledgemertteopower of nature, since “by

no means is Fortune satisfied, she has not put@rmoeltalian wars, nor is the cause

8 |saiah Berlin states in a footnote from his aetitluralism”: “Machiavelli’'s writings were, the
fortunate irony of history [which some call dialietthe bases of the very liberalism that
Machiavelli would surely have condoned as feeblt @raracterless, lacking in single-minded
pursuit of power, in splendour, in organizationyiriu, in power to discipline unruly men against
huge odds into one energetic whole.” Here we ddachiavellian criticism of Hegel, Hobbes, and
Locke (Berlin 1998:1).
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of so many ills wiped out; and the kingdoms and pl&ers are not united and
cannot be” (Machiavelli 1965: 1456). When therétike authority, and all is in the
competition for power, very little is in human cosit These introductory

contentions will be more clearly revealed in a “fiemalysis ofThe Prince.

4.3. An Analysis of Power inThe Prince

4.3.1. Introduction: From Epistle Dedicatory to Chater I

As mentioned time and again, there are variouspragéations ofThe Prince
from one of the identified times period to anoth®ome are reduced to being
dishonest by focusing solely for the consciousiédke time. There are statements
taken discreetly fromlhe Princethat, if taken without ponder, can display a
reduced interpretation or misinterpretation. Bu#réhare many elements and many
perceived intentions in Machiavelli that such premcements are statements taken
from a power-ridden consciousness, particularlgéhmore enhanced in modernity,
from whichever of its distinct periods, than in pémes. The latter-day modern
reality, where politics is almost synonymous witbwgr, is something to which
Machiavelli perceived before its dominance. Butrewe The Prince which is
focused on power, there are ways of acquiring potat are appropriate and
inappropriate, ways that are ‘good’, or ‘evil'.

One of the first captivating enterprises is theypdé identities of the high
and the low positions of power, and of the upped bwer virtuous stature of
authority that we see in the “Epistle Dedicatorin”the times of chaotic turmoil,
often the high positions of power are filled wittetpeople of low stature in virtue,
with little ability for authority; and the low pdsins of power contain those of
higher stature in virtue, able to fulfill the need$ authority, but without
opportunity. The ones who have power have littlehadty; the ones who have
authority have little power. The movements of tihghhand low, the up and down,
ascent and descent, is repeated in this work, epldy with such features occurs
primarily in the prefaces ofhe DiscoursesThe obvious lesson in such a chaotic

situation is the taking on of the power-play gammegrder to be victorious in it.
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In the first sentence we see a change from thensglggerson direct speech
in the first-half of the sentence, to the indiréurd-person plural in the second-

half:&

Usually, in most cases, those who desire to acquire

grace before a Prince, make themselves come up to

meet him with those things that among them are held

most dear or that they see delight him most; whemnee

sees them many times being presented with horses,

arms, gold cloths, precious stones, and similar

ornaments worthy of their greatness (MachiavelB@9

1).
This “error” indicates that, at times, a statemisntlirectly aimed to a particular
singular prince, and then reverts to an indireategal audience of the many,
including any prince or interested reader. The éddomment made is that the
presentation of most Epistle Dedicatories are irlagen, dishonest and useless,
and the proceedings directed to “delight” the pgiace now valueless. After stating
his “long experience of modern things and the cmmuus readings of ancient
[things],” (Machiavelli 1980: B he states indirectly, that the new prince, the ne
Lorenzo de Medici, the grandson of the true Loretineo Magnificent, must “in a
very short time” be able “to understand,” whatifi,so many years and in so many
of my hardships and dangers, have come to know comde to understand”
(Machiavelli 1980: 1-2). This is not a typical EfpesDedicatory with “pompous and
magnificent words.” It is a real one, and certainyt a dedication to his current
prince. It indirectly displays the prince’s ignocan It is Machiavelli who should be
the prince.

He continues on to state that it is not presumuion a “low man” to

regulate the government of princes. With compaeateference to mountains and
valleys, the low in power can know the high, justthe high can know the low.

This indication of the play of the high and low aeident in various scholarly

% The personal address with the second person fartglnse is used in eighteen of the twenty-six
chapters. Twelve of those are considered to béampashift from the third to the second person, as
we have seen in the opening sentence of the fiegtter. Machiavelli, a great writer, seems without
concern for proper grammar on the personal addoets® prince. This implies something on the
character of the prince which will be clarifieddabn in this chapter.

% The square brackets are de Alvarez’s insertionismine.
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works, albeit with somewhat divergent interpretasioBut Machiavelli is breaking
open any of the traditional applications of higld dow positions. It is the current-
day situation where the ‘low’ can often be highdae ‘high’ are often low.

Machiavelli recognized what for him were revoluoy insights that require
completely new principles; yet his “newness” is detached from the past. With
these aspects, Machiavelli displays his compleadity his originality.

Leo Strauss interpref®he Princeas an array of “ascent and descent,” which
generally, for him, starts as a “scientific boolafid ends in “patriotic poetry”
(Strauss 1957: 13Y. The ascent and descent in this article will bdofeéd
differently. One gets the sense of various appeats repeals that Machiavelli
makes to the prince to which the book is given rebao Il - and to any other
prince. There is an attempt to teach his currentcpror any prince; but then that is
undermined by a descent into satire, to a pointnotkery, of the prince, the
principalities, and the republics of Italy.

In such a desperate situation, life and politicsnighe worst condition.
Machiavelli experienced both; as such, he knowsenatnout it than others. In the
last sentence of the ‘dedicatory’, he again referthe great harms and “hardships”
done against him: “how undeservedly | bear great eontinuous malignity of
fortune” (Machiavelli 1980: 2). Machiavelli is refeng to the uncle of Prince
Lorenzo, Giuliano de Medici, who, shortly beforetiamnvith the use of Spanish
mercenary troops, overtook the Florentine Repulaitg falsely accused him of
conspiracy, tried him, convicted him, tortured himithin an inch of his life,
imprisoned him and ostracized him from the city loged. The heritage of

8 Strauss uses many intricacies in his study with frarts of ascent and descent, saying that the
ascent of the first part reaches its peak in Chiafiteand afterwards comes the descent moving up
to another ascent in part 1l from chapters VIl tip ahd then another ascent in Chapter XII to
Chapter XIV. The third part contains Chapters X\X¥lIl, where Chapter XIX is “the peak dfhe
Princeas a whole” (Strauss 1957: 18). Strauss then cldiatsthereafter the descent begins”
(Strauss 1957: 18). And then, of course, Chapteid/Xo XXVI resembles the second part, with a
“return to the new prince” (Strauss 1957: 21). Wit8trauss’ interpretations, one may be able to
understand this ordering, but wherever there asgpretations that one sees as unfit, such an
ordering of the book no longer complies, and défeémpeaks and descents are derived. Yet generally
speaking, Machiavelli purposely plays hierarchigaines with the recognition of the high and low
positions in various conditions, alternating witle focus on power or authority that may be repeated
in the structure of the book itself. The orderindhis work is almost a reverse of Strauss’: the
descent is on the focus on the “all new” or “contglie new” prince.
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republicanism in Florence was lost, and Machiawsémed to be the only one who
knew it so sharply. This is the matter of his smla®®

In Chapter I, “Of Principates,” he uses “imperiumihd “dominions” to
describe all princedoms and republics. In tBéscourses we clearly see
Machiavelli’'s opposition to the “imperial dominiowf the many proceedings of the
Roman Empire. One can surmise that he is opposali pancedoms and republics
in Italy, since they are more aligned to dictatiprimperial rule. He makes the
distinction of hereditary principat&€sto the new ones and especially the “all new.”
The “all new” or “wholly new” are even more diffituthan the ordinary new to
acquire, let alone maintain. He gives a repeatssble that acquisition is “either by
fortune or virtue” (Machiavelli 1980: 5. Thevirtu alluded to means having “one’s
own arms,” instead of “the arms of others,” as ithercenary use of armies was a
common activity in the Italy of his day (Machiavell980: 5). The “wholly new”
states are problematic; and an incredible princedsired.

Lorenzo Il achieved his position by fortune. He waestly a hereditary
prince. Guiliano de Medici was elevated to a “Fremical title, Nemours.” The
encumbent successor, Giovanni de Medici, was apgabias Pope Leo X, and
therefore he posted, in February, 1513, his nepbawnzo, the son of Piero and

88 Any interpretation offhe Princewould not be correct unless one considers the gsafaal,

physical, and psychological effects of such an ewarhim. Machiavelli lived through a chaotic
period of incessant turmoil, characterized solglyust for power, a private power made by rulers,
who used mercenary states to acquire it withoutcamgent to the love of thgatria. With the loss

of almost every remnant of authority, such prasticétigated the inhumane proceedings of cruel
power. Machiavelli lived on the brink of nihilis/Almost all previous values that at one time created
greatness, were lost, and very little in his curday re-established an essential revaluation.ade h
to face a power-ridden condition with the abolishtr&f authority. To do right from wrong, he had

to return to lessons from the past.

% De Alvarez indicates in footnote 1 of the firsapker on page 6 that the translation from
Machiavelli’s title,De Principatibus his use of the word “principate” appears in higslation. De
Alvarez wants to maintain the ancient Roman infaeean Machiavelli, as he continues by stating:
“What Machiavelli is concerned with is not a regiara certainly not a territory, but the virtue of
the ‘first man’, whose virtue is such that he iteao make a state for himself almost anywhere or
anytime” (de Alvarez, 1980: 6). What this impliedjether de Alvarez knows it or not, is that the
performance of the virtue that he implies heraithier removed from most of the capabilities of
Machiavelli's modern-day leadership, and ours al we

% Of course, this is the pre-eminent conceptinfi as an essential component of Machiavelli's
works. The number of meanings and uses used arernus) but let us reduce it to the fact that its
intent has an ancient derivation, and one infl@mtieaning is of the greatness of mind and body as
the primary elements of hisgrtu.
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grandson of Lorenzo the Magnificent, as the newaqariof Florence, and later, “in

1516,” as de Alvarez tells us, he “was subsequeratiyed the Duke of Urbino” (de

Alvarez 1980: 4). He is both a hereditary princd aomewhat a new prince, since
the overtaking of power of the de’Medicis occurtesks than half-a-year earlier. As
de Alvarez summarizes: “In sum, he was a perfeatmgte of someone who has
become a prince not by virtue but by fortune. Tisat_orenzo was in a situation

similar to that of Cesare Borgia” (de Alvarez 198]:

The people did not see the abrupt changes in therpgnce of the new
de’Medicis as divergent from their elder, Lorenzwe tMagnificent. As Garret
Mattingly states: “most Florentines, particularlgetpopolo minuto the ‘little
people,” still thought as the Medici as the guandiaf their liberties both against
foreign domination and against the selfish desighshe oligarchs” (Mattingly
1957-1958: 484). At first, the new de’Medicis ugemver without republican care:
“the young Medici did not mask their power with te@me care their grandfather
had used” (Mattingly 1957-1958: 484). It was onfteevards, with the father of
Lorenzo Il, Peiro de’Medici, that “the Florentinbsgan to realize the attrition of
their freedom. When Niccolo was twenty-five thepelbed and Piero de Medici
rode out of the city gates, never to return” (Magty 1957-1958: 484). Yet later,
another de Medici comes to power, and is not likelgomply to the people.

In Chapter IlI, “Of Hereditary Principates,” Machelh refers not only to the
acquisition of new states, but also to maintenaas@n essential requirement: I
say, then, that in maintaining hereditary statesustomed to the blood of their
prince, the difficulties are very minor comparedhiose who are to be found in the
new state” (Machiavelli 1980: 8). It is a quickdes on how to be “able to govern
and to maintain” these principates (Machiavelli Q98). It is not stated as
concretely as imhe Discoursebut the lesson is repeated, although briefly, fen t
requirement of different approaches for acquisi@or maintenance. The chapter
ends with a lesson, that too much newness cancomiynue the political and social
disarray: “And in the antiquity and continuity diet dominion the memories and
causes for innovations are extinguished; becaugecbange always leaves the
toothing for the building of another” (MachiavellB80: 9). In too much newness,
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the memories and causes of essential practicesoagetten, and with the new
change based upon this forgetfulness, it breedseudiscord.

The simplistic interpretations arise from concetiigh on The Princeas
solely being directed to acquisition. The focus rhayon acquisition, but repeatedly
the requirements for maintenance are stated. Nigt ianacquisition but also in
maintenance, new states are more difficult in hmthcesses than the hereditary
ones. One must know when and how to act, yet thabi easy for a prince, and is
more difficult for the “all new” princes.

As mentioned earlier, Strauss aligns “ascents aggtehts” withinThe
Prince and it was noted that not all interpretationseagwith his assessments. For
this interpretation, the “peak dfhe Princeas a whole,” is not in what Strauss
claims in Chapter XIX, but rather in Chapter 1lIOf* Mixed Principates.” This
chapter is so essential on the major themes ofatbi&: of power and authority, on
internationalization, on his teachings through literary style, and the issues of
controversy in interpretations. Its importance g do the fact that we are going
through a similar “time of transition” in our patis as that which Machiavelli

faced, being on the brink of nihilism. Let us noxamine this part of he Prince

4.3.2. Complexities in Mixed Principates”

The importance of this chapter is due to the caratibn of the focal point
in this work, the relevance of Machiavelli in theepent-day political condition.
Machiavelli often indicates the manufacturing ofiadse belief in “betterment,”
which actually is a worsening of the condition. @ndhe ‘rationale’ view of
“progress in history,” almost any form of “newnesssumes betterment. But this is
not the case for Machiavelli; the assumption ofttérenent,” under a false world
view, actually displays that a worsening conditcmmes about, that is not foreseen
due to this reduced sense of “newness.” Such gptlenes prominent in political
practices of the present-day. When such decepsomvolved, it only makes
matters worse:

men willingly change masters believing [they will]
better [themselves], and this belief makes thene tak
up arms against them; whereby they deceive
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themselves for they then experience that they bave

worse (Machiavelli 1980: 1£}.
This is “another natural and ordinary necessitytie Tnecessity is the focus on
power, to hurt the inhabitants and to favour thestevs. But done through the
choice of “men at arms” where there are “infinitthey injuries that the new
acquisition drags along with it” (Machiavelli 19801). We have the repeated claim
of the need for internal armistice, and the congpl@ndemning of auxiliary or
mercenary arms. With the focus only on power, amatenso if it is “lust for
power,” an infinite number of “injuries” of the nepvincipate arises.

In the following line, Machiavelli uses a persomaldress, which is other
than addressing the princes equally: “In this mgde have as enemies all those
whom you have hurt in seizing that principate” (Miawelli 1980: 11). Personal
address is done to display the nature of the camdite lives in; yet, it appears that
Machiavelli is partially hiding away from a cleairettion to the current prince,
where it seems the prince has no knowledge ofritieation of his limitedness on
these features, that is, on the bad use of militaay only harms inhabitants, and the
general nature of princeship in Italy. Machiavédliwiser on princeship than the
prince.

Later, a stylistic change occurs, and in de Alvarézotnote number 19, he
states that, “Strauss suggests that this is bedsus® longer addresses the prince
but the reader whose interests is primarily thécat(de Alvarez 1980: 23). This
Is partially correct. There is a disagreement \@ittauss, in the “strange suggestion”
that Machiavelli possesses only one-half of pditiwvisdom, “namely knowledge
and the nature of princes” and “the prince hasother half, namely, knowledge of
the nature of the peoples” (Strauss 1958: 77)edldrcorrectly by the students of
politics, one can easily see the irony, which caenebe addressed to these notions
of Strauss, in these statements mentioned in thestle Dedicatory” ofThe Prince
The prince knows almost nothing compared to MadhiavIronically, the

acquisition gained by the prince is so harmful that prince has power over him,

°1 The square brackets are de Alvarez’s insertions.
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and that power was achieved by foreign mercenangarhis is an example of one
of the worst conditions under a principate.

Machiavelli also has better knowledge of the pe@aglevell, since he is now
amongst the people, experiencing both a politioaitpn of Secondary Chancellor,
and now is even less than the ordinary citizenpeasant. As Strauss correctly
claims: “he knows much that is relevant of whick ttrince is ignorant” (Strauss
1958: 77). But his address to an individual in seeond person is used, | would
argue, to mockingly denounce the lack of knowledfjghe prince in an ironic,
therefore, unidentifiable literary mode. Strausshtimms that the use of the term
“you” is “primarily theoretical,” as he says it $&milar to the use of “the young” in
the DiscoursesBut, as close readings say, the interminglingiofds and deeds, or
compositions and experiences, is not theoretitas real; and thereforeit is not
theoretical at all, it istheatrical Here, we see a real theatrical scene, where a
former Second Chancellor of Florence is submittamg Epistle Dedicatory to a
prince who acquired his power, after the author @qgselled from his beloved city
by a member of his family.

Machiavelli then stated fastidii del nuovo principg the annoyances of the
new principate. They are numerous. De Alvarez stata footnote: “The beginning
of violent changes which threw out not only ltalytkall of Europe into disorder
was the invasion of Italy by Charles VIIl, King &fance, in 1494 (de Alvarez
1980: 20). Furthermore, “the chronology of contenapp events that Machiavelli
comments upon iThe Princebegins with the invasion of Charles VIII,” andhe
History of Florenceends with the death of Lorenzo the Magnificenil492,” that
is, “they end immediately before the entrance ofai@s VI into Italy” (de
Alvarez 1980: 20). It was then followed by a beflitidescription of life in
Florence by historian colleague and friend, Fracee&Suicciardini, in and around
the year 1490, under the rule of Lorenzo the Maggrift, who combined princely

virtue with republican liberty? It seems to have collapsed suddenly and brutally.

92«The calamites of Italy began (and | say thistsat { may make known what her condition was
before, and the causes from which so many evilsegrao the greater sorrow and terror of all men,
at a time when circumstance seemed universally mangitious and fortunate. It is indisputable that
since the Roman Empire, weakened largely by thaydether ancient customs, began to decline
more than a thousand years ago from that greatoessich it had risen with marvellous virtue and
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Machiavelli continues in displaying further diffitees in the “acquisition”
of new principates: the difficulty is on the secomrdsault on a province
(provincia),”® the hardships of acquiring different provinces hwitlifferent
languages and customs, the almost impossibiligxtihguishing “the blood of their
ancient prince,” and, “in a short time,” to formn® body with the ancient
principate” (Machiavelli 1980: 13). With increasiddficulties in acquisition, great
“fortune” and great “industry” “is needed to holiem” (Machiavelli 1980: 13). In
foreign provinces, the prince must “go there tefivto please the people and to
protect against “external powers.” Another remesy‘to send colonies” to the
“shackles of the state” (Machiavelli 1980: £3)Either this, or “to have men-at-
arms and infantry there” (Machiavelli 1980: 13).eThew prince should have
incredible wisdom or prudence. With the enhancetiness of the state, the people,
or the province, the more prudence is requiredsit®ild not use too much power
or too much authority, since it amounts to tyranny.

At times of chaos, success requires elements moreted to power, but as
we will see, if power is used without the considieraof the factors of authority,
the downfall will just continue into further tyraypnlIt points to the satirical
interpretation of this section, where the brutaly princeships is indirectly
displayed for the learned. For the prince, esplgcibé new one, “one has either to
caress men or to extinguish them, for if they caketoffence for light offences,

they cannot do so for grave ones; if one has tbrhan it should be in such a mode

good fortune, Italy had never known such prospenitguch a desirable condition as that which it
enjoyed in all tranquility in the year of our Lotd90 and the years immediately before and after.”
Francesco Guicciardini,he History of Italytrans. by Sidney Alexander, [The Macmillan Compan
New York, 1969], pp. 3-4. (de Alvarez 1980: 20-21).

% Machiavelli uses the ternptovincia’ which can be the closest replica of the modemcept of
“country.” But for Machiavelli, and similar to hisotion of the “state,provinciahas a personal
element involved in it; it is closely related t@@vince of a homelangbétria) to which people will
devote their civic loyalty.

% The translation “shackles of the state” is straage inappropriate. In the actwiince, |l
principe,the word ‘tompedésis used: the sieno compedes di quello statdCompedésis
translated asificantaré in the Italian version: [a funzione di incantare quello StattMelograni
1990: 52-53)Incantaremeans to “enchant, or bewitch,” “to be spellbourat,"to daze.” To reduce
this to “shackles of the state” seems inappropragevell as the definition in de Alvarez’s footaot
“That is, the key point which, being held, wouldekethe people in subjection” (de Alvarez 1980:
20).
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that there is no fear for vengeance” (MachiaveiBQ: 14). But in saying this, a
new prince is very close to the fear of vengeancéhb people. It is even worse if
men-at-arms is used to colonize. There is no retereto authority here by
Machiavelli. He only discusses on the topic of pmdtant importance in his
prince, or other princes in Italy and outside ltdlyat is, on the dominance of
power.

If Machiavelli was interpreted as seriously teaghsuch brutal harshness, it
could have been one reason for the people turngagnst him in the last few
months of his life when the attempt at republicaniseturned® The weak
overpower the strong to the detriment of civilipati

The fear of power games of other princes, as Maekliasights in the
Aetolians, brought the Romans into Greece; thaigxample of the “neighbouring
lesser powersto contrive to weaken the powerful,” and a lessan a worse
condition, that is, if the foreigner has “more powean he.” The focus is on power
brought about by “too much ambitioanibiziong or from fear” (Machiavelli 1980:
14). Machiavelli continues with the frequent usetled word “power” to describe
the difficult situations. In a 22-line paragraple hses “power” or “powerful” 11
times. The power-ridden ruler should think thatytliehould not have too much
force and too much authority” (Machiavelli 1980:)1Blind authority can impede
upon the power-ridden. If all of these things apé managed well, he “will quickly
lose that which he has acquired” (Machiavelli 1988}. The prince, when focusing
solely only power, may acquire new territory butiwat maintain it.

The main lesson, outside of the satirical ironyadéiressing princes, is that
the princely quality of power must be coupled wi#publican virtue. The four
legendary heroes ifhe Princeall use force in tumultuous and unjust conditions,
but all are motivated by republican virtue. Agaihe example referred to is the
Romans: “The Romans, in the provinces they toolsepked well these matters;
they sent colonies, kept and provided for the pesserful without increasing their

power, put down the powers, and never to let pavéofeigners gain a reputation”

% In 1527, the year that Machiavelli died, the measf Italy’s growth in importance, through some
reviving of republican virtue, was shorn by theksatRome by mutant imperial troops. It may have
contributed to his death. Italy fell under the doation of Spain. It held Milan, Naples, and Sicily,
and had protection over Florence, controlling nafghe peninsula (Skinner 1981: 17).
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(Machiavelli 1980:15). This was done by use of atitl, which is the maintenance
of the state done by the forming and continual animg of foundational principles
from which virtue, civic loyalty, and civil religioare derived.

These principles had regard for all the presemices of what they “ought to
do”; “to have regard not only for present disordebuit also future ones”
(Machiavelli 1980: 15). Machiavelli's lessons aw only for his present condition,
but future conditions. If the future is not forese# will likely bring about failure.
The indication of giving this advice is the lack &dresight in his current
principates. One must foresee disorders from &anply focusing on just the
present will ensure failure: “if you wait until thgthe disorders) are near, the
medicine is not in time for the malady has beconwiiable” (Machiavelli 1980:
15)%

For Machiavelli, Italy is in a state where the naglas almost incurable.
Knowledge is required in advance, for the consia@naof all political stances,
whether the acquisition of power or maintaining hawity, is necessary. Such
knowledge comes from studying similar historicagete mediated into the present
time and to the future, as he states explicitlyorid that which is ordinarily in the
mouth of the wise (ironically stated) in our tinfes enjoy the benefit of time, ever
please them (the Romans), but [they chose] ratbetake] such benefit from their
virtue and prudence” (Machiavelli 1980: 16). Thimtement is furthered by an
appeal to the determining nature of time and thereaof human life: “for time
drives forward everything; and can bring along witthe good as well as the bad,
and the bad as well as the good” (Machiavelli 1945):

More lessons on his central themes are directetewshill being in Chapter
[ll. We turn to the necessity of virtue and prudenand the desire to correct them.

He has displayed the bad effects afmbiziong’®” and also his current-day

% Machiavelli’s reliance on the ancient is displayethis “pre-modern science of medicine” (Parel)
used to create a completely new understanding miblim, “‘umore” that is so divergent from the
modern meaning of humour. A more detailed descnipis displayed on the footnote on page 135.

97« Ambizioné is a feature condemned and blamed by Machiaveitighew under modernity within
the new concepts of individualism and voluntari3itme ambition of the private individual will was
praised, rather than blamed for its subjugationrmmimization of political public concern,
something that, for Machiavelli, was a clear sipalitical downfall.
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problems that are similar to ours, the forgettihghe past for the present; yet these
are the things that brings lessons to our conteampdimes. The response is with
virtue and prudence to challenge the undeniableesasce of the good as well as
the bad in the nature of life. This type of virtaed prudence never made the
Romans “avoid a war, because they knew that warneago be avoided, but is
only deferred to the advantage of others.” And Ise€ing from afar the
inconveniences,” always remedied the illness of“teger” of the “things of the
state” (Machiavelli 1980: 16). Virtue and pruderreguire the knowledge of just
forms of warfare, and a knowledgeable ability teekze the future.

Machiavelli often stated his denial of the use droenaries. The French
were also involved in wars with Naples and, at #inme contention with the
Spaniards, to overtake that part of Italy. The EheKing became “lord of a third of
Italy,” by being helped by the weakness and fearltalian states. One gross
example of weakness and fear is that all of theomgiincipalities or republics
“came to meet him in order to be his friend” (Mawrelli 1980: 17). Further on, de
Alvarez states in a related footnote in this chapwsll of these little signori (10
rulers in ltaly) were despoiled of their possessiam killed by Cesare Borgia
between 1500 and 1502” (de Alvarez 1980: 23). Tihtlicates that even the
brutality of Cesare Borgia could be partially adeelpin a sympathetic fashion due
to the gross errors the teignori made: “Because they wewveeak and therefore
fearful, some fearful of the Church and others of the Wans, they were
necessitated always to support him” (Machiavell@917). Weakness, according
to Machiavelli, is fearful; fearful for those attpting to rule the people, and fearful
in the difficulty in dealing with fearful people h€ weak-fearfulness is generated by
“the Church,” and by the Venetians in supporting fibreign king.

King Louis Xll of France gave aid to Pope Alexand#r the illegitimate
father of Cesare Borgia. For Machiavelli, the perfance of Pope Alexander VI,
born Rodrigo Borgia of Spanish descent, displayethe one hand that the Church
has never been more corrupt. But his warlike chiaraand lust for power, handed
down to his son Cesare, made the “ambition of Atebes’ almost take over all of
Italy. King Louis could not know that he weakenach$elf “by giving aid to Pope

Alexander so that the latter might seize Romagmdachiavelli 1980: 17). He
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weakened himself by “removing his own friends andse who have been thrown
into his lap,” and unfortunately, “made the Chuigreat, adding to the spiritual,
which already gives to her so much authority” (Maeklli 1980: 17)*® He did not
realize that he was against those who gave him pdwevanting the Kingdom of
Naples, he divided the Kingdom of Naples with thegof Spain, and therefore,
“put someone there who could chase him out” (Maetla1980: 17).

Machiavelli further gives the lesson that it is paty acquisition that creates
good order, and not only response to necessitge sitisorder will follow”: “It is a
thing truly very natural and ordinary to desireatuire; and when men who are
able to do so do it, they are always praised orhtaned; but when they are not
able and yet want to do so in every mode, herehés drror and the blame”
(Machiavelli 1980: 17-18).

Machiavelli lists the five errors of King Louis &france, leaving the most
important sixth, later, for further explanation.e€fhare errors of power with public
ignorance: “he extinguished the weaker powers; m&reased the powers of
someone already powerful in Italy; he brought ineatremely powerful foreigner;
he did not go to live there; he did not plant cadsi (Machiavelli 1980: 18). The
sixth was “taking the state away from the Venetiafiachiavelli 1980: 18).
Therefore, he could not keep his conquered arehoaibardy, and lacked the
knowledge of comradeship with Venice to be strompugh to uphold their
territories without any contention. He made ward axoided other wars when he
should not have. Machiavelli refers to his lattdra@ter XVIII on the faith of the
princes for further explanation: the princes haltle account of faith,” only the
“‘cunning” use of events with other princes “to rdumhe brains of men”
(Machiavelli 1980: 107). A prince has to be botman and a beast: a faithful man
of laws, and a forceful beast-like one at timesunmoil. One has to “keep faith.”
Even the princes do. Again, this shows the impaganf the religious impetus: one
of course, founded on the principles of ancientap#gn, not on Christianity; and
there is also the lesson of the importance of timgdt in such a way that it is

proper for the leader, because, if misdirected,pbiential better condition could

% The irony in the use of “great” to describe theuth will be explained later in this chapter.
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easily become the worst. The cause of the fall ioigK_ouis would eventually be
praised by a Christian Florentine or Italian, betfimishes the chapter by displaying
the dismay King Louis suffered for losing powerddar Italy to temporarily revive
it through the power of the Church:

because if they did understand them, they would not

have let the Church come into such greatness. And

experience has shown that the greatness of thechur

and that of Spain in Italy has been caused by Eranc

and his ruin caused by them (Machiavelli 1980: 19).

Using satirical irony, the “greatness of the Chlnsha cause of the ruin of
Italy. Finally, a never or rarely-failing generale comes about: “that he who is the
cause of another’'s becoming powerful ruins himgetfthat power is caused either
by industry or by force, and the one and the otirer suspect to him who has
become powerful” (Machiavelli 1980: 19). The laster by Machiavelli is against
the focus solely on power without any authority,aarthority that is generated by
ancient republican virtue derived from the condempublic liberty, and from the
activity of virtue and prudence being spread frtwa leader to the people.

A pivotal fine-line is drawn between the lust foower and the power of
necessity. Lust for power breeds failure. Powen@tessity should be directed to
the preservation of the people mistreated by othepower. Lust for power is a
private pursuit. Power of necessity must eventuadyof public concern. In its most
extreme moments, one must act beyond the usualsmargood and evil. But after
acquisition, authority must be created for the neiance of leadership. Some of
the alterations of ‘good’ and ‘evil’ are a partMachiavelli’s “cynical immorality”
that horrified those who could not perceive it gaical or satirical. It is a power
directed by “virtue and prudence,” directed by dastthat produce authority.
Nevertheless, power can easily be harmed eithéhdywickedness” of leaders, or

by the peoplé?

% This notion makes Machiavelli important for theremt-day with the decline in the belief in
democracy under the recognition that often the [ge@ither under their cause or the cause of power
beyond theirs, leads to further the destructiveléecies in present-day social and political affdirs
times when democracy was firmly believed, such satigns of the flaws in many versions of the
“power of the people” would not be easily accepted.
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There is a lesson on the special judgement ofwamtthe “wholly new.” It
is similar to the judgement on the good or negatise of history: both can have
advantages, or disadvantages. The strong virtu@aglet should have the
knowledge from which to make a good decision. Thedbpraise for anything
“wholly new” is motivating for those who have thatter-day modern view of
“progress in history,” that mistakenly believes #iryg “new” is better.

For a proper interpretation, it is evident tha¢ anust be outside the modern
elements that extend from its beginning to thestatiay modern framework. He is
not exactly “the father of modern political theorf¥Matthew and Platt 1995: 235),
unless it includes being the father of modern malitcriticism. His productive and
critical educational direction is valuable for gesent-day. We will see this on the
cosmological use of the interrelationsaftu and Fortuna which is applied not

only to his day, but can be applied to ours as.well

4.3.3. Power Coupled With Authority:
Interrelations of Virtu and Fortuna

The Princecontinues on topics that contribute in some wath&intentions
of this work: his lessons on power do not hide awessons on authorityThe
Prince is not a “handbook on how to win power and keégNtatthew and Platt
1995: 235). For those who believe that it wHse Princeforms, as far as Mattingly
is concerned, “a diabolical burlesque of all ofnthdike a political Black Mass”
(Mattingly 1957-1958: 486). The maintenance of skete, and therefore authority,
IS more important than power politics.

In Chapter IV, “Kingdom of Darius Which Alexanderatl Seized,” the
topic shifts more directly to the difficulties inh6lding on to a state newly
acquired,” and some knowledge needed in the prooks®nquest (Machiavelli
1980: 25). The conquering leader must adapt todifferences in provinces or
states. Machiavelli displays two kinds of princedgomne by “servants,” the other
by “barons.” The two different kinds are shown lie tcomparison of the “state of
the Turk” and that of the “King of France” (Mache&ll 1980: 25). To acquire the
“state of the Turk” is much harder than the stdtBrance. But to maintain the state

after acquisition is easier in the “state of thekruhan in France. A similarity is
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raised between Darius’ government, in the fourthtwey BC, and the kingdom the
Turk that began in the fifteenth century AD. Hewee are introduced to simple
lessons by concrete examples of the various “madesorders” of differentiation
in both acquisition and maintenance of differeates in different times and place.
The lesson in Chapter V, “Administration of Citiegs that acquisition in
princedoms is easier than republics. But maintgiraathority is more difficult in
princedoms or kingdoms rather than a republic. hayer VI, “New Principates,”

which Strauss claims is an “ascent,” returns todllyhnew principates,” “those on
which princes and states are new alike” (Machiad€B0O: 32). But there are also
lessons onmitation of the ancientsvithin that first paragraph: “to keep wholly to
the ways of others and unable to measure up tovithee of those whom you
imitate” (Machiavelli 1980: 32).

First of all, we have another shift from the thiw the second person
referral. The lesson is in imitation, a main lesgoiiheDiscoursesand the focus,
as we will see later, is ovirtu, virtue. The following clause alludes to the “most
excellent,” great men, who are represented by élgerddary four heroes: Moses,
Romulus, Cyrus, and Theseus: “a prudent man ougrgya enter into the ways
beaten by great men and imitate those who have ineshexcellent” (Machiavelli
1980: 32)'%° The next clause has a peculiar descriptiowvidm: “so that, if virtue
does not reach up to there, at least it gives sodue of it” (Machiavelli 1980:
32) 1% One can interpret the use of “odor” to descritvéuei in various ways, but it
also shows that, at least in appearance, the gricene give an “odor” of virtue, yet
one that is not real. It may be one that stinks.

One can also surmise thatitation should be adhered not only to the four
excellent men, but one can feel that, with the graikdirection of grammar, Prince

Lorenzo could also follow his grandfather, Lorerithe Magnificent, and measure

19t is not only on those acquiring power that arguired to imitate the great past, but more so the
wholly new must imitate the great and the excellsimce most leaders are “unable to keep wholly
to the ways of the others.” Also another mattbattut€ is the word translated as “beaten,” but it
can also mean “won.” The sentence can be re-statéthe ways won by great men.”

191 the original version,se la tua virtu non vi arriva, almeno ne renda ai odore’ The use of
“up to there” in de Alvarez’s translation, seemrausge, when it should simply be “that if virtue
doesn’t come to you.”
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himself up to his virtue. We have been returnetthéchierarchical power play of the
upper and the lower in times of turmoil. The wasgtation is if that hierarchical
play game is based solely on power and no authdvigichiavelli follows with the
image of the archer and gives the lesson of airhigber than your own personal
goal to the formation of a higher goal dftu, so as to be assured of obtaining it.
Lorenzo attained this through fortune, not virt&ence the formation of a higher
goal for republican authority was not fostered im,hhe could not arise to the
required virtuous strength. He does not deseneetthe new prince. Any method,
mode or order with a sole focus eitherFrtunaor virtu, would bring about many
difficulties:

in wholly new principates where there is a new
prince, one finds them more or less difficult teege
according to whether the one who has acquired them
is more or less virtuous. And because this evera of
private man becoming a prince presupposes either
virtue or fortune, it seems that the one or theeotf
these things mitigates, in part, many difficulties;
nevertheless, he who stands less on fortune better
maintains himself. Things are also facilitated het
prince is constrained, by his lack of other states,
live there personally.

But in order to come to those who have become
princes by their own virtue and not by fortuneay s
that the most excellent are Moses, Romulus, Cyrus,
and Theseus (Machiavelli 1980: 32-33).

To “keep” or maintain it, somertu is needed. The virtuous, “he who stands less on
fortune,” better maintains himself. If it is easiEr one who stands “less on
fortune,” implies that maintenance is not easylforenzo I, who has depended
fully on fortune. He is neither entirely old thrdu¢ghe hereditary venue, nor is he
“wholly” or “completely” new, since he is from a teglitary family; but this
occurred not long after their overtaking of theudelc, which would be the grounds
for “wholly new principates.”

Coupled with the need of virtue is the introdustiof the famous four
heroes, which are to be imitated in their “found@igdoms.” To re-iterate with
Machiavelli’'s own words: “fortune provided them twvinothing other than the

occasion& (Machiavelli 1980: 33). The importance of suchatasiones clearly
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displayed: “without that occasion the virtue of ithenind would have been
extinguished and without that virtue the occasiooud have come in vain”
(Machiavelli 1980: 33)The four great men, Romulus, Moses, Cyrus, and éitsgs
had “excellent virtue.” With it, their “fatherlarftiomeland] was ennobled® Still,
with virtue, acquisition comes with difficulty, butolds it with facility. The
difficulties come about “from the new orders andde® that they are forced to
introduce to found their state and security” (Masfaili 1980: 34). Here, we have a
partial criticism of “new modes and orders” notraigpe for them that can be found
in many scholarly interpretations. Withirtu, acquisition of “new orders and
modes” is difficult. One must comply to the focus mower, the partial detachment
from moral principles of authority. Yet maintenanseasier, sinceirtu is required
to maintain the state through authority. If lust power is dominant, then authority
will not be achieved.

He repeatedly states difficulties with “new ordéfReople do not respond
well to new orders. At best, they are “luke-warmltiere is very little belief in new
things. It is very easy for them to recoil, to edish partisanship to rebel against the
new leader “in such a mode [that] all who are ais¢ed with him are endangered”
(Machiavelli 1980: 34). Getting back to Lorenzo,le&l power, and he had no need
of acquiring the territory of his princedom. He tonly use this information if he
was directed to becoming the prince of Italy, amdd such an action of all the war
tactics used by ignorant princes through the hélmititaries, which is what his
uncle Giuliano did. Machiavelli leads onto the icrgm of the use of mercenary
troops, which gave Lorenzo Il the fortune to acejyiower.

Next, the use of “begging” by these princely-riddéennovators” “always
come to evil and leads to nothing,” but when thayeéhan established army, “then
there is rarely a time when they are endangereddc{iavelli 1980: 34). The

following passage brings up much insight and disptdVhence it comes to pass

192 The place of this footnote is similar to that ditey the author, de Alvarez. But | will counter his
translation ofpatria as “fatherland.” The frequent references to Italg ome have always been
feminine, and the worpatriais also feminine. If anythingpatria seems closer to motherland, but
from its inferences to the fathgradre the better translation would be “homeland,” comitug both
the feminine and masculine elements.
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that all armed prophets conquer and the unarmed are ruined” (Machiavelli
1980: 34)!%

Naturally, at the beginning of new orders, forceeguired, a plea to accept
authoritarianism at the beginning: “Therefore sineedful to order [affairs] in such
a mode that when the people do not believe any nure is able to make them
believe by force” (Machiavelli 1980: 34). The faaftFrate Savonarola is identified
as being unarmed, in stark comparison to Mosesyrheseus and Romulus. By
being unarmed, he could not make the people beirelien, “and he had no way to
hold firm those who had believed nor to make thieelirvers believe” (Machiavelli
1980: 35). Reference is then madevidu beyond the reliance dfortuna for
success. With “great difficulty,” Machiavelli clasn “they must with their virtue
surmount them” (Machiavelli 1980: 35). But afteistisuccess, more is required
pertaining to maintenance and establishing authof@ommencing to be held in
veneration” and “having extinguished those who weneious of their qualities”
(Machiavelli 1980: 35).

It ends with reference to Hiero of Syracuse, a “maom a private
[station],” who became prince because he “had sohnvirtue” (Machiavelli 1980:
35). With not having “anything from fortune othehah occasiong¢ he
“extinguished the old militia,” and “ordered thewe and with alliances to allies

and the forming of his own soldiers “was able tdldbwan edifice on such a

103 jesus was praised indirectlyThe Discourseshut the common understanding of him was one of
an “unarmed prophet.” Machiavelli may argue in thpparent distortion that Jesus was contrived
that way by the weakness of Christianity, in tlsglection of the New Testament. He also does give
advice that reverting to form an army without tlteguate means would also be unwise. Strauss
makes the division of Jesus and Mohammed on thismoone prophet being “unarmed,” and the
other being the “armed prophet.” It is almost sanito the opposition of Christianity and Islam
based on simplistic views. We can never entirely eearly know of the thoughts and acts of Jesus
and Mohammed, but if Machiavelli wishes to keegm@emwed form of Christianity, including lessons
based on ancient paganism, then there should hainmsity to the Muslim people that Christianity
has established in its horrible history of warfavith the Crusades. Ironically, pacification and
humility turned into catastrophic warfare. Weaknesxkes for easy false beliefs in simplistic views
of a complicated world. An enemy is easily idestifi and those people easily perceive themselves
as right since they can, in abusive ways, justifiatever action they decide upon by wordings in the
Bible or the Koran. Violence and terror comes framweakness generated by the non-acceptance of
the nature of the life, with the false belief tltatan be controlled by man, rather than having the
strength in accepting that man is a part of thaineabf earth. This is the primary factor which
identifies the controversy between ancient pagarasih western monotheistic religions, and the
opposition between th@ncient and the modern. Machiavelli indirectly pd®s the means to ponder
on such matters
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foundation; so that he endured much toil in acggirand little maintaining it”
(Machiavelli 1980: 35). It is a lesson of the neddauthoritative features for a
republic to grow, the foundational feature to bwlekshed, and the making of new
alliances as helpful for maintenance.

Even though Machiavelli states, that this is as@sexample” it is one of
the most essential aspects in his works on theaaatuleaders. The most excellent
high are derived from experiences in the low. We thés in the stories of Theseus,
Romulus, and Moses. One can even add Michele Didlil-éimat barefoot boy, who
became a noble princely republican ruler. Furtheenwmne can even add
Machiavelli himself.

Machiavelli re-iterates the lessons interpretednfitbe “Epistle Dedicatory”
of the features for the needed hero to conqueopipeessed situation. It is a lesson
that states that the new leader must come from thathhigh and low in blood,
experience, or knowledge. This opposes the ingtrtat framework of power, and
the modern educational framework of the class siracof society. The excellent
high seems to come from the low, even the peastrise who contrive noble,
virtuous features that form excellen®.0On this feature, Machiavelli is closer to
the contemporary that delimits many modern conoepti Machiavelli’'s
understanding of excellence is far above the gofatsodern politics.

His uniqueness and originality becomes more evidentonsidering his
literary tactics. For a proper understanding of itimonsistencies and ambiguities
evident inThe Prince one must have a contemporary understanding ofatiecal
element of literary discourse. The drive to excedks prudence, virtue, and honour

mockingly criticizes the practices of the princes aepublican leaders of his day.

1% This is a recognition made by Nietzsche as welh@states in hBeyond Good and Evil:
Preludes to a Philosophy of the Futufgphorism 263: “it is possible that even amongdbenmon
people, among the less educated, especially ameagppts, one finds today moedative nobility
of taste and tactful reverence than among the regrespreadinglemi-mondef the spirit, the
educated” (Nietzsche 1966: 213).
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4.3.4. Inconsistency and Ambiguity:

Effects on the Understanding ofhePrince

There are innumerate different interpretationsjtfwoss, and understandings
of The Prin@ that is repeated in every article on the maBEeen in contemporary
scholars, the *“duality” interpreted from Machiavell works is difficult to
comprehend. There are glimpses of foundationakjpies and political, historical,
and religious favourableness that seem clear, tleut@founded at times in a clear
reading ofThe Princelt leads to the question: why? It appears thatsHteical use
in literariness can lead to a feasible answer.

There are consistencies in the “modes and orddrdbimg things properly
to eradicate the political chaos. Chapters IX and“®ivil Principates,” and
“Strengths of Principates,” speaks out that a grimust arm himself with his own
arms, and the chapters display clearly the usedessand destructiveness of
employing mercenary troops. Chapter Xl, “EcclestastPrincipates,” is the one
outside of the formation of any orderly patterndaits attributes have been
discussed in the previous chapter of this work. pidraXll, “Kinds of Militia,”
attempts to form foundations upon which all regipacording to him, must rely.
These foundations are “good laws and good armgi’this is clearly linked to the
study of the “Kinds of Militia There Are And Abowlercenary Soldiers,” as the
title indicates. Further on, in Chapters Xlll andvX“Of Soldiers: Auxiliaries,
Mixed and One’s Own,” and “What A Prince Should Bbout the Militia,” he
displays the general methods and linkage of thé&iané&nd good laws for good
ruling that seem to be proven by useful exampleallicircumstances. In Chapter
XIIl, he identifies his faith in virtue with the serity of apatria “having its own
arms,” and despoiling the mercenaries (Machiad€lB0: 84). In Chapter XIV, he
states the fact that one can easily lose the stathsut having its own arms; and
we see that, for Machiavelli, it is a loss in anfioof art, the art of war: “the cause
that makes you lose it is to neglect this art, tiedcause that makes you acquire it
is to be professed in this art” (Machiavelli 19&8). But in Chapter XV, “On
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Praise and Blame® onwards, we return again to the “strange” incdesisies,
and at the same time, as Wiser states, this lasbeeof the work “has contributed
to his image as a ruthless and immoral practitiafigrower politics” (Wiser 1982:
137). One can find many quotations to indicate ithimoral ruthlessness:

Hence, it is for a prince, if he wishes to mainthimself, to learn to be able to be
not good, and to use it and not to use it accordinthe necessity (Machiavelli
1980: 93).

it is wholly necessary not to care about the namelty. Without that name, one
cannot keep his army united or disposed to any (dedhiavelli 1980: 102).

Let a prince then win and maintain the state —rttgans will always be judged
honourable and will be praised by everyone, foruhigar are always taken in by
the appearance and the outcome of a thing, arfdambrld there is no one but the
vulgar (Machiavelli 1980: 109f°

How does immoral ruthlessness come about by sometweclaims the need of
civic loyalty, civic virtue, and civil religion akey elements to establish a good
republican authority? With the acknowledgement isfliterary artistry, a satire of
the prince can be perceived. In doing so, he redetlle cruel mentality of the next
distinct period in history, the modern.

The inconsistency, ambiguity and strange confusiomes about most
promimently in Chapters VIl and VIII, “Of New Priipates Which By the Arms of
Others and Fortune Are Acquired,” and “Of Those Whwough Wickedness
Attain To The Principates,” which are tied to thbers. In Chapter VII, the obverse
situation of Hiero’'s is mentioned: princes, who @acquired so by fortune, have
“little toil,” but with “much [toil] do they mainta it” (Machiavelli 1980: 41). A
man who acquires it so easily, “cannot know howdmmand” it. The chapter is a
repetition of the previous but is one with obverssails and arguments. The
comparison is made of Francesco Sforza and CesaggaB Sforza, with his “own

great virtue,” acquired power with a “thousand pdinyet “he with little toil

19 Thjs is a common shortened version of the chdjtker which is “Of Those Things for Which
Men And Especially Princes are Praised or Blamed.”

1% The title of Chapter XVII is “Of Cruelty and Pitynd If It Is Better To Be Loved Than Feared,
Or The Contrary.” The title of Chapter XVIlIl is “IWhat Mode Princes Ought To Keep Faith.”
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maintained” (Machiavelli 1980: 4297 But ironically, Borgia had no success in
maintenance. Yet the lesson continued that if fatinds of virtuous authority have
not been laid down, only great virtue can replda tack; and this led Machiavelli
to write, in relative length, on Borgia, who hadswxcess in maintaining authority.

Cesare Borgia, “whom the vulgar called the Dukevafentino,” acquired
the state with his illegitimate father's fortuneant with the same lost it”
(Machiavelli VII, 1980: 42). He lost his potenti@r “great foundations for future
powers” by the “malignity of fortune” (Machiavelll980: 42). As mentioned
earlier, Machiavelli had partial sympathy for Ces@orgia, since he knew the
character of his father, and without virtue hedrie acquire power over all of Italy
by the spread of Papal Staté&Sympathy was made for him because this was an
aim that most princes in Italy should have had,mrte of them did. Others were
interested in private power over their own tergitoret the aim of the Church had
little virtu. The malignity of fortune ended Borgia’'s processt thlachiavelli also
partially shared. But the other use of sympathyliesphe acceptance of the lack of
human dignity in those harmed by others, and bwittieusness of the times. We
are confusingly displayed the ‘greatness’ in thtvdies of Borgia, representing
the Church in amongst the power politics of Italjen it is clearly established that
Machiavelli was against the spread of Italy by @eurch. The disorder of the
princedoms, the competition and animosity amongibbéps, and the power of the
Papal States created the chaotic divisions in.Italy

Machiavelli continues in this long story of Ces8@rgia in Chapter VII. At
first, we see Cesare as being used by his fatloge Rlexander VI, in the attempt
at acquisition: “in wishing to make the Duke, hisns to become great”
(Machiavelli 1980: 42). He states the oppositionihaf Borgias against the Orsini’s
and Collonna’s, two of the greater families of Ronmbility, who also struggled

97 The success of Francesco Sforza, to not only ezt also maintain the state of Milan, is
ironically just barely mentioned in Chapter VII, iighhe spends the next almost seven pages on
Borgia, who could not maintain his success.

198 Being in charge of foreign affairs, Machiavelliaally had personal meetings with Cesare
Borgia. It was done at the same time that Leon&adinci laboured for Borgia. Friendship was
established between Da Vinci and Machiavelli (Sgén8y Anglo,Machiavelli-The First Century:
Studies in Enthusiasm, Hostility, and Irrelevan@aford University Press, Oxford, 2005).
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with each other over centuries for the control @infe and the Papacy. Then, the
story proceeded by including King Louis of Fran@nd relations with the
Venetians and Milan. The complexities expanded|uding the activities in
Urbino, Perugia, and Romagna:

Having thus extinguished these chieftains, and cedu

their partisans into his friends, the Duke sufintig had

in range good foundation for his power, having all

Romagna with the Duchy of Urbint® but principally

he appeared to have acquired the friendship of the

Romagna, gaining to himself all its people as they

began to taste the good that was to be theirs

(Machiavelli 1980: 44).
He had success in power; and in the next paraghabthiavelli calls this particular
activity “worthy of notice and of imitation” (Machavelli 1980: 44). Romagna was
“full of robberies and factional quarrels” so hgpamted Remirro de Orco, “a cruel
and expeditious man, to whom he gave the fullestgpb(Machiavelli 1980: 45).
Then, a series of bizarre confusing situations Vitiénary artistry arrives.

Remirro de Orco, the cruel man, “reduced” Romagngeace and unity.”

The Duke then judged that “such excessive authowys not necessary”
(Machiavelli 1980: 45). Machiavelli states that thake manipulated the minds of
the people and did some arrangements to breakeuprtity and peace, knowing
that hatred would easily be generated, since tlel dimes in this region of
Romagna were not that long before, and that hatt@madd be directed to the new
minister. The mentality of the people could be lgasberced to the benefit of the
leader. All this happened since Borgia found itale to have de Orco “placed...in
the piazza in Cesena in two pieces, with a piecevadd and a bloody knife
alongside. The ferocity of that spectacle left fe@ple at the same time satisfied
and stupified” (Machiavelli 1980: 45). The nextdirwas: “But let us return to

where we left off.”

199 The potential for confusion of identity should fepeated. “Lorenzo the Magnificent,” or
“Lorenzo Il,” or Lorenzo di Piero de’Medici, the imgprince to whonThe Princeis addressed, was
proclaimed the Duke of Urbino in 1516. His uncle@@inni became Pope Leo X in 1513, and an
uncle, who was an adopted son of the keaénzo the Magnificenthe grandfather of Lorenzo 11,
became Pope Clement VII. The generation of the @dibl family afterLorenzo the Magnificent
had close ties with the Papal States.
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Here we have a description of a brutal executiodeofOrco followed by a
quick change in the subject. Machiavelli reveals tiute beast-like trickery of
Borgia to acquire power and the coercion of thestattion of the people for
negative ends. This is similar to the cruel corapirto which Machiavelli spends
so much time describing ifihe Discoursesll, 6.*° And in Chapter XVII, “Of
Cruelty and Pity,” he states the cruelty of Ceddmegia and compares him to the
needed cruelty for the success of the acquisitibrpawer by Hannibal. But
Hannibal was conquered by the Romans. Hannibalepaed “with acquisition”
and, with power-play trickery, established relasiohut only by fortune he luckily
acted at the right moment in the proper situateadquire power. But that luck did
not last long. With activities motivated by brutakt for power, he was finally
defeated by the Romans.

There are similar general occurrences in his dason of Agothocles of
Sicily, and Liverotto (or “Oliverotto”) of Fermo,ni Chapter VIII. But the final
decision of Machiavelli seems in contrast to theiglen on Borgia. The lesson
seems to be, as the title of chapter indicated, ‘thaose Through Wickedness
Attain to the Principate.” “Neither of which is wihp attributable to fortune or
virtue,” but a comparison is made to them, as “aneient, the other modern”
(Machiavelli 1980: 51). Agathocles, the ancientiltig, “led a wicked life at every
stage; nevertheless, he accompanied his wickedméssuch virtue of mind and
body” (Machiavelli 1980: 51). Liverotto, the modenvhere “it seemed to him a
servile thing to be under others,” in his poweryplmme even committed parricide
on his uncle, Giovanni Fogliani. Liverotto, in laencern for “future wickedness,”
believed he was all-powerful, yet was murdered tubeing “deceived by Cesare
Borgia,” who played a similar murderous power-pgame, and through similar
trickery of an appearance of an essential meetiitly @other leaders, “strangled”

Liverotto, and his follower Vitellozo (Machiavellio80: 54)*

110 The title ofThe Discoursedl, 6 is “Conspiracies” and it is the longest chepin all of his works.

1 Machiavelli describes Vitelozzo as one “who hadrbhis teacher in virtue and wickedness.” The
term “wickedness” is acknowledged, but he also wgtse, that was at least taught to Liverotto.
Also, de Alvarez stated this in his introductiohtdWwhere is this ambiguity of virtue made more
emphatic than at the conclusion of the story ot/€@lbtto da Fermo in Chapter VIII” (de Alvarez,
xxii). (For some reason, de Alvarez writes “Liveodtin the translation of the text, and “Oliverdtto
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The judgement on these two examples: “comes to fpass cruelty badly
used, and well used” (Machiavelli 1980: 54). Thellwseed are the cruelties
committed “once and for all,” and “converted to greatest possible utility of the
subjects” (Machiavelli 1980: 54). This was donethg ancient Agathocles. The
badly used “are those [cruelties] which even thotlgdy are at the beginning few,
soon increase with time, rather than become exshegd,” which was done by
Liverotto (Machiavelli 1980: 54). For Agathoclesijtlw“the first mode,” he was
“able to have some remedy for their state with Gad with men” (Machiavelli
1980: 54-55). For “the others,” like Oliverottot s impossible that they maintain
themselves” (Machiavelli, 1980: 55). Machiavellspiayed, in these two examples,
that the ancient is better than his modern. He atgbcated the numerous
complexities in assessing a judgement of ‘goodéwll’ upon matters on the extent
of eithervirtu or Fortuna on appropriate or destructive cruelties; and thate is
more to learn from the ancient than the modern. “Tie&vness” in the use of power
by his “modern” example, only created the contiragaof vicious wickedness.

An identity of the many complexities is importarBoth Borgia and
Agathocles do not come close to the religious eirdisplayed in Moses. But “for
necessity coming from adverse times,” “you canmotrtime with the bad, nor will
the good that you do help you” (Machiavelli 1986).5Machiavelli couples virtue
with wickedness, when the typical conception shemtas opposing tendencies. As
one can see, simplistic interpretations throughameke on the dependence on
traditional religious interpretations, classical taphysical views, or on modern
rationale, has obviously led to conflicting andtdestive errors.

We have an ironic play with the incentive meaninf§sgreatness” in the
description of the Church, and Cesare Borgia. Maalii’'s use of “praise” to
describe him is ironic. Borgia, in Machiavelli’'shetr writings, is far differently
acclaimed than he is ifihe Prince “But in the Legazione Machiavelli never once
refers to the military capacity of the duke or pea the courage or discipline of his
army” (Mattingly 1957-1958: 488). Mattingly alsaes a comment from the work
of Gabriele Pepd,a Politica di Borgig where she states that, “the duke did nothing

in his “Introduction”). For me, the killing of der@ was even more emphatic and did not make
virtue “ambiguous,” but made viciousness clear.
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to end factional strife and anarchy in Romagnamleeely superimposed the brutal
rule of his Spanish captains on top of it” (Mattnd957-1958: 487). And here is
Machiavelli’'s own honest description of the cormhtiunder Borgia’s command, in
a letter of December 14, 1502:

They have devoured everything here except the
stones...here in the Romagna they are behavingsust
they did in Tuscany last year, and they show noemor
discipline and no less confusion than they did
then...[Landucci, another political analyst, staiad

his diary, that ‘none of the foreign armies that ha
crossed Tuscany in the past seven years had behaved
so abominably as these Italians under the papal
banner’] (Mattingly 1957-1958: 488).

There is no denying that one of Machiavelli's lessds that in a time of
chaotic turmoil, there is mporalneed for actions that are opposed to the general
morality of good and evil, largely established eevn today’s secular times - from
Christianity. But this is only a temporal and mimimgoal within all of the
advocates of Machiavelli.

Skinner tells us that it was Machiavelli’'s “firsolgical lesson” that led to
this summary of his political writings: “His matugmlitical writings are full of
warnings about the folly of procrastinating, thenger of appearing irresolute, the

need for bold and rapid action in war and poliédike” (Skinner 1981: 73** A

112 Quentin Skinner, in his bookjachiavelli shows Machiavelli’s full picture of Borgia from

citations taken from MachiavellilsegaziongThe Legation®r “Official Missions for the Florentine
Government”). It displays the limit in the commanerpretation aligned to praise by Machiavelli for
Borgia, and severely reduces it to a small, reseseale. In both Borgia and Julius I, we see some
success in the use of power, but throbgbris, no success in authority. Through his officiakta$

not only being a minister of foreign affairs bus@the head of military affairs in the Ten of Wér o
Florence, Machiavelli was perturbed about the oisthe new and threatening military power of
Borgia within Italy’s own borders. Machiavelli wasnt to meet Borgia after he acquired the title of
Duke of Romagna, and he haete-a-tet¢’ head-to-head, discussions with himLegazionehe
states that Borgia was “super-human in couragerhda of great designs,” one “capable of attaining
anything he wants,” he “controls everything by h&ig “governs with extreme secrecy,” and
“deciding and executing his plans with disastraugdenness.” Machiavelli at the start was uneasy
about Borgia’s hubristic self-confidence, and tihat “duke’s government was formed on nothing
more than Fortune” (Skinner 1981: 10). He later enadlecision “not to speak with him.”
(Legazionell. 36) He watched the “two masters of duplicitgorgia and his illegitimate father,
Pope Alexander VI, and “saw that his initial doust®ut the duke’s abilities had been thoroughly
justified” (Skinner 1981: 10). Skinner states, “Biar continued to place an altogether hubristic
reliance on his uninterrupted run of good luck”iBler 1981: 11). Machiavelli states further in the
LegaziongL631) that the duke “has been stupefied” by thiews of Fortune, which he is not
accustomed to taste” (Skinner 1981: 11). His Tewaf in Florence “can henceforth act without
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fine-line is also drawn through his political wnigis that potential success can easily
be turned into continual ruin. The final verdict Bargia, according to Skinner, was
“an adverse one”: “he gained his position throughfather's Fortune and he lost it
as soon as Fortune deserted him” (Skinner 1981: A2)seemingly strong
courageous man easily collapsed through “a makcsiwke of Fortune.” Borgia
lacked the foresight and failed to see the dangéeyent in supporting Rouen, who
was a cardinal under the power of Borgia’'s fatheowafter the Pope’s death, had
become “a well-known enemy” (Skinner 1981: 11).Machiavelli’'s Legazione,
“Legations,” he was arrested by Pope Julius Il %93 “Since the Duke did not
wish to agree to give up those cities, the Popehlaashim arrested” (Machiavelli
1965: 156). At first, Machiavelli actually assertduat Borgia may have been
“thrown into the Tiber as the Pope commanded” (Maeili 1965: 157)*2 It was
not true, but “little by little,” as Machiavelli ates, “this Duke...is slipping into his
grave” (Machiavelli 1965: 160). Borgia was seennawe of a problem for Italy
than a potential solution.

To begin to answer these difficulties in interptieta in The Prince one
start - but only a start - is to identify what istra direct lesson but a “cynical
immorality,” even on some of his own proposalsirtmically display the extent of
immorality in the leaders and some of the peopteose who are ‘praised’, but
really ought to be blamed. Some of the addresseme literary style or another, is
a mockery of those leaderBhe Princeis “cunningly planned” (de Alvarez 1980:
xxi) by Machiavelli, thus revealing the cunning,gdeerating features of political
leaders. Later on we will see that this is onlyearsof Machiavelli’'s contradictory
notions. Machiavelli finishes Chapter VIII with penal address to the prince by
stating that “you,” cannot know good or evil anymoreminiscent of another
comment, that “bad fortune and good fortune doahways find lodging in just one
place” (Machiavelli 1965: 50). One can easily beaieed in the chaos of Italian

power politics, and other chaotic conditions that particularly harm a prince.

having to think of him anymore.” From both BorgiadaJulius II, a lesson can be learned that the
appearance of strength easily turns to weakness.

13 He further states that “I do not confirm it andd not deny it” Legazione 13, 61) (Skinner 1981:
12)
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Literary play games are also made with the ternosvgy” and “greatness,”
and “power” and “authority.” One can say that whetachiavelli writes the
activities of Borgia in support of his illegitimafather, that “made the Church
great” (Machiavelli 1980: 17), it should have béemade the Church powerful.”
Instead of “adding to the spiritual,” it should lealieen “adding to the temporal,”
which is a spiritual crisis (Machiavelli 1980: 1T). another clause within the same
Chapter I, “Mixed Principates,” Machiavelli wrie “it gives to her so much
authority,” which is later explained as “so muchtl¢ temporal,” intermixing the
usual lesson of temporality being linked to acdigsi of power, and authority
being linked to its long-standing maintenanté.

Machiavelli ironically displays the cunning and talu play-games of
political power, where either the leaders or thepbe can be so easily coerced into
immoral, inhuman activities, giving praise for tgsthat should be blamed, and
they easily believe in aspects that are unbelievabl the level of human dignity.
We can say that Machiavelli is clear in the foreatr@ned simple but intricate
assertion, that acquisition itself is only margipgdroper, and is hinted at being
improper. The value of authority maintained throagicient virtuous republicanism
overrides the complete focus on acquisition by paiMachiavelli1980: 17-18}*°
An intricate understanding of virtue is required.

De Alvarez, in his “Introduction,” identifies threfferent meanings for that
most essential wordirtu: “Why does he use the same word?” he asks. To this
point, “we are left with a doubt as to whether nika Cesare Borgia are virtuous
or vicious” (de Alvarez, 1980: xxi). It can be extled to the use of the same word
for alternate meanings such as Machiavelli's imgring use, at times, of

“greatness,” the “spiritual,” and “authority.” Delvarez returns td@he Discourses

14 De Alvarez mentions this important recognitiorfantnote 23 of Chapter IlI: “One should note
that he never uses the word power, which is ottssrwery much in evidence in this chapter,
whenever he mentions the Church.” (de Alvarez 123):But power is not in the building of arms
for Machiavelli, as de Alvarez later asserts inghene footnote. The building of arms in an
appropriate manner is more directed towards thecqles of authority than directly to power.

15 As previously noted and a good reminder in Chalptef The Princethat it is “very natural and
ordinary to desire to acquire” and “they,” the pes, “are always praised or not blamed,” but “to do
so in every mode,” or in any manner whatsoeveicqhiaing power, “here is the error and the
blame” (Machiavelli 1980: 17-18). This extricataich is opposed to many scholarly interpretations
of The Prince of giving practical advice on being a ruthlestitjpal leader.
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and the section entitled the “Roman Religion.” GQkagXl of each of these books,
The DiscourseandThe Prince have the similar topic — religion — as the titlelhe
Princeis “Ecclesiastical Principates.” As we have saethe previous chapter, the
virtuous civil religion is brought to the forefrorib address the political and
historical contentions of the moddpnince and the ancieridiscourses

Under these contexts, Cesare Borgia was nowhere thealevel of this
meaning ofvirtu that is required to be the founder of a new honteldine prince
has “less need of religion than a republic” (deakbz, 3, xxii). In other words, a
prince could not achieve the re-establishment obatered state at the level of
ancient republicanism. Faith in a religion is reqdithat is closely linked to civic
loyalty, civicvirtu - a civil religion - where principles are maintaghas they are in
the constitutional authority of the Roman Republic.

With de Alvarez, in the attempt to answer the aosidn, ambiguity, and
inconsistency of important principles, we have\vadi at this standpoint: that a
good interpretation offhe Princerequires the placing of lessons derived from,
mostly, but not entirelyThe DiscoursesBut de Alvarez does not go much further
than this. He reveals the intricacy in an intensugious manner and supportive
examples of the contrasting meaningviotu, as many Straussian scholars do, but
the answer for such a disturbing and disruptingiesian does not take in all of its
implications. To “make the reader more attentived @hat the author wants us “to
think of what the reason might be” (de Alvarez 198ii), even though it may be
true, it does not measure up to the previous stigdintegrity. Saying the reader
should be more attentive is not ground-breaking sieW read carefully,
Machiavelli’s works can be ground-breaking

In being led to consider the implications of thesemewhat limited
summaries and answers, let us go back to his nafidreing on a “path not yet
trodden by anyone.” One begins to see that thidicaycprocess newly reveals
breaking the grounds of classical and modern palitheory, including Platonic to
modern metaphysics, and monotheistic religions.usetake a further look at this
“ground-breaking” process, as a part of his “pabh yet trodden by anyone.” We
may see other “patterns in the weave of his thduglet Alvarez 1980: xxii).
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4.3.5.The Blending of Satire and Seriousness

This amalgamation can be claimed as another eafuMachiavelli’'s path
not yet trodden, a unique literary style that ings effectual teaching methods with
literary greatness. We have been introduced tditdmry style of ambiguity and
confusion through an ironic display that engendatire on different levels, from
criticism, to mockery, to complete cynicism. Withime play of ironic humour, one
must assess the seriousness in his exemplary ged3art of that path appears to be
a literary one. It enhances strength in creatiuityorder to deal with the cold-
blooded facts of historical occurrences. The ingtlans from this line of study are
monumental in the historical sense of Western itder&ind can provide creative
means to address the ineptitude and incapabilisuoent standardized conditions.
We are only starting to tread the path to a fullederstanding of Machiavelli.

It has been clearly stated by Croce that the tegshof Machiavelli's
literary style are opposed to the rationale of modsgcience. The behaviour of
history, the nature of religion, and the power gamiepolitics cannot be understood
under the rubric of the modern version of “sciehdtlee rational ordered analysis
that comes to an agreeable answer:

The notion that this little book was meant as aosst
scientific treatise on government contradicts etreng
we know about Machiavelli’s life, about his writgg
and about the history of his times...this propositasks
us to believe that Niccolo Machiavelli deliberately
wrote a handbook meant to help a tyrant rule theeon
free people of Florence (Mattingly 1957-1958: 484).

In the end, we have returned to incorporating thetdrs of authority to
properly understandlhe Prince.In an overarching sense, there is no harsh
opposition betweeihe PrinceandThe Discoursesr any of his other writings. He
never left his favouring of an ancient republicani of government. InThe
Prince, he knew the contrast he was revealing. But wadam thinkers and actors
took as serious doctrine could easily have beengnslement in a serio-comical
satire, a cynical joke. It reminds one of Nietzsstdescription of Machiavelli and
The Princein its “allegrissimd style of boisterous and capricious humour:

But how could the German language, even in theepros
of Lessing, imitate theempoof Machiavelli, who in his
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Principe lets us breath the dry refined air of Florence
and cannot help presenting the most serious martters
boisiterous allegrissimg**® perhaps not without a
malicious artistic sense of the contrast he riskeng,
difficult, hard, dangerous thoughts and tempoof the
gallop and the very best, most capricious humour?
(Nietzsche 1966: 40-41).

We have indicated the strong tendencies of ambéguiand confusing
inconsistencies. Such strange factors are vestjesatirical mockery, a very
capricious humour. Through the recognition of casiting inconsistencies and
ambiguous confusion a satire is made directly efghince and indirectly to other
princes, and is identified through the change edtcond person familiar tense. It
can be argued that a boisterous satire is cohgsigeld in these changes. Satire can
be attributed to paragraphs or sections of chapiatscontain the personal address
to the prince. Seriousness calls for a good ingghion through a good knowledge
of history, and an understanding of the presentlitimm. The task of a studious
reader, that merits good interpretation, is ondeeision of satire or seriousness in
the readings of certain sentences, paragraphsmsecand chapters.

Chapters XII to XXIV have elements of satire viitthem™’ In Chapters
IX and X there is little satirical evidence, sintiee topics Machiavelli takes
seriously, that is, “Civil Principates,” and “Stgth of Principates.” In Chapters
XIV and XV we have a mixture of seriousness andresain Chapter XIV we are
introduced to “the art of war” that is combined lwithe goal of both “war and
peace,” which requires knowledge of the “works amtdllect,” or thoughts on war
and the excellence of man. The prince should readkaow the histories of such
practices. This is the point where personal coniaanade. Chapter XV starts
seriously with the distinction made by “effectualth” implying that there is an
ineffectual use of ‘truth’. Effectual truth has affect and is put into practice. The
lesson is that good practice is not without gooeotli. Bad theory makes bad
practice and vice versa. But then we are introduodtie “infamy of vices” of the

people that ruins the state, providing for the Gotmig use of ‘good’ and ‘evil'.

116 Extremely merry and cheerful manner.

17 Eighteen chapters of the twenty-six, | would archave satirical elements within them.
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The satirical element reveals the inability of gmece to harbour the intricacies and
complexities of ‘good’ and ‘evil’, asking for an aipt change in human nature, that
it seems is impossible for most princes.

Confusion arises when the topic switches back tea@eBorgia in Chapter
XVII, “Of Cruelty and Pity: And If It Is Better tB3e Loved or Feared, Or The
Contrary.” Machiavelli combines cruelty with pitfaut there is another fine-line
being drawn, not clearly noticeable, between “cru&l” and “cruelty well-used”
just as there is between “lust for power” and tpewer of necessity.” A clear
lesson is hinted at in this way: “I say that everyce ought to desire to be reputed
to be full of pity and not to be cruel; neverthslese ought to take heed that he not
use this pity badly” (Machiavelli 1980: 100). Thexh sentence appears to show
praise of Cesare Borgia: “Cesare Borgia was helbetaruel; nevertheless, that
cruelty of his repaired the Romagna, united it."t Bu the wording of the last
clause, his ‘success’ becomes ambiguotdbttola in pace e in fede“reduced it
to peace and faith” (Machiavelli 1980: 100).

Success is ambiguously attributed to Borgia, with “mfamy of cruelty,”
which is done to manipulate the people into coimptin the personally addressed
section, we see the advice that it is “safer tddaged, than loved” (Machiavelli
1980: 101). What the new prince had to contentl wihe people - are “ungrateful,
fickle, hypocrites, and dissemblers, evaders ofydes) lovers of gain” (Machiavelli
1980: 101). In such a situation, the cruelty of pe@ple can easily manipulate the
love of a prince: “love is maintained by a chainadiligation which, because of
men’s wickedness, is broken on every occasion @f thwn utility” (Machiavelli
1980: 101). It seems the people have manipulatoxep over the prince. The
weak and manipulative ones can be controlled by dégunishment: “but fear is
maintained by a dread of punishment which nevenddas you” (Machiavelli
1980:101). But can this fear “never abandon you”2ah but only in a state of
political and societal chaos. He repeats the radetinhuman cruelty,” but the
distinct conclusion is not the same as the afor¢imeed advice: “he ought only to
avoid hatred” (Machiavelli 1980: 103), and paintsieture that the requirements of
the new prince are more or less impossible, esibetoa his current prince with the
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play of relations between the prince and the pedyaee or fear, through weakness,
can be a detriment to either the prince or the fgeop

Satire in the following chapter, “In What Mode Rm&s Ought To Keep
Faith,” is given through the “cunning” need to “kelaith.” With personal address
the need for the new prince to be both a man amehat, who quickly changes his
human nature within a sharp abrupt adjustment. béwest-like lessons of fox and
the lion are adhered to. Not only should the prinaee beast-like qualities, but also
“to appear to have them” (Machiavelli 1980: 108hefefore, he must be “a great
hypocrite and deceiver.” It should not be forgottéat on some level, there is
seriousness within the advice he gives, but thdrasting notions are purposely
exaggerated, where, with the ambiguities and cstitigz confusion, indirectly
display that his personal prince is nowhere near ribcessities needed to be
successful. However, there is evidence of such tii&as behaviour in
Machiavell’'s own modern princes. One can also reader this, of the
impossibility of the continuation of princedoms as key argument within
Machiavelli.

Yet there is some advice even on these proceedings:to depart from
good, if he is able, but to know how to enter tlagel,bwhen necessitated to do so”
(Machiavelli 1980: 109). Here we see again the drgvine, that shifts under the
nature of conditions, of ‘good’ and ‘bad’, or besmepower used for necessity
leading to authority, and simply “lust for powét® It involves the interchange of
moral values in different conditions. All of suchaiities have, or appear to have,
“all pity, all faith, all integrity, all humanityand all religion” (Machiavelli 1980:
109). These difficulties and hard to comprehenditieis have to at least appear to
justify all of the most difficult decisions regangj the risks and threats on human

life. And then the commonly known statement combeugf “one looks to the

118t appears that Machiavelli’s distinction amongyeo of necessity and lust for power with their
relation to authority has provided this insightMichael Ignatieff in his chapter, “Democracy and
the Lesser Evil,” on the limitation of democracyréspond to terrorism: “the best way to minimize
harm is to maintain a clear distinction in our narmbtween what necessity can justify and what the
morality of dignity can justify, and never to alldhe justification of necessity — risk, threat,
imminent danger — to dissolve the morally problemeharacter of necessary measures.” These
measures “must be strictly...kept under the advialsscrutiny of an open democratic system”
(Ignatieff 2004: 8).
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end,"llg

usually mistranslated by the latter-modern franmdwas “the end justifies
the means.” It is almost entirely true, that inaimatimes, “in this world there is no
one but the vulgar” (Machiavelli 1980: 109).

For most of Chapter XIX, “Avoiding Contempt and kat,” there are
serious matters with no personal address until taten the chapter. Being what we
have called serious, it is important that one &l&d to think.” For the prince, there
is hatred in “rapaciousness, usurpation of goodds women of his subjects”
(Machiavelli 1980: 111), that he must protect hilhagainst. He must portray his
judgements as “irrevocable,” so that “no one thioksdeceiving him or getting
around him” (Machiavelli 1980: 111). He must acquihe “good will of the
people,” even though they can easily deceive hirenéf he is good. The indication
is made of the “living times of imperium,” and tlpgoblems with the Roman
Empire, outside of the Roman Republic, are quickgntioned:?® The problems,
however, were with the “avarice and cruelty of gemple.” They wanted “modest
princes,” but ironically the modest prince could do the job. The new prince has
to “contend with the ambitionambizion¢ of the great and the insolence of the
people” (Machiavelli 1980: 114). The conditions tfe empire created an
opposition of the wants and desires of the soldeerd those of the people. The
imperium condition is one where great virtuous men can blsanurdered: “they
find someone who has always lived excellently amalsy great virtue of mind and
who, nevertheless, lost the imperium, or was evemdered by his own who

conspired against him” (Machiavelli 1980: 114). nyois contained in the

119 Reading over the original version, it appears tleaf\lvarez is correct in changing the usual
common interpretation of this as “the ends justify means.” It seems that the typical modern
translation shows its own understanding of the in&n tendencies of fierceness in acquiring ends at
any means. Machiavelli is close, but he does nedeate such fierceness. A fine line is drawn
between influential concepts that the good and#t: and other opposing ends, can be changed
through simple means.

120 This brings up the point of a recent change itohisal views of the cause of the decline of the
Roman Republic. Through the intense belief in deammg the flaws were usually assessed in the
nobility. But in contemporary reference, insteadhaf flaws in nobility, the opposite has been
argued, that the fault is with the democratic Tniesi of the People, with which Machiavelli
obviously complies. As we see in the historian @GsaFreeman’s chapter, “From Gracchi to Caesar,
133-55 BC,” the Gracchi revolt or revolution wasigeated through the lust for power of the people.
This is the new historical view that is similarMachiavelli’s assessment of the Gracchi (Freeman
1996: 337-357).
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mentioning that this may be “contrary to my opiriigMachiavelli 1980: 114). He
obviously mentions it for the reason of callinggkdo think, and enlightening those
in the situations of the foul elements of the Rorampire and the similarities to his
present condition. The imperial condition led alsadhe conspiracy of the people,
something upon which Machiavelli spends so muctystu

The mixture of good and evil continues: “Hatreccgjuired by good works
as well as evil ones” (Machiavelli 1980: 114). Tgrece is forced “to be not good”
(Machiavelli 1980: 114). The personal address arime page 116. A confusing
treacherous situation is involved, where the neimcer must accept the corrupt
people, or “must follow their humour to satisfy mhie(Machiavelli 1980: 116). But
this is disrupted by a dash with the following staént of satirical intent: “- and
then good works are your enemies” (Machiavelli 19BI6). He ironically uses the

word “humour*?!

to which we all must comply.

In Chapter XXII, “Of Those Who Princes Have As Staries,” advice is
given on choosing assigning ministers. A prince iescareful of those who seek
their own private interests. The prince must giieappearance of goodness to the
ministers in providing honourable things, but tlemburs acquired may make him
“desire more honours.” He may deceive the prind@ Wwis “invention” of personal
interests. Again, Machiavelli seems to conceivadiivities that become even more
popular in modern times, but his advice is a wagrin such procedures.

The following chapter, XXIII, “In What Mode Flattears Are To Be
Avoided,” involves much of the critical satire dattery: “the flaterrers of whom

courts are full,” he states, “deceive themselvest they with difficulty defend

2L ymoreis the Italian word translated as “humour.” Bl theaning is not the samémorerefers
more to mood and temper rather than a necessaughing one. Parel reveals the scholarly
interpretation of Machiavelli’'s use ofitnore in his “Introduction” toThe Machiavellian CosmoR.

is a basic concept “of the naturalism of Machidigepolitical philosophy” (Parel 1992: 6)Jmore
“clarifies the idea of parallelism between the matwf the human body and the political organism of
the state. Each follows the cycle of birth, grod#tline, and death”...”Malignant humours must be
purged and good ones constantly satisfied” (P&@216). He identifies Gennaro Sasso as stating
his “‘doctrine of humours™ inThe PrinceandThe Discourseare fundamental to Machiavelli's
political philosophy,” that “exists in every sogigts if by the law of nature” (Parel 1992: 6).
Quentin Skinner considers that it is an “axiom™wio opposed factions,” that is “the people and
the rich” (Parel 1992: 6). One can generally sayuimoreis an ancient concept that envisages the
personal element as one that is closely tied tiiqggl Further on, Parel distinguishasori

(humours) as a major themeThe Discourses “pre-modern science of medicine.” This is one
element that contradicts the notion that Machiaeelhceived the modern state, or any state, as
impersonal.
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themselves from this pestilence; and the wish ferdkoneself from it carries the
danger of becoming contemptible” (Machiavelli 198@0). He then adds that the
“wise men,” who one assumes truly flatter people,“dnly those things about
which he,” the prince, “asks and nothing else” (WMawelli 1980: 140). His
apparent “wise men” are truly not wise. Even thotghgives believable advice on
flattery, Machiavelli is certainly not doing whdtet prince usually asks in this book
of advice, this “mirror of the prince.” He is doirguite the contrary. Instead of
flattery for the prince, he is indirectly condengimim.

In Chapter XXIV, “Why The Princes of Italy Have ltoSheir Kingdom,”
the second person familiar is used only in the pasagraph. Satire is lessened. But
he describes the indolence for those princes wive baen in their principate for
many years, and then have lost it. This is whaplapd to the de’Medici. There is
a change to the second person tense, but satineinisnal. The chapter is a
statement of what is necessary for a prince to gathority and keep it. It relies on
concrete examples, and then refers directly to nzodl. He turns to a mixture of
satire and seriousness in addressing Lorenzorlhdaalls for him to do things that
he is likely incapable of doing.

And also, in Chapter XXIV, a direct appeal to thhenge is used, since the
one who “picks you up” is of no security: “one shibuever fall believing that
someone will be found to pick you up” (Machiavél880: 144). It is a depiction of
chaotic nihilistic conditions of the contemporanyuation to which “you,” dear
prince, must “depend on you yourself and your owntug” (Machiavelli 1980:
144). The blend of satire and seriousness disgla/xrazy chaotic condition that
the new prince had to face. It both reveals thes&tes involved, and that the new
prince is useless in facing them, let alone theliregqnents for spreading virtuous
authority beyond the confines of the city. Thisidlres the long stand of the last
nine chapters that have some element of satirenniithThe last two are on matters
more easily derived from concern for authority @vealing the seriousness of the
specific conditions of Italy.

The literary play of inconsistencies and ambigsitgisplay the chaotic
relations between the prince and the people. I suset-up, the power of the

153



prince manipulates the people or vice versa. Tipuditical’ organization easily sets
up disorder. The disorder is revealed in Machi&edlterary style.

4.3.6. Concluding Chapters offhe Prince

The common topic from the more famous Chapter XXMow Much
Fortune Is Able To Do In Human Things And In Whabd#é One May Oppose
Her,” that the cosmological element arrives in fibeus on temporal conditions in
Florence and Italy. We must deal with powers otirgtwhich is described in “the
Flood,” where she with “violent rivers, which whémey become angry, flood the
plain, destroy trees and buildings, remove eamimfone place to another,” and
must “surrender to their impetus” (Machiavelli 198@6). However, men can, “in
quiet times,” meaning times of established autkipriitmake provisions with
defenses and embankments,” so that the rivers mayttirough a canal, or their
impetus would not be so licentious or so harmflfathiavelli 1980: 147). In
turbulent times, with the powers that be, the hurhas little control. It can only
come about if, during quiet times, could learn frdmstory in order to make
“‘embankments and defense” to defend against the ladr nature that is even
contained within man. If notortuna will “demonstrate her power where there is
no virtue to resist her; and she turns her impethsre she knows embankments
and defense to hold her have not been built” (Madlli 1980: 147). Whole
dependence is not productive. “The prince who deépemholly on fortune,” he
says, “falls when she changes” (Machiavelli 19807)1 This lesson can be clearly
applied to Cesare Borgia. Adjustment to the tinsasiade, from lessons of the past
to use embankments and defense over the powEordiina. “Embankments and
defense” is needed, but not only should this adieedirected solely for the
modern view of nature separated from the humanidthe magnitude of ancient
sacred cosmology, which includes the human natuneao.

Machiavelli goes on to show maltreatmentaoituna “for it is better to be
impetuous,” therefore “to beat her and knock hewmo(Machiavelli 1980: 149).
There are divergent from the previous good treatmequested of the prince for
women subjects. Machiavelli lived through impetudimes, yet previously he

stated that with the impetuous character of Juliuse would likely fall to ruin in
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the conduct required for the maintenance of authofihis appears as a partial
satire, since it is only partially true. Such bebavs towards the godde&®rtuna
may truly harm.

In the famous last chapter, “Exhortation To Liberdaly From Barbarians,”
Machiavelli did not give up the wild hope in facitige conditions of Italy: “reduced
to her present terms, and that she be more enstagadhe Hebrews, more servile
than the Persians, more dispersed than the Athenwdthout head, without order,
beaten, despoiled, torn asunder, overrun, and fabvorne every sort of ruin”
(Machiavelli 1980: 151). Whether or not this is edgpl a nationalist drive for
temporary concern is at least debateable. Machiavééssons are obviously
beyond specific time and place. In the end, anotbfeMachiavelli’'s literary
purposes was to inspire not only his present-dayhis future readers, to embark
upon noble actions, even amidst times of chaos.

Primarily a key lesson ifhe Princeindirectly foresees the need of a new
and unique sense of justice to confront the conifpsx in chaotic political
situations. In a power-ridden condition, there ar@ny complexities involved in
judging upon the ‘good’ or ‘bad’. A high amount kfiowledge and prudence is
required to form judicial decisions in being a sigant leader. They are decisions
outside of the common grounds in adaptation tatmalition. It leads once again to
the pathway of forming a divergent consciousnessder to analyze the condition
and to act upon it. The key lesson indirectly révehat to confront the chaotic
conditions, one must form a framework of thouglatt tils “ground-breaking” on the
classical philosophical, metaphysical, and religiaaonceptualizations, and even
their modern derivations. Ground-breaking derivaiooutside of the classical
Western view are necessary in dealing with the mogeriod, whether it be at its
beginning, or at its end. As we will see in “Authygy” for Machiavelli, it involves a
return to the ancients to “renew” for betterment danceptualization of the
condition of the modern-state, which is a necedsityignificant human action and
appraisal. The main lesson &uctoritas — authority — is the goal of forming a
foundation upon which to inspire and augment cleyalty and civil virtue, in a
manner that must be unique and original, beyonaidmsical conceptualization and

derivations of Western forms of philosophy, metegits, and religion.
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CHAPTER V
AUTHORITY

Of authority, it may be said in the most generay Wt it is an
attempt to interpret the conditions of power, teegihe conditions of
control or influence a meaning by defining an imagstrength. The

guest is for strength that is solid, guaranteed,saable.
Richard Sennetuthority, 1993.

Thus can the demigod, Authority
Make us pay down our offence, by weight,
The words of heaven: on whom it will, it will;
On whom it will not, so; yet still ‘tis just’.
Shakespeardleasure to MeasurAct 1, sec. 2.

Authority requests power.
Power without authority is tyranny.
Jacques Maritainfhe Democratic Charter: Man and the Stal851.

5.1. Preface: Misuse of the Term *Authority’

Authority is one of many terms in the present-dagttis misused and
therefore, misunderstood. The extent of its misusasures the lack of authority
today. It is that element in politics that formédwk tdistinctiveness of the Roman
Republict?? which is prominent in Machiavelli’'s exemplary edtional method.
Machiavelli could sense its diminishment, since traisthe examples he used for
his political lessons were from the period of tleelthe in the Roman Republic. The
lack of authority during his day is comparable t® forgetfulness today. Lessons
based upon its diminishment are relevant. The purduauthority under these
premises, again, makes Machiavelli unique in graltthought. This uniqueness has
a strong effect for addressing the contemporaryglitioms.

The term *“authority” is of Roman Republican desceAuthority —
auctoritas— was used in Roman law to designate the Senat#fisrity as being the
key element in the mixed constitution that providix@ balance between the
magistrates (or Consuls) and the people. It is spgato potestas(power), or

empire (mperiun), where both elements can be emancipated by eiter

122«Roman Republic (509 — 27 BC)” (http://www.en.wikidia.org/wiki/Roman_Republic).
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magistrates or the people to harm the balancedtitgien of the state and its
public laws. Such an argument is coherent with N&aaili, who criticizes both the
Roman Empire and the activities of the people,esthey have broken up the mixed
constitution of the Roman Republic (http://www.eikipedia.org/wiki/Roman_Rep
ublic).*?®

There are confusing interrelations amongst authaitd power. Both are
“mutually exclusive notions” (Heywood 1994: 87).tYthey “are often difficult in
practice to disentangle” (Heywood 1994: 87). Auitypras far as Heywood is
concerned, involves the willingness to obey: “Whgovernment exercises
authority, its citizens obey the law peacefully amtlingly; when obedience is not
willingly offerred, government is forced to comp#! (Heywood 1994: 87).
Heywood tells us, that even “persuasion,” a minormf of power, “strictly
speaking, does not involve the exercise of autyioiieywood 1994: 87). As
Arendt further contends, authority, “is commonlystaken for some form of power
or violence” (Arendt 1954:. 92-93). Power involvd®e t“widely used means of
influencing the behaviour of another” (Heywood 198%). Heywood indicates
Max Weber’'s understanding of these two notions. \M&ber, power is “pressure,
intimidation, coercion or violence” (Heywood 199%B). Authority, for Weber, is
distinguished from power, because ‘it involves thght to influence others”
(Heywood 1994: 87). The more forceful elements eiver contrast more boldly
with authority: “threat or exercise of force, cderc can be regarded as the
antithesis of authority” (Heywood 1994: 88). Autitproverlaps with power. But
when elements of power increase, from the minosyssive use of force to the
major brutal display of violence, authority is adaned.

For Machiavelli, authority generates more than #lingness to obey; it
also forms a foundation of society where the pewoplingly perform civic loyalty,
with a vocation to “love of humanity and goodnessliere they will give up there
lives to support their homeland. As Max Weber staite the “Politics as Vocation”

chapter of hi€ssays in Sociolog§l958): “Machiavelli in a beautiful passage...has

123 The historical information given in the paragrapdis a summary of the “Legislative Assemblies”
section of the web-site file.
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one of his heroes praise those citizens who ded¢hgedreatness of their native city
higher than the salvation of their souls” (Webeb&8:9126).

Machiavelli focuses on authority in the Roman Rejgubvhich is claimed
to be the strongest form of political order in humiastory. The main distinction of
the Roman Republic that merits its up keeping d@hauwty is its form of a mixed
constitution that employs the participation of theee levels of governance formed
under foundational principles that generate its cawgmented self-growth. It
continuously demonstrates, through its actionsyelason for the willingness of the
people not only to obey the public laws laid dowrskich a confederation, but also
for all men to acquire a civic loyalty where thegnowillingly give their lives for the
preservation of a virtuous civilization, enacteditsyauthority.

The foundation of the Roman Republic was the cstoee by which to
measure the greatness and inauguration of authéstyar as Arendt is concerned,
in modernity, we have “a loss of authority” thatges towards a loss of an essential
element in “the political realm” (Arendt 1954: 93).is stated the “the notion of
founding [of authority] is decisive” in “the revdlans of the modern age” (Arendt
1954: 136). But if that founding is not well-undeiesd or easily forgotten, the
“modern” revolution may only be a reaction thatnuath involves a severing of any
previous foundation®® This contention will be investigated throughoutisth
analysis. There will be a constant comparison gitleough events recorded by

Machiavelli, at least 2100 years ago, with the eongorary day.

1241n the article “A Note on the Meaning of ‘Republidy Harry Evans, he cites Professor George
Winterton in his boolMonarchy to Republiovho states that there is an obvious “shift in the
meaning of the word,” republic. He observes thatas the product of the Roman Republic: “it had
an association with the concept of a mixed or lmdmegime which could include monarchic
elements” (Evans 1992: 1). He further states, thiais meaning was abandoned as a result of the
work of the American founders, resulting in the moddictionary meaning which denotes much the
same as ‘democracy’, and refers to a regime coiestitwholly on a popular basis by election of key
officials.” The original interpretation comes fra@icero’'sDe Republica“Cicero finds that none of
the three classical forms of government, monarahgfocracy, and democracy, especially in their
degenerate forms of tyranny, oligarchy, and mok;rchn properly described as republics, because
each of those forms allows one element (in a deatygia faction) to rule others” (Evans 1992: 2).
The modern ‘republic’ would be discarded by Cicenal Machiavelli. They do not match the real
form of the Roman Republic.
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5.2.Machiavelli’'s Analysis of the Mixed Constitution

The foundational cornerstone that made the grouodsrds which the
people willingly offer themselves, lies in the cogte formulation of another factor
extensively distinct in the Roman Republic: the adix constitution. For
Machiavelli, the constitution of the Roman Repubicalmost synonymous with
authority. The success of the mixed regime includes balance of three
government bodies, “aristocracy, the Senate, thmulpo assembly,” that distinct
feature that made the argument that the Roman Repuhs the best constitution
in human history (Machiavelli 1965: 196). Authoritywolves the formulation of the
political constitution, and its merit was in itsntmuous augmentation.

One of Machiavelli’s tasks was “to consider theunatof the institutions of
the city of Rome, and what events brought themhair tperfection” (Machiavelli
1965: 196). The six types of government, the thgeed and the three bad, are

generally similar to Plato and Aristotle’s desdopt'®

The good can easily be
corrupted to the “very bad” that are evolved frame tgood. The distinctions of
those that are good are the ones towards publiceconand the evolving downfall
of the bad is due to personal ambition, a privaiecern against the public. As
Machiavelli states: “they all easily jump from ofem to the other, for the
princedom easily becomes tyrannical; the aristgcradth ease becomes a
government by the few; the popular form withoufidiflty, changes into one that
abuses liberty” (Machiavelli 1965: 197). The cyaligiew of history, similar to the
“grand historical cycle” generated by Polybius,ptkys for Machiavelli that “the
founder of a state” organizes it “for a short tiordy,” since “no precaution can be
used to make certain that it will not slip into asntrary” (Machiavelli 1965: 197).
Machiavelli displays explicit examples of the gaweent cycle, with its
decline, fall, renewal, and rise to a pinnacle;tthg its “degeneration,” its
“destruction,” or “decay” and “corruption,” and thgtrength” gathered through the
established “endurance,” towards the “liberatiordni tyranny, where the people

125 As Polybius tells us in hidistories “these pristines and corruptions are to be fdarflato and
Aristotle” (Polybius 1970: 635). But Rome has eszhfhis dominant cyclical trend by founding a
political constitution that entails all three prative elements in balance. This balance is a key
element stressed by Polybius, as one that “mustdietained” (Polybius 1970: 635).
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“conducted themselves according to the laws theye hlaid down” for “the
common good” (Machiavelli 1965: 198). Machiavelle-iterates Polybius’
anacyclosis

this is the circle in which all states revolve het are
governed and govern themselves, but only a fewstime
do they return to the same forms of government, for
almost no state can have so much life that it cassp
many times through these shifts and continue ofeds
(Machiavelli 1965: 199).

With this, we are displayed Machiavelli’'s cosmoladi use of eternal
sameness in “the circle” occurring simultaneousithwhe “shifts” of temporal
distinctions. And even though great civilizationser they also fall. In this
argument mentioned iMhe Discoursespolitical states, of some variances of these
general forms of rule, are also sanctified by theam of eternal recurrence within
cyclical history that was developed in ancient pagealigions. But the infinite
nature is not in a sustenance of one form of atasgreatness, which the modern
uni-linear progress in history assumes, but a tarcueturn after a fall; they
generally will occur and recur, albeit with tempatiferences.

The human greatness required to postpone the a@irquéttern occurs
infrequently and within long periods of time of diption. It constitutes human
action, which as yet, even in contemporary times hot been clearly pondered.
There is general eternal (infinite) sameness wattiiqular temporal differences, to
which activity must be alluded and amended. If albided, the human will not
succeed in true action to re-establish or sustagd grder. If this is not done, and if
they are not defeated by a “neighbouring power state may circle [turn itself]
about for an infinite time in these forms of goweent” (Machiavelli 1965: 199Y°

Only relatively few times does human action largatypede upon the
natural cycle of events. And hence, he argues,lainio Polybius, for the

superiority of a mixed forms of government in thedisplay of merited human

1281t is the word tigirarsi” in the Italian version oThe Discoursethat is translated as “circle” in
this sentence (Sasso 2000: 67), yet it is moretlljreranslated as “to turn around” “to keep tugnin
itself” or “returns itself.” In the previous citati, “circle” is a chosen from the wordérchid
(Sasso 2000: 67), which is a more direct trangiatio‘circle.” But, again, its return is not idecei.
It is a general sameness with temporal distinct{iMechiavelli 1965: 199).
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action, which “have been prudent in establishingslahat have recognized this
defect, they have avoided each one of these kigdssélf alone and chosen one
who partakes of them all,” since it “keeps watclerothe others, it is more solid and
stable” (Machiavelli 1965: 199). If there is anyrfo of precaution that partially
impedes the natural cosmological cycle of riseeweal, decline and fall, it is with
the mixed constitution as performed by the RomapuRkc. Therefore, in “return
to the beginning of our discussion,” thRdman method is the besfMachiavelli
1965: 211):

| believe the Roman method must be followed, and no
that of the other states, because to find a cobadie
way between one and the other | believe not passibl
Those enmities rising between the people and the
Senate must be born, being taken as an evil negdssa
the attainment of Roman greatness...I showed the
authority of the Senate necessary as a guarddertyj,

| easily observe the benefit a republic gains fribma
right to make changes (Machiavelli 1965: 211).

Liberty involves the strength to handle the incassi@bates and dissensions
within political arguments. It is a realization bgture of constant dissensions and
recognition of decline, but facing such difficuligs done in a courageous,
productive manner of judicial debate. As Machiavellparticular dictates, part of
the political and authoritative activity is to “doont the necessary evils”; that even
these “dissensions” are still a part of the “pertec of political order in the
Roman Republic. The similarities that exist in @ion of lessons Platonic-
Aristotelian is in Machiavelli’s distinction betweeorrect and perverted forms of
governance, which is focused on public concern pvigate concern:

rule with a view to the common good, those
constitutions must be correct, but if they aredokl at
private advantage, be it the few or the massegy, dhe
deviations (Machiavelli 1965: 198).
Machiavelli tells us, that the success of the “pefff form of politics are the ones
who “subordinated all of their own advantage to ¢eenmon good, and with the

greatest diligence cared for and preserved thimgsite and public” (Machiavelli
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1965: 198):?’ The six forms of government are almost similabash Plato and
Aristotle, but there is one essential difference:

wiser men hold that there are six kinds of govemmime

of which three are very bad; the three others amslg

in themselves, but so easily corrupted that evey th

come to be pernicioy®achiavelli 1965: 197).
The common lesson is repeated, that the three gawdeasily jump” to the three
perverted:

for the princedom easily becomes tyrannical; the

aristocracy with ease becomes a government of the

few; the popular form without difficulty changesaetf

into one that abuses liberfiylachiavelli 1965: 197).
But the structure of the mixed constitution in Reman Republic, that formed an
authority sustaining the balance of political poywweas not even theorized by Plato
and Aristotle.

For Machiavelli, as in Polybius and Livius, the messiperlative form of
governance in human history was done by such anbalan the taking of “all
authority away from the kingly element,” and notiezty removing “the authority
of the aristocrats to give to the people” (MachlavEd65: 200). According to
Machiavelli, in “continuing her mixed governmenthes was a perfect state”
(Machiavelli 1965: 200). The Roman Republic susgendhe natural cyclical
downfall, postponing it with her political and spial success. Here, human action,
combined with the Heavens arkrtuna interrupted the natural and historical
cyclical dominance. Her ways of authority placed hefavour of Fortuna not
subject to the powers that be or neighbouring ppiugtrin enacting a neighbouring
enhancement with her sustained growth by her catiy grandeur to a point of
perfection.

By the balanced mixture of typically confrontingrts of political rule, it
was possible to extend the attainment of good oitlappears Machiavelli clearly
accepted Polybius’s characteristic political teaghithat the “Roman Republic was
successful because it had achieved that constaltimixture best designed to

127“How Many Kinds Of Republics There Are, and Then&iOf The Roman Republic”
(Machiavelli 1965:198).
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postpone the inevitable changes in history” (Wi$8B2: 66). It recognizes the
primacy of the powers that be in politics and hgtget the interference upon these
powerful realms made by virtuous authority. Thehatity of the mixed constitution
in the Roman Republic is the basis for maintenariagood order, and true human
action involves disrupting the dominant cyclicaboles in history. The dominant
role of power in the natural historical cycle couyddrtially be challenged by the
virtu of Roman authority.

The relation of ancient cosmology with history isedy distinct in Rome.
The study of history was not developed in the Pliatanfluence. Justice was not a
metaphysical entity above and beyond human cortattit was made concrete in
Roman practice. Philosophy was not contemplatiwg, dctive in performing
judiciary decisions. Polybius, like Machiavellisalrenews the ancient cosmology
through eliminating any recourse to illusive vielwg more scientific historical
details that surpassed the Stoic pessimism of ims. tAccording to Polybius,
Cicero, Livius, and Machiavelli, the Roman Repubtitsplays a distinctive
historical importance that even changes, to a ogmt degree, the influence of the
cyclical view of history administered by ancienbiStcosmology. One particular
condition in Polybius that interrupts the anciemti& cosmological cycle is the
“primitive monarchy” that arose at the pivotal tumg point, a chaotic time when a
rise would just begin after a fall. This factor adwsly influenced Machiavelli. The
condition inThe Princewas obviously one of turmoil, where one had totend
with the “primitive” form of princedom or monarchyven though there are
similarities with Machiavelli amongst these greaiciant thinkers, there are
certainly elements these new elements reveal anrtamce for today. They reveal
more of his “path not yet trodden.” In concentrgtion the fall of the Roman
Republic, and the loss of balance in its mixed ttut®n, the focus of his study is

on dictatorship, a necessity at times of dissohdrdgr.

5.3. ‘Dictatorship’ at Times of Crisis: Necessityn the Beginning or Sustenance of
Authority
Machiavelli indirectly displays that in the condii of turmoil, the

primitive, unrefined form of authority is in a distt form of dictatorship. The title
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of Chapter 9 Book I, “A Man Must Be Alone If He 1 Organize A Republic
Afresh or Remodel Her With Complete Annulment of i&#d Laws,” is significant
because the relations between princedom and thiblie@re introduced, as are, at
the same time, relations of religion and militaffams. “A man must be alone” in
organizing “a republic afresh, ” a new republic @avelli 1965: 217). We have
been revealed the necessity for one man alone @twimultuous times, when the
republic must be started “afresh.” But this needadnew state,” or the need for a
“primitive monarchy,” is only temporary; and thewestate will not succeed
without the republic fervour for the relations bketmixed constitutional authority.
The temporary condition at a time of immense tufmbe standardized morality is
overturned. A different principle beyond the stamdgood and evil must be
attained.

In this process, Machiavelli returns to the begiga of Rome with the
foundational story of Romulus, the person to whicé city is named. There is a
need to carefully regard the event where Romullisdkhis brother Remus. If this
historical story was not well-known, it could thiene® become disastrous, since
someone “might follow the prince’s example in atiag those who opposed their
authority” (Machiavelli 1965: 218). On these begngs, only “one man alone”
with strong public concern is to form the republic:

Therefore a prudent organizer of a republic and one

whose intention is to advance not his own interests

the general good, not his own posterity but the

fatherland [homeland], ought to strive to have

authority all to himself (Machiavelli 1965: 218).
And there will be no censure on an unlawful actifoim is done “to restore” rather
than “to destroy” the “organization of a kingdom eetting up a republic”
(Machiavelli 1965: 218). Romulus was among these did an unlawful act not for
a princedom, but for the purpose of republicarueirtin doing so, the usual penalty
for such an act was excused.

Here, we see the fine-line of what is just and sijoeing re-drawn and

dependent on the nature of the circumstances.titulg a fine-line, since so much
political activities that have been witnessed amespiratorial, where the judgement

for the annihilation of not only one but many peoplen to the point of genocide
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have been utterly abhorrent, and instead of bdiadgeginnings of a new formation
of justice, they are examples of the worst formspfstice.

Romulus seemed to realize this notion, since jesittviously motivated his
activities as the new leader of Rome. This is shdawnhis organization of the
Senate and, at least the start, of a democratiit: Spihis testifies that all the first
arrangements for the city were in conformity witkamnstitution free and according
to law rather than one that was absolute and tycalir(Machiavelli 1965: 219).

The wise new ruler learns from the past, and pespdor the future in
setting up the basis of an authority; one that d¢audntinuously augments itself.
This means making new laws, not harming but reaffig the foundational
principles. Good judgement is necessary for makjogd laws. A profound sense
of justice is required. It continues through thetdiical examples, of Moses,
Lycurgus, and Solon, of a prince-like beginningadformation of a republic, with
the lesson that tyranny and absolute sovereigntjoi®e censured” (Machiavelli
1965: 218), as much as those who are to be préisearganizing a kingdom or
setting up a republic” (Machiavelli 1965: 218). Téas a need of a prince with
republican virtue for authority, together with tfeeming of new laws even against
common opinion, an initiated view related to a profder sense of justice.

In regard to the maintenance of authority, MacHhiaveeets head on with
the necessity of power in Romulus’ killing of hisother Remus. One man, “alone”
Machiavelli asserts again, either “a prince or King needed to start a republic or a
kingdom. The necessity of power comes before aityhat times of turmoil. But
the new temporary prince or king must always beohdyhis own interests and
directed to the common good:

it is necessary that one man alone give the meginad
that from his mind proceed all such organizations.
Therefore a prudent organizer of a republic and one
whose intention is to advance not his own interbsts
the general good, not his own posterity but the room
fatherland [homeland] ought to strive to have aritio

all to himself. Nor will a prudent intellect eveertsure
[reprimand] anyone for any unlawful action used in
setting up a kingdom or setting up a republic
(Machiavelli 1965: 218).
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Particularly during chaotic times, the set-up oWiguous republican authority
requires a disitinct form of dictatorship. Thisfedlowed by a distinction made of
destructive and restorative violence: “like thatRdmulus, it will always excuse
him, because he who is violent to destroy, not he 18 violent to restore, ought to
be censored [reprimanded]” (Machiavelli 1965: 2\8e can see another fine-line
between the potential best, to the potential weditical order. We then see
repeatedly the criticism a@mbizione and the decline of nobility easily done in

hereditary authority:

He ought, moreover, to be so prudent and high-nsinde
that he will not leave to another as a heritage the
authority he has seized, because, since men are mor
prone to evil than to good, his successor might use
ambitiously what he had used nobly (Machiavelli 3:96
218).

But this singular direction should not last longhe government organized is not
going to last long if resting on the shoulders ofyoone; but it is instead lasted
when it is left to the care of the many” (MachidvdB65: 218). The dictatorial

government should change to one of republican eirédter power has been
acquired. Examples given by Machiavelli at timesasis during the period of the
Roman Republic, emphasized that the ‘dictator’ wias to have the power to
disrupt the framework of the mixed constitution.

A change is necessary, even duringatticship, of a princely power that
does not overturn authority. In a way, Machiavelas advocating the bringing
together of two elements that seem opposed asessigcduring a time of crisis.
The concern for the common good and the beginnihghe Roman mixed
constitution gave Romulus an acceptance from haplpefor the killing of his
brother: “And that Romulus was among those, thaddserved excuse for the death
of his brother and his companion, and that whatlidlewas done for the common
good and not for his own ambition, is shown byimsnediate organization of the
Senate” (Machiavelli 1965: 218-219). Arrangemengsevmade to constitutionalize

freedom rather than being “absolute and tyranriical.
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We hear of another lesson of the need of “sole ggowo “form laws
adapted to the common good” (Machiavelli 1965: 21®)onclusion, Machiavelli
states, “I conclude that to found a state it isessary to be alone; and Romulus
deserves excuse and not blame for the death of ®eand of Titus Tatius”
(Machiavelli 1965: 219). Here we have an historeeedmple that can be educative
when being drawn towards a contemporary leader, alboe had to save his
homeland and his people through warfare, or theobig®wer to handle the abrupt
change in the constitution, which later, to succéed to be transferred to virtuous
republican authority. It is still a question todayhether that change from the
necessity of power to a virtuous republican autiipto move away from singular
or enhanced military authority, has been done fosuacessful republic. This
displays the importance of Machiavelli’s intricazim the relations of power and

authority.

Machiavelli focuses on particular conditions retate power and authority
and the nature of Dictatorial rule The Discourse§ 33, and it lasts to more or less
the end of Book I. He displays an almost inevitat#eline after the collapse of the
Roman constitution during the rise of Caesar. Etleugh he states that “it is
difficult to recognize these ills,” he suggests iSta wiser decision to give them
time when they are recognized rather than oppas®’tiiMachiavelli 1965: 266).
The “them” referred to is the concrete example lwupt change, from support to
opposition for Caesar by both Pompey and Cicermesfta little later that support
turned into fear” (Machiavelli 1965: 266). Oppositiis generated and produces
fear. And that fear they had, turned into opposifiar remedies, “and the remedies
they used hastened the ruin of their republic” (Macelli 1965: 266).

Rome learned through her previous failaf not realizing that a new
republic, like hers, could be under quick attadafrher neighbours. This led her to
set up a Dictator for fast remedies when neededntid the Romans determined to
use their chief remedy against urgent perils: getyup a Dictator, that is, they gave
power to one man to make decisions without any wtatson, and without an
appeal to carry out what he decided” (Machiave®63: 264). Such a remedy
seemed to work well and protected against the ofiithe Republic. Dictatorship
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was “always very useful” during times that “endamgkethe Republic” (Machiavelli
1965: 264). Chapter 3% deals with the “Authority of the Dictator,” thatliti good
and not harm to the Republic” (Machiavelli 1965728t was often misinterpreted,
as it is today, by being quickly linked to tyrann§ome historians produce

misinterpretations.

Machiavelli quickly addresses the perceived conu#ion of the Romans
by some historians, due to the fact that “thentie Romans - were doing what he
was doing, arguing for the productive use of darship. Many significant lessons
arise from this comment. A dictator can be a libmtaor enforce slavery:

for they allege that the first tyrant in that cityled
under the title of Dictator, and that without tludtice
Caesar could not with any lawful title have givesod
standing to his tyranny. Nevertheless anyone whdsho
this belief has not examined the matter well, lmeepts
it contrary to all reason. Because not the nameok
of Dictator made Rome a slave, but the power gigze

gained through prolonged military command”
(Machiavelli 1965: 267).

Caesar was a harmful Dictator that made Rome & digvengendering lust for
power in the power of the people. As such, she ddraed her liberty. Machiavelli
also had to contend with the simplistic reactioat #ny use of the name “Dictator”
only meant an unlawful and tyrannical form of poBt With it, comes his
realization that the term Dictator can be misusedyfranny. But the use of Dictator
directed for authority, as done in the beginningstlte Roman Republic’s
constitution, is entirely different from dictatdrieule in the way that it is usually
assessed. At times, power is needed to acquiremtythout that power should only
be temporary and is not a form of sovereignty dgkierSenate, and therefore neither
over the other two bodies, the magistrates (or Glshsind the people of the mixed
constitution. The Senate is a guardian againsaliiselute sovereignty, a conception
of sovereignty that has become popular today ialitatian regimes, or in the

increasing use of temporary totalitarian practiwéhin democracies.

128«The Authority of the Dictator Did Good Not HarmoThe Roman Republic; And The Power
Citizens Take For Themselves, Not Those Given TBgriree Votes, Destroy Civil Government”
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Another example is given of the fine-line drawnvibetn the use of power of
necessity, a temporary dictatorial rule, and tre¢ far power, a tyrannical rule. It
was “the power citizens gained through prolongetitamy command” that made
Rome a slave. Even though Machiavelli composedak lemtitledOn The Art of
War, the prolonged military command was a source efdéacline of the republic.
This was done through Caesar with his appeal tepdpeilares a popular political
body that disrupted the former mixed constitutionl avas more closely related to
the power of the citizens, which blindly hailedthe lust for power displayed by
military force. Such a use of the military was n&nd near the noble ancient
principles inOn The Art of War

But if they consider the ancient institutions, thveguld

not find matter more united, more in conformity,dan

which, of necessity, should be like to each other a
these (civilian and military)Art of War, 1).1?°

The unlawful use of power disrupts order in repesliTo republics, indeed, harm
is done by magistrates that set themselves up gmabwer obtained in unlawful
ways, not power that comes in lawful ways” (Macleiiv1965: 267). The lawful
use of power in the formation of a temporary Diatas only to be used at a time of
crisis. If not done in this manner, it is unlawfnd it does to the republic
“anything but good” (Machiavelli 1965: 267) The Eitor was a title given under
the republic “set up for a limited term” and “nafrflife” (Machiavelli 1965: 268).
“His authority,” Machiavelli claims, “included thpower to decide for himself
about the remedies for that urgent peril and teederything without consultation
and to punish anybody without appeal” (MachiavéBi65: 268). But this use of
power was below the consideration of authority:

he was not empowered to do things that might weaken

the state, such as taking authority away from the

Senate or the people, or doing away with the old

institutions of the city and making new ones
(Machiavelli 1965: 268).

129 For Machiavelli, “authority,” “justice and armsghd the workings of the state are “works of art.”
Good laws presuppose good arms: “good and holy taganized for the administration of justice,”
with “well provided arms” makes a republic well-fuded. A part of the “art of the state” is the “art
of war.” This sentiment has implications towardsp®er judgments and actions. Politics was a work
of art where thoughts and actions were combined.
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He then goes on to say that this form of temporata@orship at chaotic times is
necessary in all republics: “Republics should tfereehave among their laws one
like this of the Romans.” Otherwise, the resporse‘strange and unexpected
afflictions” is too slow: “Because of this delapeir provisions are very dangerous
when they must prove against something that do¢g@onit the loss of time”
(Machiavelli 1965: 268). Without this law, “such tharity will in serious
emergencies always be ruined” (Machiavelli 1968)26&or Rome, it was from the
potential aggression from neighbours who “trieariash her,” which “forced her to
organize it in such a way that she could not medelfend herself but could with
great force, better planning, and more show ofigasattack them” (Machiavelli
1965: 269).

There are many implicit lessons that can be ddrivem such an analysis.
Under certain conditions, dictatorial rule can bstj Military force is needed, but
one that is based on a form of justice that chaagestakes into account the nature
of the condition. There is no belief in Machiavétir perpetual peace. Coercion to
warfare is a part of the nature of man that cafmeotompletely relinquished. He
mentions the word democracy only once, and it vaastie most part a critical
assessmerit? We today have numerous examples of the inabifitgry power of
necessity integrated and adjusted into the intenmait military body of the UN,
whose leaders, with great harm, could do nothingtép even genocidal activities.
Often in anarchic states, the military is given tomch power, without any
authority, or no military power at all. Often todas was the case in the fall of the
authority of the Roman Republic, very little is @on the tyrannical abuse of

%0 |n DiscoursesBook I, Chapter 3, he speaks about a period dfeeTarquin kingly rule over

Rome, which is said to be the beginning of the RoRapublic, he identifies the rise of the
“democratic spirit” and speaks of its shortcomirisseems that in Rome after the Tarquins were
driven out, the people and the Senate were vesebfainited, and that the nobles had put away that
pride of theirs and become democratic in spirit emald be tolerated by anyone however humble.
This falsity was concealed and its cause was rat as long as the Tarquins lived...but as soon as
the Tarquins were dead and the fear the noblekdelideparted, they began to spit out against the
people the poison they had kept in their breasis,igured them in any way they could”
(Machiavelli 1965: 201). The lesson is that with tbss of the nobles, democracy can appear good,
but can easily turn to being undemocratic demaggowéh injurious use of power over the people.
In other words, democratic rule can easily turp atversion of tyrannical rule.
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power by the power elite. Machiavelli’'s conceptlierty was used to fight off
tyranny.

5.4. Liberty versus Tyrannical Abuse of Hierarchy

Machiavelli goes on to display more intricacies aatlable lessons in the
on-going chapters. He reveals the injurious creatibthe Decemvirate in Rome,
immediately saying it was “seeming contradictory vibat has been set forth
above,” yet the election of the “Ten Citizens chrobg the Roman people to make
laws in Rome,” as Machiavelli reports, “in time bhawe tyrants and without any
scruple usurped her liberty” (Machiavelli 1965: 270hese were the activities from
the Tribune of the People that produced tyrannys té this,” Machiavelli adds,
“one should consider the methods of giving autlyoaitd the time for which it is
given” (Machiavelli 1965: 270). To this, Machiavetlearly explains the worth of
the former set up of a Dictator under good autkorit

When the Dictator was set up, there remained the
Tribunes, the Consuls, the Senate with their atutthor
which the Dictator was not empowered to take from
them. And even though he could exclude one man
from the consulate, and another from the Senate, he
could not blot out the senatorial order and make& ne
laws. Hence the Senate, the Consuls, the Tribunes,
remaining in their authority, were like a guard ove

him, to block away turn from the right way
(Machiavelli 1965: 270).

It is a clear lesson on the required balance of tthhee bodies of the mixed
constitution. But,

in the setting up of the Ten, everything ran camgtra

The Consuls and the Tribunes were abolished; the Te

received authority to make laws and to do everghin

else, as though they were the Roman people”
(Machiavelli 1965: 270).

This “influenced Appius’,” a Decemvirate, “desirerfpower,” and he
“easily became arrogant” (Machiavelli 1965: 270heTRomans, in their temporary,

limited form of the Dictatorship, made “good,” bilte use of absolute authority
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“made the Ten wicked” (Machiavelli 1965: 270). Ahge authority breeds
corruption: “an absolute authority in a very shdirhe corrupts the matter”
(Machiavelli 1965: 270). Absolute authority, or laotitarianism, is similar to the
extreme use of power. Another form of corruptioor, Machiavelli, is the taking
advantage of power to make one rich with the nepobf hiring other positions of
power to friends, partisans, or family members:isihot harmed by being poor or
not having relatives [which includes the supporipaftisans], because riches and
every other advantage quickly follow it,” as hasurced in the “setting up of the
said Ten” (Machiavelli 1965: 270-271). This form afrruption is common today
in forms of absolute authoritarian power. The itedlie hierarchy can easily

become imbalanced to favour the power elite.

In any organization, some form of hierarchy is aassity. As Arendt tell
us: “Against the egalitarian order of persuasi@mds the authoritarian order, which
is always hierarchical” (Arendt 1954: 93). Hereaisother term that the limited
modern mentality looks down upon; yet, it is théuna of the reality. If not faced,
then the abuse of hierarchy will continue, whicheads the avoidance of action in
much of the common man. Sometime the ‘low’ shouwdthaly be ‘high’. It is an
indispensable aspect in his choice of heroic figutke four common ones iFfhe
Prince and the ones added, like Solon, Lycurgus, Xenopét. It is also a
satirical-serious contention to the prince, or anpce. Good authority is based on
the hierarchic recognition of the nobility of chetier represented in a republican
mixed constitution, with the ancient understandhglory:

Here we may observe how well the institutions att th
city were adapted to making it great, and how much
other republics, which are far different in theiays,
deceive themselves. Because, though the Romans
were great lovers of glory, yet they did not thibhla
dishonourable thing to obey at one time a man whom
at another time they had commanded, and to serve in

an army of which they had been leaders (Machiavelli
1965: 271).

The abuse of power is a public detriment. It igeggimilar to the practice today, an
abuse of hierarchy that is not even commonly knowrealized. The people who

have more power than the ordinary citizen have siome of hierarchic power over
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them. The reality of democratic governments mushiadhat its base is on
hierarchic grounds. Hierarchy is inevitable as tleeessity for political success of
judging and identifying the level of good or badansg for order extends from a
recognition of hierarchy?* This brings back the quintessential question Fiato
and Aristotle mentioned, a challenge that the Raamtended with successfully,
and one that Machiavelli repeated: the vital défere between the public concern
of those in power, or the direction for private cem through personal advantage,
either monetarily or psychologically, is the judicfine-line that must be known
between the best or the worst forms of governaitieose in power are directed by
the private “lust for power,” then politics woulde dyrannous; if the rulers are
directed to public concern, then governance carorbecthe best. The abuse of
hierarchy can turn the potential better governaondbe worst form of tyranny. For

Machiavelli, nothing could be worse than this log$iberty.

5.5. Loss of Liberty: The Ruin of Authority in the Roman Republic

In discussing the topic of liberty, one is natyralrawn to a comparison

between the ruling elite and the people and thenatf freedom today. It displays

131 One is reminded of the late-nineteenth and earbptieth century Italian compatriot thinkers
Gaetano Mosca and Vilaretto Pareto, who were iadgdily Machiavelli and who also believed that
hierarchy was inevitable. The reduced modern knogéds displayed by quickly assessing these
thinkers as having a fascistic tendency througtsiimple recognition they give to hierarchic elites.
Mosca in his boohe Ruling Classvas inspired by Machiavelli in the return to antikistorical
study to understand the contemporary situationteddegnized the satirical mockeryTime Prince

as a “jest for innocent babes” (Mosca 1939: 202, the errors in the abuse of power in
contemporary politics such that “rectitude, selfrfface, and good faith have never been anywhere
or anytime the questions that best serve for atigipower and holding it” (Mosca 1939: 203).
There is a realization that hierarchy, or a rulitass, is inevitable, but Mosca denies that thesli
are morally or intellectually superior. For both 84a and Pareto the state and civil society are
divided by the use of power of the ‘elites’ ovee tinasses. Pareto within Aike Rise and Fall of
Elitesemploys the “foxes” and “lions” distinctions, asdigne inThe Princeto apply to his current
political condition. The extent of the cunningn&sased to measure the superiority or inferiority o
the elite, as either the “low-life” foxes, or thiedld, courageous vigour” lions in military leaddpsh
Mosca comprised a “political formula” to fit hisstorical conditions, as Pareto hoped for military
superiority of the elite in psychological and pewaloattributes. Even though this may appear
fascistic for the common man, both of them showedrecern for the public spirit, a democratic
impulse. Mosca and Pareto favoured ancient formepmiblicanism. Even academics made
“failures” with this shallow simplistic identificain. Mosca and Pareto may not have gotten into the
depths of the different kinds of power without aue on the links between politics and economics,
but such matters were not important to them in wihey conceived as good modes of order inspired
by Machiavelli.
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the worth of the comparison of general similarittégpeople more than 2100 years
ago with those at present.

As stated earlier Machiavelli judges that thetudesion of the Roman
Republic was due mostly to the people, even thoinghruling elite played a
considerable role in manipulating them into degetieg predicaments. The
Gracchi revolt was an example of the people loshreg authorial consciousness,
being manipulated by thembizione ambition, of acquiring power. They were then
overtaken by the lust for power of military foraehich made for the breakdown of
the mixed constitution, a political body that pmesd them political input. The
foundation of authority was lost in the downfall tbe constitution, and ended up
destroying the Roman Republic. In the end, impeatedires began and expanded,
with the production of tyranny seen in its extreest either in authoritarian
command, or the licentiousness of the people. Jblired the abuse of legality.
Machiavelli condemns what has been a large pagpblitical goals or the desires of
the people today, and displays the often degradimgan nature of the ruling elite

related to the misconstrued ambition and consceassof the people.

In the following section oThe DiscoursesMachiavelli further reveals that
one form of human nature, which is even valuechangresent-day, nevertheless is
what he considers a common flaw in human charaetiégre craving of ambition
(ambiziong: “The cause is that Nature has made men ableatee everything but
unable to attain everything” (Machiavelli 1965: 272mbizioneis the root of the
destruction of the Roman Republic and her libeftye destruction of the republic
in a natural struggle of ambition indulges enmitg ainjust forms of war. It was the
Roman populace, with power given to the people, theough ambition, “rose the
disorder that brought forth the contention of AgrarLaw,” which, “resulted in the
destruction of the republic” (Machiavelli 1965: 272/henever the Agrarian law
“was alluded to,” all of the “city turned upsidewdo’ (Machiavelli 1965: 273). A
quarrel came about over the law, but then it wasisied. “This law lay as though
asleep,” Machiavelli responds, “until the Graccppeared; when they waked it up,

it wholly ruined Roman liberty” (Machiavelli 196274). As such, “it stirred up so
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much hatred between the multitude and the Senatétfled to arms and bloodshed,
contrary to every lawful habit and custom” (Maclaliv1965: 274).

It led to the power game of factionalism, comingsthofrom the “lust for
power” of the Tribunes of the People: “The multéuacted early in this turmoil and
disorder by turning its support to Marius” (Machedlv 1965: 274), an uncle of
Caesar, a military leader who made himself conssgaen times, thus ensuing the
power residing in the military where it became adbigoand sovereign; whereas, in
the Roman Republic, the authority of military poweas not recognized in the
political constitutional practice. At one time, tpeaise of the military leader was
only done one day a year, and the soldiers coulshhaand sarcastically criticize
their leader during this day. Absolute politicale could not be obtainable by the
military leaders, except for that one day amidstastic criticism given to the

leader by his soldiers?

The beginning of civil wars was the determiningnsagd the measure of the
“plague” in Rome: “Having no remedy against thiaqle, the nobility backed
Sulla,” a treacherous military figure, “and makihign head of their party, entered
the civil wars” (Machiavelli 1965: 274). And “the$euds came to life again in the
time of Caesar and Pompey” (Machiavelli 1965: 2ih)ere Caesar was the head
of Marius’s party, and Pompey became head of Sullyachiavelli concludes
these events in this manner: “In the war that fe#d, the victor was Caesar, the
first tyrant of Rome; as a result, that city wasvere again free libero]”
(Machiavelli 1965: 274). This shows that the cib/lapsed due to the indulgences
of factionalism of power attributed to the militamwhich overtook the constitution.

The people responded with favour to military aggi@s along these contexts, and

1321t was firmly established by the Senate duringRloenan Republic that military victory could not
be used as a stepping-stone for political powea. $ense, the triumph was a reminder that thervicto
could only be allowed one moment of the exultapregsion of victory, and only one day where he
could be anmperium where he could retain only a fragment of politigawer. All of this was

under the auspices that unjust war was the wohis. displays the practical use of an historical
lesson on the nature of power and authority anid tlesignations. Military authority only lasted for
one day. It was not to be extended over the paliiathority centered on the balance between the
Senate, the assemblies, and the plebeian couheeTsentiments were carried over into the ensuing
wars though which Rome’s recognition spread overethtire Mediterranean. From this notion, one
can see how offensive Caesar was to the Roman Regateeman 1996: 317-318).
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therefore were more motivated by lust for power dondgjot about Rome’s

authority.

There are many lessons that show the difficultyp@ihg a prince with the
recurrent and fluctuating performances of the peophe lesson states that the
prince, who is strong, “who is able to command,’sitanimate the whole” under
“good foundations” (Machiavelli 1980: 60), so ththe people do not deceive
themselves or him. One can surmise that, for Maefiiasuch a form of liberty

should not be forgotten:

Therefore a wise prince ought to think of a mode
whereby his citizens, always and in every qualify o
time, have need of the state and of him; and thidly w
always be faithful to him (Machiavelli 1980: 60).

Being faithful for the regime requires a growthtire public concern, where the
vitality of life, at a higher level, becomes possilfor the people through all
infrastructures of authority; that is, the repréagan of the people through civil
liberty that is manifest in the generation of civayalty for protection against
enemies and against the corruption of those in posiace the rulers often do
nothing about making good laws, and often breakthe

In Chapter 40 ofrhe DiscoursesThe Establishment of the Decemvirate In
Rome and What Is To Be Learned From It,” he retumghe subject of the
Decemvirate and the ruin of authority in the Repullhe direction of the lesson is
stated in the other half of the title: “How Throu§hich An Event A Republic Can
Be Saved Or Subjected to Tyranny.” Appius, one \ghmed power through the
Decemvirate, made an appearance of nobility andgme, and the Senate believed
him. Appius made that appearance by aiding theisitipun of new Roman laws
from the laws designated by Solon, whom the Sematered. But Appius
cunningly “displayed his in-born pride” in formirabsolute rulership by appointing
himself and then the other nine for the Decemvirbie “imparting to his
companions his own habits” (Machiavelli 1965: 28Appius lost his popular
support that he once had. The people recognizedbuse of Solon, where the
apparent ‘good’ appearance of his proceedings tha his desire for private

gain of power. The people looked to the nobles &, “since the people
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themselves, in disgust of their present circums&anwished for Consuls (Livius, 3.
37)” (Machiavelli 1965: 281).

At this point, there is an appearance that the attshe people were
productive, since they did not show ignorance asalccnot be easily manipulated
by their leadet>® The people recognized the attempt of cunning érighn Appius
by illuminating a false public image that was cacted only for private gain, which
Machiavelli assesses as a form of tyranny. Rome lwasght back to order after
condemning the Ten Decemvirate, and the TribuneGorkuls were put back into
office, therefore, “Rome was brought back to thenmfoof her ancient
freedom.[liberty]” (Machiavelli 1965: 282). Follomg this, Machiavelli

summarizes lessons acquired from such an event:

We first observe, then, in this account that in Rom
the evil of establishing this tyranny came from the
same causes as most tyrannies in cities, namady, th
too great desire of the people to be free and dbe t
great desire of the nobles to command (Machiavelli
1965: 282).

Machiavelli depicts the cause being either one aih lof the extremes; either by
licentiousness or authoritarianism, both side-stepprue authority. The fact that
such a statement that he made upon the subseysns ¢hat often recur in history
— the French Revolution can be an example — arblg@anhanced by continually
making the same mistake, as “a tyranny quickly appé even in eradicating the
previous one, without true authority. Through a ptete crumbling in most

modern revolutions of the false aristocratic néilno matter how ignoble it is, the
newly acquired forms of power quickly turns inteagny, where all replicas of true
nobility is also cast away: “The aristocragiocien regiménas passed out of history,
but has been replaced by the modern state, whisld@monstrated its propensity
toward authoritarianism” (Girdner 1999: 155).

A revolution that attempts to destroy every weaf¢he fabric of history
through the belief in progress in history is adgual regress in dignity. “Renewing

everything” is like being a tyrant who wants abs$elpower. A modern revolution

133 Nevertheless, Machiavelli asserts that the peapleell as the faulty Senate are to blame for the
fall of authority in the collapse of the mixed ctingion.
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wants the same component that is the cause of theolt. Establishing true
authority for public concern is not possible. Tyrgrcontinues only under different
pretexts. We may use ancient examples on thesensiatt

When a people thus brings itself to make this rkestaf

giving one man authority in order that he may &ttdwose

it hates, and that one is shrewd, he always becamgant

of that city, because with the aid of the people he

undertakes to get rid of the nobility, and he neawens to

the oppression of the people until he has gottérotithe

nobles. By that time, when the people realize itins

slavery, it has no one with whom to take refugeisTias

been the method used by all those who have founded
tyrannies in republics ( Machiavelli 1965: 282-283)

This is a perfect description of the activitiesRuiibespierre. The appearance of “the

best of times” could obviously, in reality, bringaut “the worst of times.”

More foolish proceedings were revealed in the fdromaof the Decemvirate
in the following chapters, where an applicationihte contemporary situation can be
made. Book | Chapter 42 dhe Discourseslearly displays “How Easily Men Can
Be Bribed.” Chapter 43, “Those Who Fight For Th@ewn Glory Are Good And
Faithful Soldiers,” shows the loss of the Romaniasnunder the Decemvirate, and
once again the lesson that “mercenary soldiersiseess,” for there is “no reason
to hold them firm than the little pay you give thefMachiavelli 1965: 282).
Chapter 44, “A Multitude Without a Head Is Helple€ne Should Not First Make
Threats And Then Ask Authority,” displays the irony the multitude who are
helpless “without a head,” yet rely on the sametrdetive element that they are
against, condemning cruelty but then using it, ascites Livius: “You condemn
cruelty; into cruelty you rush. (Livius 3. 53)” (Mhaiavelli 1965: 282). Chapter 45,
“Not To Keep A Law That Has Been Made Sets A Badriaple, Especially For Its
Author. To Do Everyday New And Fresh Injuries InCAity Is Very Injurious To A
Ruler,” speaks of Appius crying out to the peogteraVirginius ordered that he be
put in prison. Virginius did not accept such an eglpof one who destroyed “that
right of appeal... to have as defender of the pebpl attacked” (Machiavelli 1965:
288). Machiavelli agrees with Virginius: “For | dwt think that there is a thing that

sets a worse example in a republic but to makevaalad not keep it, and so much
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more than when it is not kept by him who made MacChiavelli 1965: 288).
Machiavelli does, on page 289, what he did fredyentThe Prince shifting to the
second person, making this comment more persoraptince: “The harm done by
a government is also very great when every dayhénrminds ofyour citizens it
renews and refreshes animosities by means of newes done to this one and that
one, as happened in Rome during the Decemviratelcfhavelli 1965: 289). It is

also similar in contemporary conspiracies.

Even though it was displayed that Rome arose asetiifficulties with a
higher form of strength, nevertheless, “every daw muarrels and discords arose”
(Machiavelli 1965: 290%** Rome did not rest. Evil wrongs were performed glon
the lines of party factionalism that occurred ansiribe Tribunes, Consuls, and the
people. The balance was disrupted, and each pedsnie divided through their
pursuit of power, diminishing authority:

Thus desire for defending its liberty made eachypar
try to become strong enough to tyrannize over the
other. For the law of these matters is that when me
try to escape fear, they make others fear, and the
injury they push away from themselves they lay on

others, as if it were necessary either to harnodret
harmed (Machiavelli 1965: 290).

There are stirring insights here, on the politige@rformance in current-day
democratic political contention. Fear is a multelal aspect that cannot be escaped
in being both a creator and a victim. This fearratds the leader from public
concern, only for private gain of power. Elementswothority are only vaguely in
the background or do not exist at all. These behasiare dangerous to liberty, as
far as Machiavelli is concerned. Through ambitiamkiziong they do all they can
to escape being harmed, mostly in concern for etilecompetition rather than the
actual people to whom they are supposed to reptresen

They endeavour, in order to accomplish this, to enak

friendships; and these they gain in ways apparently

honourable, either by aiding men with money or by
protecting them from the powerful; because this

134 Chapter 46, “Men Climb From One Ambition to AnathEirst They Try Not To Get Hurt, The
They Hurt Others.”
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conduct seems honourable, it easily deceives
everybody; hence no one uses any remedy against it
(Machiavelli 1965: 290-291).

From this, “republics go to pieces” (MachiavelliGB® 290). It appears this is
recurring today, with no remedies. In all of theslements that destroy any
remnants of authority amongst all the parties aratlids of government,

Machiavelli states, that those who cause the mashhare the people, who, under
power, harm liberty. They deceive themselves bgefdllusions and are motivated
by unproductive elements, as is shown in an exapneleiously given of the people
subsiding to the use of force to take over Veithet beginnings of the republic,

because since it was a rich city, it appealedéaathnbition of the people.

The unwise and bad intensions of the ambitionsefgeople broke up the
balance of the mixed constitution by forgetting thker bodies of government, and
was trapped into the popular political factionalisirthe optimatesandpopulares
which overrode the Consuls and the Senate. Thegrte of command in the army
was supported by the people, tiapulares “for that army in time forgot the Senate
and considered him [Publius Philo, the first miltaProconsul] its head”
(Machiavelli 1965: 486). Machiavelli summarizesf@lows:

In this way Sulla and Marius found soldiers who, in
opposition to the public good, would follow them. |
this way Caesar could conquer his country
[homeland]. If the Romans had never prolonged the
magistracies and the commands, they might not have
come so quickly to great power, for their conquests

might have been later, but they would have comes lat
still to slavery (Machiavelli 1965: 486).

If power is gained quickly without any remnantsaothority, slavery as well comes
more quickly. The sole use of power, not authotégds to slavery, and leads to the
abolishment of liberty. For Machiavelli, liberty @sfactor in true authority: it is not
what it has become in the modern, which is gettidgof authority through the
desire for private benefit. This abolishment of hawity was, according to
Machiavelli, the roots of the destruction of Rorttds hoped that lessons from the

errors of this destruction will be used to courdach performances. From these
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errors in authority, including giving too much teetmilitary, it is hoped that such a

productive authority will be set up and last a pnged time.

From Machiavelli's cosmological view, in attemptirig give a general
answer to the inherent questions designated throagty intricacies at this section
of The Discoursesit seems that an imbalance in any of the threeehts in the
mixed constitution are responsible, in various degy for the decline of authority.
Yet a more careful study on the cause of its dedBrintrinsic in providing a lesson
that is to be learned, so that it won’'t happen asilg again. There are examples
displaying the powers that be &¥rtuna and the vicious activities of rulers;
however, most blame arrivestimne peopleyet with a recognition that the common
people, under the command of the power elite, careneasily be coerced into
images, beliefs, values, and principles that disggod forms of authority. All three
sections of governance, at times, can be blamed; fou the most part in
Machiavelli’'s analysis, it is the people who haweeib manipulated by those in
power, or taken over by the lust for power its&lie call is not only for the leaders
to correct their ways, but more so, the peoplegesithey are the most important
element to be considered in the relations of pawercquiring good authority, and

re-invigorating a strong repubilic.

We have witnessed that the break up of the Romagmulitie formulated
political activities similar to our present-day. Withe detraction from the balance
in a healthy authority, those in power, withoutwé, had the ‘success’ of acquiring
power through the popularity of the people. Buthwihe declining virtue in the
human, the emotions and ambitions of the peopleentad downfall in order
continue. The “success” became a failure by thdimoeance of the downfall of the
superiority of human civilization. Though most dietprevious discussion in this
chapter is on the lessons acquired from the Ronmgpulilic, the following sub-
section reveals more directly the importance ofatheient on the present-day.
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5.6. The Authority of the Roman Republic:
A Distinction That Subverts the Classical Weern Tradition

In the contemporary field of study, the tradition&raeco-Roman”
assimilation, as one of the sources of the wegtardition, has been questioned. A
study on the nature of authority in the Roman Ré&puby contemporary thinkers,
confirms the recent argument. Its distinction beesmmportant for the present-day.

“The word and the concept” authority atictoritas— Arendt asserts, “are
Roman in origin” (Arendt 1954: 104¥° Roman authority is distinct, and employed
in practical use beyond the confined formulation tire theory of Plato and
Aristotle. Strangely and ironically, Plato and Aoige’s approach to the concept of
authority, “at least in its positive aspect, is epitonally Roman” (Arendt 1954:
104). The Roman practice of authority was even nesieellent than the theory of
Plato and Aristotle. There may have been samengsslitical experiences of Plato
and Aristotle, but authority was expressed “in gudtfferent ways” (Arendt 1954:
104). With the Romans, the formation of authorlgttencompassed their mixed
constitution was done before they even knew abtaibRAnd Aristotle. The theory
of this unfinished political principle of wisdom ifPlato and Aristotle was
accomplished in practice by the Romans. It fulfilla reality what Plato could only
unhappily imagine. Such a view on this politicadrfrework was acceded in the
republican discourse from Cicero to Machiavelli.tharity has become the most
important aspect that distinguished the Roman Réepub

Pocock’s link of Aristotle to the concentration tre Roman constitution
that we see in Polybius, Cicero, and Machiavelinnotbe upheld. Roman political
practice was not “an off-shoot of an Aristotelianh®ian synthesis” (Nelson 2004
6). Also, Plato’s “assimilation to the republicaadition” will “only be regarded as

a watershed event” (Nelson 2004: 2). But even isisodirse on the best or “second-

135 Giorgio Agamben, in his “explanation afictoritag from The Global Oneness Committee
emphasizes tha®iuctoritasandpotestagpower) are clearly distinct, although they fomgether a
binary system.” He quotes Mommsen, “who explairad dluctoritasis ‘less than an order and more
than an advice.” What seems the best can easilgrhe the worst wheauctoritasis combined
only with principis, the prince. The examples of the charismatic usautifority in Augustus,
Napoleon, Hitler, and Mussolini, as identified bgainben, are not true versionsaofctoritas.A
careful study of the current-day history of the RonRepublic and Machiavelli can enlighten such
an argument (http://experiencefestival.com/aucerit
_Giorgio_Agambens_explanation_of Auctoritas/id/4834).

182



best regime” in higawsis only a theory. This recognition undermines t@edeco-
Roman tradition.**® The identity of the “source of Western thoughtfassified.

Rome, in practice, made a better constitution tharones only theorized in
Plato and Aristotle, and made it during the risedefmocracy in Athens, which
became the basis for the Western theoretical iyerf@ome breaks the Utopian
character of Greek philosophy. Rome achieved wlegt mot even marvelled at in
the Utopian view of Greek political theory. As suemy argument in favour of a
mixed constitution cannot be infinitely tied to statle, and therefore the argument
that Machiavelli’s republicanism is a later versamirAristotle’s political theology is
false, just as many common links of Greece with BRasnclaimed as relatively the
same.

The Western tradition and the modern offshootsf@ee in the coupling of
the Greeks with the Romans, and are false in thencthat the rise of political
thought at the level of Plato and Aristotle is adarct aligned with the rise of
democracy. The rise in political thought came ab&oim the downfall in
aristocratic authority through the rise of hubdsignorance that fostered a false
sense of power for the people. The argument forutier distinction of Rome,
divergent from ancient Greece, is the central poiidric Nelson’s work:

The present study, in contrast, assumes that Gnegk
Roman political theory were substantially different
from one another, making it highly unlikely thateth
induction of Plato and Aristotle into the “repulaic
canon should have yielded a single, synthetic Graec
Roman political theory (Nelson 2004: 6).

The concentration on the mixed constitution extendsstory from Plato to
Hegel, but the theories do not come close to theabm the Roman Republic. Plato
and Aristotle did have an educative effect on theughts and practices of the

136 A part of the Western civilizaition made a rougtklbetween Rome and Greece with the
common term used to describe our legacy, the “G@riBaman tradition.” To generalize the
intricacies involved at present, we can roughlyestaat this tradition ties Rome to the West thitoug
the influence of “classical Roman law” which wasnfied after the decline of the Roman Republic
(Wiser 1982: 78-81). Therefore, this rough link waade for the Roman law that developed during
the Roman Empire, not the Roman Republic. Cicetm lived at the falldown of the Roman
Republic, learned much from Plato and Aristotle, diill distinguished himself through the practical
use of justice: it was not a metaphysical Platoe&dm. For now, let us conclude by stating that
during our contemporary period, such a rough lihkadition is severely questioned.
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Roman Republic, but it was learned in Rome onlyedduring its decline, and was
commonly used for the purpose of entertainment @grthe Roman erudite. As
Arendt tells us, there are distinctions conformegbiiactice in Rome that were not
even considered by Plato or Aristotfé. The Roman mixed constitutional
framework was accomplished in practice that wasy odealized in Plato and
Aristotle. Rome put into practice an “aristocrapiclity” close to Plato’s abstract
ideal city-state in hi®kepublicthat Aristotle even banished from ‘reality’, lebak
theory; and, in focusing on the “second-best refjimehe Laws, Plato almost did
the same theoretically, partially banishing hisstoeegime.” But in Rome, it was
the best regime. Machiavelli’'s portrayal indirectifates that its features must be
known to educate current-day politics.

Arendt states that the fundamental conviction dhaity was education
through generation: “Authority can acquire an ediocal character,” says Arendt,
when the “ancestors represent the example of gresthwhen “they are the
maiores the greater ones, by definition” (Arendt 195491 1Education was based
on a politically determined aspect as an anceskample for authority, not in the
‘making’ of arts fechn@, or from the private household, or community. WMhis
combination of authority to education and traditiagn“had already displayed a
decisive role in the political life of the Romarpublic” (Arendt 1954: 120). Speech
or action was necessary; and certainly not persnasoercion, or violence. The
ancestral example is fostered to the people thritsglkecognized sacredness.

Arendt is following Machiavelli in bringing togethéhe past and future into
the present when she reveals the importance ofcthgiction of the sacredness of
foundation,” which “remains binding for future geagons” (Arendt 1954: 120). It
involves the founding of the city of Rome: this lundes the expansion it added to
the original function, that the Romans were bounthée specific locality of this one
city, and there was no finding of new cities; ttiere, it was not the Greeks, but the
Romans who were “rooted in soil”: theyatria [homeland] was théounding of a

new body politic, through an unrepeatable beginmhtheir whole history, a truly

137 See, Hannah Arendt, “The Roman Answaihe Life of the Mind: Willing, Book She identifies
the differences between Roman thought and thaladd PAristotle, and Hegel. (Arendt 1978: 151-
166)
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unique event. Yet, it is such an important eveat th practically and theoretically
lost in modernity: “the Roman experience of founuat— seems to have been
entirely lost and forgotten” (Arendt 1954: 136).k&y element practically lost in

secular times is its religiosity.

The religious aspect for such a foundation candas sn the formation of
Janus, the god of beginning, and Minerva, the gesldé remembrance. We revert
to the central and higher importance of religigl|igare, “to be tied back” (Arendt
195: 121). When looked at practically, it is to ‘tied again” to the obligation of
remembrance of the superhuman, natural beginnifigur@dation of a cornerstone
to last for eternity. Looked upon more specificaityemploys the use of cyclical
history. Rome, the “Eternal City,” was religiously reverechda historically
preserved, where, for both Livius and Machiavedligion and politics were almost
identical, as they were continually reimbursed dristlly. These alignments
created a spiritual unity, influencing and stremgiing the civil religion and civic
loyalty. This spiritual significance is another aspthat is almost entirely lost and
forgotten. The destructive remnants of that lossasfsciousness are growing in all
parts of the world.

Cicero states: “In no other realm does human excedl approach so closely
the paths of the godsiimen as it does in the founding of new and in the
preservation of already founded communitie§De Republical998: 1.7). This
example is almost an exact repetiton of Machiageense of newness that is
coupled with the preservation of the old. “The lbmgdpower of the foundation of
itself,” Arendt retorts, “was religious for the gitlso offered the goods of the
people a permanent home...It is in this context tha word and concept of
authority originally appeared” (Arendt 1954: 12This is unlike the Greek religion
whose home of the gods was far from the abode af ora Mount Olympos.
Authority was in an ancient Roman political praetieot divided by religion, and
not in the practice closely related to the religudrclassical Greece.

As has been continuously argued, authority is abpeser, and is
conducted upon features that is rare in the cudapt “The most conspicuous
characteristic of those in authority,” Arendt statés that they do not have power”

(Arendt 1954: 122). Authority is “in contradistiman to power”; and furthermore,
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“while power resides in the people,” Cicero statasithority rests with the Senate
(CiceroDe Legibus312: 38)” (Arendt 1954: 122). The Senate is thidbaf order
in the maintenance of the mixed constitution dutungultuous times of disorder. If
the foundational principles of the Senate are lib&n all is lost in an utter chaos.
Authority is “the augmentation of the founding tktcity which the Senate must
add to political decisions” (Arendt 1954: 122). eféfore “a judiciary branch of
government,” Arendt adds, “constitutes the highasthority in constitutional
governments” (Arendt 1954: 122-123). It acts “mae advice and less on
command, an advance that one may not safely igig@nmsen, 1, 1034)”
(Arendt 1954: 123§ Authority in its true manner is contrary to thepptar cruel
assessment of authority. The common opinion of@itthcomes from an almost
complete misunderstanding.

All these are closely tied to the religious bindifogce of auspices.lt is
unlike the Greek oracles that “hint at the coursevents,” but th@auspicegeveal a
judgement from the divine approval or disapproviall@cisions made by men: “the
gods, too, have authority among, rather than tlveepover men; they augment and
confirm human actions but do not guide them” (Atebh®54: 123). This portrays
an influential distinction between power and autiyor something almost
completely lost in the present-day. It displays th&strophic transformation from
ancient to modern religion, similar to the transiation from ancient to modern
republicanism, where the ancient superior politiccalmost completely lost. It can
also be stretched to a denial of the modern-statdenial implicit in the reduction
of republics and principalities alike to the statfsmere ‘states’ — constituted by
what Max Weber called afonopoly of the legitimate use of physical forcéwwia
given territory’” (Rahe 2008: 30). The focus on ancient authoriyms a “new
species of republicanism” (Rahe 2008: 21), sinnedescribing Machiavelli, “a
classical republican, he was not” (Rahe 2008: 22).

All authority derives from the origin of this etaincity, Rome: “all

auspices were traced back to the great sign byhwboxds gave Romulus the

138 Much historical knowledge used in this sectionhef article and others comes from the works of
Theodor MommserRomisches Geschcichte and Rémisches Straatsyeehgfthe most notable
historians on Roman history.
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authority to found the city” (Arendt 1954: 123% Arendt clearly states: “All
authority derives from this foundation” (Arendt ¥95123). Authority is bound to
the sacred beginnings of Rome, the sacred begismhBoman history, “adding as
it were, to every single movement, the weight & glast” (Arendt 1954: 123). For
political standards, these were considered defmiéictions that merited authority:
“the auctoritas maiorumbecame identical with authoritative models of aztiv
behaviour” (Arendt 1954: 123). Actions formed mepitovided exemplary sources
of education, and augmented authority. A continaagjmentation requires the
recognition of eternal recurrence in the cycligalw of history, so that meaning and
purpose can be derived from learning of exemplasatgaccomplishments in the
past.

There are many occurrences that get transformedvaghiavelli into
historical exemplary activity, and this is the lIsadty which Machiavelli's
exemplary lessons educate. A person of old agefavdbe Romans a person at the
climax of life due to the fact that the elderly g@m has grown closer to the
ancestors, closer to the past. This is contraputacurrent-day concept of growth in
the future, which is associated with the modermeb&h progress. The elderly man
was the seed of education. All of these valuesddfieult for the modern or the
common present-day man to understand: “Contragutaconcept of growth, where
one grows into the future, the Romans felt thatmginowas directed to the past”
(Arendt 1954: 123). There is also praise on othattens that would be opposed
today, such as a peaceful and vital acceptandeeaktlization of hierarchy:

If one wants to relate this attitude to the hiehasal
order established by authority and to visualizes thi
hierarchy in the familiar image of the pyramidisitas
though the peak of the pyramid did not reach ih t
height of a sky above (or, as in Christianity, b&yp
the earth, but into the depth of an earthly pasegat
1954: 123-124).

The peak is possible on earth, according to theeahgagan religion, and the
Christian separation of the residence of greatnatsde “the city of earth,” to one

beyond even the sky in the “city of God,” is thayim@ing of weakness through the

139 Arendt cites this quotation in Theodor MommsRtmische Geschichtiegok I, chap. 5, page 87.
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non-acceptance of the nature of earth and humahtyitvithin it, which sparks the
beginning of the forgetfulness of history. A miserstanding of hierarchy
continues in the illusory Utopian belief found mgsh modern secularism, which
displays that secularism has general similaritigh modern forms of religion.

The breaking up of one of these elements in theechiform of Roman
trinity — religion, tradition, and authority — walibe like a complete downfall in the
ensuing ventures of politics and authority. Theeod pyramid would collapse.
Arendt gives examples of this historical processtlii in the workings of Luther,
who challenged religion, and then Hobbes, with otip®litical theorists of the
seventeenth century,” who believed that withouditran, authority and religion,
politics could be saved. These were obvious er(drendt 1954: 128). Their
“errors” were contributions to not only the loss auithority, but of the loss of
productive politics and religion. “So too was ihdily the error of the humanists,”
Arendt retorts, “to think it would be possible &nmain within an unbroken tradition
of Western civilization without religion and withbauthority” (Arendt 1954: 128).
The modern version of the Western tradition invelagfurther breakdown from the
argued original identity, even more divided fromnimn practice. The origin of the
Western “Graeco-Roman tradition” is broken down dyclear historical study
initiated by Machiavelli. The modern workings haweken the tradition of the
possible identification of Western civilization et§ yet most moderns and most
common people today do not know it yet, as manyontgmt features of Rome are
not known. It is hoped that such distinctions asefargotten.

We have seen examples that the foundation of atyhtself, the practices
used as lessons for his “modern” situation, coramfthe Roman Republic, which is
outside the “Western world view,” or the “substan¢&Vestern thought.” It becomes
important at a time of transition. The developedhtgssential elements, within the
previous metaphysical formulation of the West, @aked into question. The study of
the Roman Republic can provide a seed for the meesleonfiguration of political
order for the present-day. Again, if it is cast olieven a debate, Machiavelli would
lose all hope for present-day politics. Such a tkelban aid in proper understanding
of revolution, a factor indispensably tied to tke&wance of authority.
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5.7. The Relevance of Authority in Its Relation tdRevolutions

The topic of revolution arises in the discourselmnature of authority. The
conception of revolution has many misunderstandiaugd is reminiscent of the
mistaken understanding of authority. A true reviolutsupposedly re-configures an
authority where the previous one fell into a forfrtysanny, with either “too much
power,” or “too much authority.” Revolution is apio that arises in Arendt’s
article, “What Is Authority?.” The debate on whetloe not the modern revolutions
were true revolutions continues today. In truthe tlendency in contemporary
thought is now becoming aware that many “moderrévalutions’ were not
genuine. Many did very little to re-establish ordet of a flawed authority. Let us

look at this advocated summary on revolutions.

In describing the depiction of authority, the readan more easily detect
that it is indispensable in Machiavelli, and tha tcommon’ misinterpretations of
Machiavelli should not be so common anymore. An¢, y@ one section, her
interpretation of connecting Machiavelli to modeevolutions becomes extremely
questionable. But yet again, in her w@hk Revolutioppublished seven years later,
Hannah Arendt practically reverses her former attsent of Machiavelli to modern
revolutions. She too, has made a false interpogtatf Machiavelli. But at least, she
later recognized it. A display of false interpreiatcan also lend a helping hand in a
better understanding, as both Machiavelli and Ardmalve displayed. It really
displays the difficulty in coming to a clear judgemh on the positive or negative

effects of revolution.

Even though extensive “praise” can be rendered Hannah Arendt’s
historical description of authority and its pertige for today, it should be reversed
by claiming extensive “blame” in her unfamiliarityith the revolutionary aspects of
Machiavelli, at least at first. Arendt did not formconvincing understanding on the
nature of modern revolutions. She coupled Machiew#h Robespierre, the leader
of the people who displays a good example of whatiavelli described earlier,
as a leader of the people turned into a tyrant. 3pieitual crisis in the weak
vengefulness of rebellion and revolution, whiclgenerated from a private lust for

power that manipulated over a large number of gwp|e, is only a sign of disorder
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that is more plentiful than a justified revolutioBuch a rise in revolution has
nothing to do with liberty, but is more closelyatld to a cause of servility and

self-slavery.

In part VI of her article “What Is Authority?,” she-iterates that Roman
authority is lost and forgotten, “because we haweaeality, either in history or in
everyday experience to which we can unanimouslgapgArendt 1954: 136). The
salvation of the history of the Roman Republic i dnostly to Machiavelli. Yet,
Arendt states something - and it leads to manyrotiecrepancies that will be
rejected in this work - the “one type of event ¥anich the notion of founding is
decisive...the revolution of the modern age” (Arteh@54: 136). But no distinction

is given in the factors regarding the nature ofdittons or type of revolution.

Machiavelli, in a large part, did not support raxans. Quite the contrary.
Many academics perceive of his understanding dflttion falsely**® And if you
consider the modern revolutions after Machiaveélie “revolution of the modern
age” is nowhere near the teachings of Machiavidhi.is not “the first to conceive
of revolution,” as Arendt admits, and even moreveauld not comply easily to the
modern form of revolution. He would satirically morsomeone like Robespierre,
as an apparent leader of the people that turnedairtyrant, similar yet worse than
Savonarola. We have already seen the many intesabhiat he revealed and should
be considered between the rulers and the peopiehvidinot revealed or repeated
in Arendt's analysis. Machiavelli's “revolution” @musly implies a return to
ancient lessons in order to ground a foundatiot@hes which re-formulates the
current discrepancy in the clash between religicasthority’ and political

‘authority’.*** Upon this pretext, many revolutions could onlydescribed as trivial

140 Often, the English translation from the Italiart@ssolution” is false. “Revolution” gets

translated fromfare novita; to make newness (Sasso 2000: 86fse nuové new things (Sasso
2000: 156), andinnovaziong' innovation (Sasso 2000: 521) They are relatedi shich a translation
reveals the modern obsession with “revolution” em@ a matter of progress; where for Machiavelli,
modern revolutions would be, in the most part, atiooation of decline in political order.

11 Singular ironic quotation marks are used, sinég\tell-known that many of the practices in
modern or current-day religion and politics is flmm the performance for authority under the
teachings of its source, the Roman Republic.

190



and, if anything, offer an example that re-affirtme continual degeneration of

authority in the nature of such ‘revolutions’.

There is agreement in the further description otMavelli and the general
interpretations of lessons asrtu and Fortuna He had a deep contempt for all
traditions that enforced weakness, such as thekGard the Christian versions.
Arendt correctly displays the revival of interest imade in Roman antiquity, “who
were removed from Christian piety and Greek phiptgd (Arendt 1954: 138). She
was also agreeable in his approach for the beuoietite people:

He saw that the whole of Roman history and memtalit
depended upon the experience of foundation, and he
believed it should be possible to repeat the Roman
experience through the foundation of a united Iltahich

was to become the same cornerstone for an ‘etebodly

politic for the Italian nation as the founding bietEternal
City had been for Italic people (Arendt 1954: 138).

But there are inconsistencies and crude generalitigner work where she fails in
her attempt to paint a clear picture of Machiavétliagreement, “he was certainly
not a father of political science” (Arendt 1954:6)3and that any “scientific
character is often greatly exaggerated” (Arendt4195%37). In Machiavelli's
“unconcern for moral judgements,” he anticipateddara morality from the flawed
and weak version of Christianity. The false andderumisinterpretations of
Machiavelli are examples of the lack of insightodernity’s understanding of the
reality of politics, religion, and the nature oétorld:

Respect for these religious forces (the deeply

religious) and contempt for the Church together led

him to certain conclusions about the basic diserepa

between Christian faith and politics that are oddly

reminiscent of the first centuries of our era (Aten

1954: 138).
But then, she states that, through his displayedremess of his contemporary
beginning of the birth of nations and the needafarew body under the concept of
lo statq it “has caused him to be commonly and rightfudlgntified as the father of

the modern nation-state” (Arendt 1954: 138). Bst,has been stated in a careful
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study, such awareness made him turn away from theiples that became
solidified in the modern nation-state.

Machiavelli’'s awareness made for a criticism of thedern state before it
fully occurred. The “modern nation-state” 3ot “commonly and rightfully
identified” as Machiavelli being its father. This startling from the usual profound
insight of Arendt. But the most startling was ie ttatement that “Machiavelli and
Robespierre so often seem to speak the same lagigyaAgendt 1954: 139).
Machiavelli would be utterly opposed to such a eatibn. The French Revolution
is similar to the revolt of the Gracchi, which wg source of the downfall of the
Roman Republic, even though the French aristockeay also tyrannous. The
people of the French Revolution would easily faitlar the category of people who
are deceived, and therefore only continue to deg#mepolitical order. The
justification of immoral practices is only at timekchaos, and the ones without any
reliance on factors that generate good authorilyomly continue the degeneration.

Machiavelli does not entirely wish to “go beyona tRomans themselves”
in foundation. The only newness — to repeat agamte conform to the particular
situation, but the general sameness of foundatipnakiples continues. In the
Dictatorship appealed to by the Romans, Cicero, Madhiavelli, there was no
“connection between foundation and dictatorsdgntical to the modern” (Arendt
1954: 139), or the brutality of dictatorship withoany real ancient foundational
principles. Dictatorship is only temporarily usedagime when the potential fall of
the Republic was at stake. We have seen that Maalhias opposed to most
revolutions, since in most of them the people aeed/ed, since what appears to
them as better is not, and it may be only an urstgaliew that generates a worse
condition.

Further on, she states something veritable, thahénpresent world, the
“decline of the West,” is due to being void of “tioman trinity of religion,
tradition, and authority{Arendt 1954: 140). This is clearly agreeable. Bt next
statement does not make sense, if the previougaslf so, then how can she assess
that the “revolutions of the modern age appear dik@ntic attempts to repair these
foundations,” if the disappearance of those element characteristic of the

modern age? Nevertheless, she previously stated rigither the grandeur nor the
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tragedy of Western revolutions in the modern age lsa properly understood”
(Arendt 1954: 140).

In the previously mentioned personal direction tprance in Chapter 45
Book '*? of The Discoursesbecause the refreshed “animosities by meanswf ne
injuries done to this one and that one,” the ri@me in condemnation by not only
the nobles, but also the people that formed “treaigst terror in all the nobility,
who judged that such condemnations would not end ah the nobility was
destroyed” (Machiavelli 1965: 289). In this exampieis quite evident that the
elimination of nobility as a modern revolutionaryemise was worse than the
original tyranny.

As Machiavelli further teaches, the original fawts that of the people who
choose to have the election of the Ten Citizensvds an “authority taken by
violence” that “injures a republic” (Machiavelli &3: 269). “The citizens” as
Machiavelli further states, easily “in time becatyr@nts.” The fault is generated by
the power of the people that turned into tyranngt, Yhe nobles are not entirely free
of fault either:

Here we see how damaging it is to a republic ca to
prince to keep the minds of subjects uncertain and
fearful with continual penalties and attacks. And
without a doubt there is no method more destrugtive
because men who suspect they are going to suffer
something bad take any means to make themselves
safe in their peril and become more audacious essl |
cautious about attempting revolution (Machiavelli
1965: 289).

The people should consider the quality of the tiraed of themselves, since at
times “people wish to live in servitude, at othéney wish to live in liberty”
(Machiavelli 1965: 290). Only if they live in setude and desire of ancient liberty
to an extensive degree, and not in modern formfeafdom, is revolution just.
When men are bored in good times and easily comphaibad, they become so
eager for change through this weakness, such“that,desire then, causes gates to

open to any man who makes himself leader of a wdenl in a province”

142 Chapter 45, Book 1: “Not To Keep A Law That HaeBélade Sets A Bad Example, Especially
For Its Author. To Do Everyday New And Fresh Inggriin A City Is Very Injurious To a Ruler.”
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(Machiavelli 1965: 477*3But it is not “any man” that can form a good rex@in,

especially in chaotic times.

He speaks of the riots in an unorganized cityignwork “A Discourse On
Remodelling the Government of Florence,” where then *“with arms and
violence” will either defend the government or queaty will “plunder the other
party,” and from this, one cannot even imagine,whmany deaths, how many
exiles, how many acts of extortion will result” (btdavelli 1965: 115}** The
answer against these ills is to form organizedtirgins: “when everybody knows
what he needs to do and in whom he can trust, andlass of citizen, either
through fear for itself or through ambition, willeed to desire revolution”
(Machiavelli 1965: 115).

Most revolutions for Machiavelli form worse conditis than formed by its
cause. The prince more easily engenders servility lavery of the people and
more easily causes revolution, but all this dossput the people in a worse

condition:
being accustomed to live under the orders of others
not knowing how to think about defense or offenge b
the state, not understanding monarchs and not being
understood by them, returns quickly beneath a yoke

that usually is heavier than the one that a |gtelier
it threw off its neck (Machiavelli 1965: 235).

Beforehand, Machiavelli reveals the slander invajviGiovanni Guicciardini, the
brother of his friend and colleague, Francesco, wias falsely accused of being
bribed by the Lucchese, the people of the neighbguaity Lucca, as Florence did
not capture Lucca in the process. This affair cdugeeat indignation among
Giovanni’s friends, “who formed the majority of thhech and were among the
number hoping to cause revolution in Florence. this and similar reasons, the

trouble grew so great that it caused the ruin at tiepublic” (Machiavelli 1965:

43n the Italian version ofhe Discourses‘capo d’un innovaziorigSasso 2000: 521), is translated
as “revolution.” Yet it literally means, the “heaflan innovation.” Literally, “revolution” would be
“rivoluzioné in Italian.

144 Machiavelli, “A Discourse On Remodeling The Goveent of Florence.”
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217)° The lesson is that, if the government came infstemce through violence,

a revengeful revolution could easily be formed.

He refers to revolution in hidistory of Florenceas well: “Nobody should
start a revolution in a city in the belief thatdahe can stop it at will or regulate it
as he likes” (Machiavelli 1965: 1154). He speakghaf contrast between to rival
families in Florence, the Guelfs and Ghibellinesowissued by those in revenge”
many houses “were plundered and burned,” becausstitdr “general hatred or
private enmity.” (Machiavelli 1965: 1154-1155). The'the mob broke open the
public prisons,” and “then they sacked the mongstérthe Agnoli and had it not
been protested by some signors,” they would not Hawthstood...the fury of the
multitude” (Machiavelli 1965: 1155).

“Revenge in themselves” is identified as a symptdra spiritual crisis seen
in the “wish to seize that of the others and toerge themselves” (Machiavelli
1965: 1156). Machiavelli assesses a psychologindl gpiritual problem of the
people, who quickly believe in things that appeeitdy, but in reality are worse.
From this weak condition, the people could nevesdeure, if their enemies “were
not driven out and destroyed” (Machiavelli 19655@&) This is reminiscent of a
contemporary psychological and spiritual conditiextending, from the
unacceptability in the nature of life to the poaithatred that engenders a twisted
revengeful direction, which is linked to the on-gmog revolt against almost every
form of politics. But such a revolt is generateddnyillusory fantasy that believes in
a state of conditions that is not possible, givee nature of the human as
Machiavelli depicts it, unless he opens himselateformation of that image and

identity.

Further on, in Book VII Chapter 12 of thistory of Florencevengefulness
can be identified even in the bitterness of theecinee people who only resort to
aggression rather than debate: “to people withingtleft to do often are the tool of
him who is attempting to cause a revolution” (Masfilli 1965: 1352). In disputes

over the changes of power and alliances over Mitdten, with Francesco, The

145 «Revolution” here, is used to translafare novitd which literally means “making novelty.”
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Duke of Milan, the Florentines would easily “haveapons in their hands,” and
“with either trickery or force,” either method irimally “would cause the ruin of the
Florentine Republic” (Machiavelli 1965: 1353).

As one can easily see, Machiavelli had little favior revolution. We have
displayed the limitation in Arendt's claim on Maakelli in his relation to
revolution. The modern revolution simply valued mpa and nothing else, similar
to the flawed consciousness of the people generbhtedveakness and false
deception that only caused a further decline iraoization. The modern is only
beginning to see that under the modern principhy, revolution cannot restore

order unless those principles are overtaken fandrignes.

Machiavelli isnot an “ancestor” of anyone yet, since hardly anyougside
of the short-lived Garibaldi revolution of the nieenth century, has attempted to
re-instigate a revolution through a renewed versibrthe Renaissance. Under a
new identity generated by the greatness of excmdleof the old, Garibaldi
attempted the setting-up a mixed constitution wathunified military might, to
capture the entire nation. On these premises, Maehi surely would become an
ancestor to great revolutions. But it never corgthuMachiavelli implies that if
hardly any attempt is made along these lines, theorder or tyranny will continue.
A true revolution is needed but the analysis sanfgulies that it is directed to a new
framework with divergent principles of philosophyetaphysics, and religion than
the modern contentions.

To lessen her errors, Arendt corrects her previoesws on Machiavelli as
being a modern revolutionary. She ends by idemgfyinodernity as characterized
by the break up of tradition, and that “all revadas since the French have all gone
wrong, ending in either restoration or tyranny” ¢Adt 1954: 141). All “salvation
provided by tradition have become inadequate” (Ateh954: 141). The new
political realm that has the “awareness that theeoof authority transcends power
and those who are in power,” must be in the re-n@akif a sacred beginning. If it is
“without the religious trust in a sacred beginnir{g§fendt 1954: 141), it will not be

a successful revolution.
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One can sense that it is a partial apology andxpltaeation of her previous
mistakes. At first, she realizes that revolutionswet used at a time when one
thinks it could: “It is therefore more than merdignarian interest to note that the
word ‘revolution’ is still absent when we are mastlined to think we could find it,
namely, in the historiography and political theofythe early Renaissance in Italy”
(Arendt 1963: 28). She disentangles him from modewolutions: “What makes
him so relevant for a history of revolution, in whihe was but a forerunner is that
he was the first to think about the possibility fotinding a permanent, lasting,
enduring body politic” (Arendt 1963: 29). She digfilishes him from the modern
conceptualization of “newness” used in modern netrohs: “In other words, the
specific revolutionary pathos of the absolutely n@iva beginning which would
justify starting to count time in the year of thevolutionary event, was entirely
alien to him” (Arendt 1963: 29-30). His revolutiogaspirit “was in the institutions
of Roman antiquity” (Arendt 1963: 30). The modegvalution did not “revive
antiquity,” nor achieve the “task of foundationAréndt 1963: 30) which was the
task of forming a cornerstone. This was not donmadern revolutions; therefore,
one could say, they were not revolutions, as favashiavelli was concerned.

This does not dispel newness nor revolution butcthr@exts applied to the
contemporary technological age, require to be nawslyceived by the prudence in
the challenging judicial decisions, whether to pres or dispense traditional
practices. These decisions are dependent on thesasent of strength and vitality
in the growth of civilization, through a clear ayst of the conditions.

The call to re-direct politics to any remainingtug is something that makes
Machiavelli archetypal in the grand spectrum. Magklli contested upon the
development of activities that other thinkers cawbd, that many values with which
he had to contend with, persisted in thecline of politicswhich broke up the
natural and historical cycle of return for growtivthat made him exceptional was
the unparalleled condition he was in. The framewtbit later developed into the
identity of “modern values” were succumb to elersetitat persisted in the
downfall of essential elements in human politicales.

Much of his work that has been ignored is that rrirectly composed a

prognosis for future times. His “path not yet treddoy anyone” comes from the
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recognition that we need masters more so than gy tme in history for a return
to growth in civilization. A significant revolutiomust be reached for the required
level of mastery to form that path in the re-esthiphent of entities that have been
almost completely lost today. If the re-configupatiof ancient consciousness has
been re-gained in him, then it is a possibilitycéin change the modern limited
conception of time and the relinquishment of autiiathat impede upon a true
revolution. The display of such a possibility withiis works and world view shows
his originality as being significant for contempigraimes. One can concur that
Machiavelli’s form of revolution involves an ariistrevolution, where politics is a
work of art, which embodies within it, a new formomnsciousness that disrupts the

now questioned classical Western consciousness.

198



CHAPTER VI

THE EVALUATION OF MACHIAVELLI AS
RELEVANT FOR CONTEMPORARY POLITICAL THOUGHT

“The history of scientific thought as it has unfettin the West,
Is a history of errors seen through.”
Lee HarrisCivilization and Its Enemies: The Next Stage otdtlis

After asking a former American and now Canadiawl, an
a former mentor and now colleague and close friend,
about his opinion on the US invitation on Iraq that
began the 2003 War on Iraq, he answered with five
words: “The Rubicon has been crossed.”

Freedom,that terrible word inscribed on the chariot of sterm’,
is the motivating principle of all revolutions. Wadut it, justice seems
inconceivable to the rebel’s mind. There comesa tihowever, when
justice demands the suspension of freedom. Theor ten a grand or
small scale, makes its appearance to consummatevbleition.
Albert CamusThe Rebel

6.1. Preface: Time of Transition

Up to this point, we have carefully analyzed Maekili’'s primary works
and others closely related. Suggestions have beele that the lessons learned can
be applied to the present-day. This chapter wilaexd on those suggestions and
conclusive notions from the previous four chaptars] display the level of value of
Machiavelli for today.

The analysis of Machiavelli’'s primary works on tkelected themes has
been contrived from the standpoint of a generallaiity of being in a similar
“time of transition,” of the Italian Renaissancedahe present-day: the decline in
Christianity coupled with the decline towards amde of modernity. The
discoveries from the first series of educationanpises will be compared to the
discourses on similar themes by contemporary scholdis educational process
will reveal that Machiavelli can be a source foe tontemporary study of history,
religion, power, and authority. It will display thhe is relevant for the “being” or
“depth of human existence” of the contemporary ool
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As we have seen, comparative analysis is prodeicfier a better
understanding of both divergent time and space, asidvorks make for a better
comprehension of our current-day, just as he madeoraparative survey to
understand his condition from the occurrences éRbman Republic and Empire,
beginning circum-2000 years before his day, antl vaterence to legendary heroes
that go further back in time.

It appears quite concretely that Machiavelli fergsthat the future could
have elements to which he could never be directposed, just as we do not have
secure knowledge of what will happen in the futiBat it has become clear that,
through the ancient cyclical framework of time dmstory, he incorporated in his
educational process, events that not only havergaatin his time, but also to those
which have not yet occurred in his future. Thissprdg analysis displays that
Machiavelli is not temporal. His insights can belega to various times in history
and geographical spaces.

The contemporary insight and consciousness prodogelde contemporary
realm of political thought, that sees the declinariodernity and that envisions a
rise of consciousness of being beyond and abowue itpmprised less so by the
popular consciousness of the common people. Yet, cam still make a simple
argument that Machiavelli is more important toddmart previous times, and
provides an educative approach for the transitiommf the consciousness of

modernity to one beyond or above it, which we hean in contemporary thought.

6.2. Contemporary History and Its Alignment with Machiavelli

It will be revealed that contemporary history skawe flaws in the modern
sense of history, and ways for its productive recgyand forgetting. This claim
can be rendered from Machiavelli’'s lessons on hystas it does on further insights
on our contemporary state of nature.

Today modern history as progress can be viewedcatiy as “a thing of the
past.” The denouncement of modern views of histergupported primarily by the
contemporary figures of Nietzsche and Hannah Areftie use of a renewed
history, similar to the ancient, is aligned witlcklan argument:

200



Historia absconditd*® Every great human being
exerts a retroactive force: for his sake all otdmg is
placed in the balance again, and a thousands sexdret
the past crawl out of their hiding places — irhis
sunshine. There is no way of telling what may yet
become a part of history. Perhaps the past is still
essentially undiscovered! So many retroactive ®rce
are still needed! (Nietzsche 1974: 104).

This sentiment was repeated in Arendt’s “What Ishduity?”:

It could be that only now will the past open uput
with unexpected freshness and tell us things no one
has yet had ears to hear. But it cannot be dehigd t
without a security anchored tradition — and thes lok

this security occurred severely hundred years ago —
the whole dimension of the past has also been
endangered. We are in danger of forgetting, ant suc
an oblivion —quite apart from the contents thenselv
that could be lost — would mean that, humanly
speaking, we would deprive ourselves of one
dimension, the dimension of depth of human
existence. For memory and depth are the same, or
rather, depth cannot be reached by man except
through remembrance (Arendt 1954: 94).

History now, is not the historiological vision ofggress, but a reassignment of
confronting it, inquiring about it, “sitting in jugement over it” for health in the
vitality of life. Human dignity may be won back bysing above modern
historicism, by starting a “denial of the Hegelraght that History as Progress is the
ultimate judge” (Arendt 1982: 5¥’

Such a end to a dialectic of progress is truly rgelaof satirical, serio-
comical, rhetoric with its paradoxical quality. Rdircea Eliade, who is the leading
twentieth century thinker in the comparison of antihistory and religiosity with
the modern, it is “ridiculous audacity,” especialty believe as Hegel did, that the
greatest period of human history occurred withis duvn version of Protestantism
and within his own country. It also makes even mudeulous the claim of the
‘end of history’ asserted by either the commurdsbiogy, or the liberal one, which

146 An unknown, concealed history.

“" Hannah Arendt, Postscriptunto Thinking,” Kant's Lecturespage 5.
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was done by Francis Fukuyama, a Japanese-Amerigegaurrat. The illusory

fantasy made such ideological claims believabléhenfuture time-process, where
just “time is history.” The latter-day modern coimesness turns away from history
to focus only on the future: “Those who study higtare concerned with the
occurrences of passed times; those who conceivedsrhistory are turned to what
will happen in the future” (Grant 1969: 10).

The notion of “time as history” was begun by Geofgnt, a twentieth-
century Canadian political philosopher, a Nietzeghand Roman Catholic that also
taught religion. The historical consciousness ohé& as history” is still dominant
today, yet it is limited in providing an understargl of who we are in relation to
our natural condition. This limited view of ‘hisgoris a part of the modern project,
and Grant lists Rousseau, Kant, and even Hegbekiag within this limited modern
understanding of history: “the modern conception hegtory first made its
appearance in the thought of men such as Rouskaatj,and Hegel. The realm of
history was distinguished from the realm of naty(@fant 1969: 6).

Any viewpoint from such a limited sense of histoy the modern
consciousness is only a “temporal abstraction,”reakdown of memory which
impedes upon knowledge. Its reactionary impulsey ogives a limited
understanding of the reality of the present, anghot predict to any significant
degree the occurrences of the future. In the recement of history came the
attempt for the modern man to “make history” diffietr from the past, as the
modern man was re-oriented by the ideology of megr

men oriented to that future in which great evehts t
have yet been, will be. They conceived time as ithat
which human accomplishments would be unfolded; that
is, in their language of their ideology, as progres
Whatever differences there may have been between th
three dominant ideologies of our century — Marxist
communism, American liberalism, national socialism
they all similarly called men to be resolute inithe
mastery of the future (Grant 1969: 10).

But with the praise in an absolute end, the opmpsendency began to be
conceived, as George Grant tells us: “Westernization became world wide just

as it becomes increasingly possible to doubt gsiaptions” (Grant 1969: 2). The
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assumed modern ‘mastery’ turns into a slavish quoed perspective of illusory
ignorance. The breakdown of Hegelian idealism iagpeevealed.

Under the modern consciousness, “time as histerghtirely opposed to the
experience of eternal recurrence directed towaadsed events in ancient cyclical
cosmology, which Machiavelli used as his basic atlue method. The passing of
time in the modern consciousness bypasses anyigbtaato meaningful action
upon influential circumstances. If anything, thedam avoids such circumstances
in lacking the desire to confront the alleged diffties involved. The turning back
to the ancient consciousness is a potential, amggsssary in confronting the on-
growing decline of modern principles.

History should be re-constructed; in reality, itncéormulate a better
assessment of superiority and inferiority, andnsigates factors that have been
lost in the political agenda of modernity, suchaigue, excellence, prudence,
honour, and glory. Machiavelli can provide thesarednts.

One can return to Hannah Arendt, since in her @ndfitradition and the
Modern Age,” inBetween Past and Futurshe paints a clearer picture of the
modern sense of history. The ‘victory’ of the madage, with its beginning in the
turning away from history, “does not mean that tradal concepts have lost their
power over the minds of men” (Arendt 1954: 26)arfything, “this power of well-
worn notions and categories becomes more tyranagtie tradition loses its force
and as the memory of its beginning recedes” (Aret24: 26). The break in
history “sprang from a chaos of mass perplexitieshe political scene and of mass
opinions in the spiritual sphere which the total#ga movements, through terror and
ideology, crystallized into a new form of governrh@md domination” (Arendt
1954: 26). The attempt of great thinkers like Hetgebreak away from historical
tradition “may have foreshadowed this event,” aengvthat “marks the division
between the modern age” (Arendt 1954: 27). Therethat lessons from the past
were no longer able to cope with the modern teagioal age, was an error that
may have caused, as Arendt states, “the actualt @fetotalitarian domination”
(Arendt 1954: 27). It was an error in the avoidantéistory. At such an event,
history became silent. The contemporary age isnoagy to see that the silence of

history may allow terror to continue.
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In the last chapter of her last book, “The abys$reédom and th@uovo
ordo seclorunt in “Willing, Part Two” of The Life of the MindHannah Arendt
states explicitly that Machiavelli started the @anporary search in antiquity. For
her, this is “what started a entirely new beginhi@grendt 1971: 210 II). Her “new
order” displays the mistake of the modern misurtdeding of newness extending
from the complete rejection of antiquity and anlyjgreus sentiment in politics. Yet,
these lessons, “starting with Machiavelli, had goémeRoman antiquity” (Arendt
1971: 210 II). They were truly a new Renaissandechv‘ransacked the archives of
Roman antiquity for ‘ancient prudence’ to guidenthen the establishment of a
Republic” (Arendt 1971 : 210 Il). The Renaissanaa be more fervently seen as
being beyond the modern Enlightenment. Machiavelia predecessor for today,
the contemporary period beyond modernity.

“History” is used in the study of a dimension e#lity, a dimension that is
crucial in Machiavelli’s educative direction. Itroes from the assumption that we
are historical beings. All things have a histofhye tstars, the plants, the animals,
trees, lakes, rivers and oceans. It involves aological explanation of who and
what we are. It is an attempt to revive a meanmtbifé. The understanding of the
meaning involves the forming of an adequate stéth® nature of our own species
and all others, in our own space and time. Onecoarceive that Machiavelli was
well-aware of these aspects as essential in hisatidnal process.

The breakdown of popular beliefs generated by modeience and the
technological age is a sign of the acknowledgeméntihilism: modern beliefs are
no longer believable, and no longer mean anythirgg.overcome nihilism is to
recognize it first, and to bring back what has ble¢n what has been abused by the
modern project; this is all done in order to enlgghthe human, to come to know
his nature, his time and place on earth. The measiuworth is in the measure of
strength. “The strongest,” in Nietzsche’s judgmemg “those richest in health who
are equal to most misfortunes and therefore naffread of them” (Nietzsche 1967:
38). The judgment on the use or abuse of histoty ise measured by the level of
acceptance of reality. Man'’s position on earth hrstlory, his cosmology, must be
changed in order to encompass a truer understandihg nature of earth and man,
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and thus a cosmological understanding of time asitty. This is a new challenge
for the contemporaries.

Nietzsche’s understanding of nihilism is similar te breakdown of
concepts and meanings of the previous world in NMeevtli’'s experience, with very
little insight in confronting the new challenge$i€Be lessons can be extracted from
careful readings of Machiavelli. His re-establistoedmological and cyclical sense
of history provides the means to productively restiute the worth in history at
the “end of history,” similar to the need stated the scholars in the realm of
contemporary thought. The proper interpretatiothef“end of history” is the “end
of modernity.” The use of history in Machiavelligiucational approach can be a
foundation for creating a re-invigorating use ofstbry. A renewed ancient
cosmology can form the productive criticism of madhistoricism. Contemporary
historicism attempts to overrule the modern. Thengjth in Roman concept can be
re-born, where it,

conceived of history as a storehouse of examples
taken from actual political behaviour, demonstigtin
what tradition, the authority of ancestors, demande
from each generation and what the past had
accumulated for the benefit of the present (Arendt
1954: 64-65).

For Machiavelli, the differences in the cycle indduan ebb and flood in
politics, as there is in Nature. But the Flood rbaysustained instead of the €Bb.
Machiavelli is only ‘modern’ in the realization bking at the forefront of seeing
the “end” of modernity, therefore, he is linked hvithe contemporary “radical”
view, the meaning of “radical” that is forgotten fime present-day: the means of
approaching the “fundamental roots” to acquire av n@olitical process, not
eradicating all such fundamentals as we have se®adical’ modern revolutions.

Through the works of Machiavelli, a renewal of #ecient forms of the
understanding of nature and history for true humetion can be a stepping stone to
overcome the flaws in modern ‘political’ movemethst are mostly the result of

the destructive and uncontrollable elements inplag of forces of power, which

18 For Polybius, the focus was on the “ebb” of therfaa Republic; but for Machiavelli, “The
Flood” is nearby, since so much of the Roman Reptials been forgotten.
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are moving towards a growing inhumanity in man,retleough, in foreseeing the
disastrous effects of modernity, such a claim appieiealistic in itself. It involves a
call for courage and bravery, which were motivadiofactors in Machiavelli’s

works.

Such an appeal displays Machiavelli as ground-lingain the traditional
“Western world view,” and the “substance of Westdmought.” The lessons he
reveals can be a cornerstone for the re-formulatiomeed for a renewed identity.
At this “time of transition,” it has been revealde modernity is in decline, whose
historical and religious morality is becoming marencretely degenerated. It is
more clearly degenerated in its use of “time aghys’ which is only the passing of
time with no influential meaning.

At the decline of modern times, a creative staisceequired to form the
grounds for a new framework in which to addressekgeriences of another “time
of transition.” Our contemporary times, as stdbydmany thinkers, are times of
crisis, times of nihilism. Yet this assertion iscaessary to rise above the nihilistic
condition. The superabundance of meanings fromati@ents provide a creative
stance for re-formulation of civilization, hopefglwith virtu and prudence, a
“retroactive force,” with nobility of character, artrue liberty. It can involve an
eternal recurrence, therefore a re-birth in anca@simological historicism. This is
the clearly given reason for the contemporary appeMachiavelli. That is why
one can say that Machiavelli is on the brink ofilism, therefore the beginnings of
a re-birth, a re-formulation to rise above chaatienoil. At such times, we need a
new Renaissance, to which Machiavelli can be acgour

It has been established, that in Machiavelli’'s okaistory, an imitation of
antiquity is required in the productive responsa fallen civilization. The decision
of its remembrance or forgetting is merited by strength in facing the reality of
the present condition. Human nature is considergdMachiavelli as being
generally the same over time. Nevertheless, thrdugiwledge coming from the
ancient cosmological view of history, and the depetent of strong virtuous
judgment under ensuing conditions can tame the poWwEortuna This historical
lesson is not only for the nationalization of Itabyt over all times and places. The
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study of history entices its use in performing megful actions. It is valuable

therefore in contemporary historicism.

6.3. ‘New’ Contemporary Ideas on Religion

No other entity in the present-day calls for a&oaceptualization more than
the term “religion.” Arising studies on the subjéatm the school of thought of the
“criticism of credibility” in contemporary times. évertheless, religious scholars go
beyond the traditional understandings of the tlmeén monotheistic religions, and
one can say in a Machiavellian manner. He too, fribv@ standpoint of the
“criticism of credibility,” engaged in a re-integgation of Christianity, which
brought about the possibility that which is typigabpposed in Christianity -
ancient paganism - could actually be its truer ciggn. Many problems that must
be contended today are similar to those of Maclhiiaiéany problems identified in
the present-day are similar to those which Machiafaeed.

The spiritual crisis that we face today is largean what Machiavelli
encountered. As the one-time Catholic nun, and melgious scholar, Karen
Armstrong, tells us, “by the sixteenth century,cnplex process was at work in
Europe and, later, its American colonies which wansforming the way that
people thought and experienced the world” (Armgir@000: 61). “Inventions and
innovations” made for conclusive effects. The mgalhiethos was undermined, the
meaning of the term was obversed, and “new ideastaBod, religion, the state,
the individual, and society arose” (Armstrong 20@Q). This change started a
“violent era,” with “destructive wars and revolut® violent uprooting, the
despoliation of the countryside, and hideous religistrife” (Armstrong 2000: 61).
The growth of modernity produced,

bloodshed, persecution, inquisition, = massacre,
exploitation, enslavement, and cruelty. We are
witnessing the same bloody upheavals in countres i
the developing world which are going through the
painful modernizing process today (Armstrong 2000:
61).

It seems Machiavelli would have agreed with thisd'@f modernity,” as “a
profound sense of terror, a sense of meaninglessreb annihilation, [that] would
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be part of the modern experience” (Armstrong 2090). It affected not only
Christianity, but the other monotheistic religiaswell:

..the exuberant exhilaration of modernity was bemig

to give way to a nameless dread. This would affiett

only the Christians of Europe, but Jews and Muslims

who had also been drawn into the modernizing psces

and found it equally perplexing (Armstrong 2000).97
Anarchic conditions frequently abuse religion foortendous conspiratorial
activities both in what has been described as ‘&mmehtal Islamicism,” and
“Christian fundamentalism.” Generally speaking, Mawvelli encountered similar
dilemmas, and his educative approach proposed batter comprehension of the
relations between historicism and religion, whicaswevident in ancient paganism
with the final goal to develop judicial practicesgolitics.

The notion of “fundamental faith” that we hear siben in the claim of
“Islamic fundamentalists” in the media and in p@ulrhetoric is a
misrepresentation, since the true “fundamentalsredigion” have been lost
(Armstrong 2000: 365). Armstrong states, “we mugpraciate the depth of this
neurosis” (Armstrong 2000: 368-369), since “fundataBsm is not a throwback to
the past; they are modern, innovative, and modegiiZArmstrong 2000: 369).

As Armstrong concludes, “secularism and religioaghf are profoundly
threatened by one another” (Armstrong 2000: 36&)eology and ideology are
rooted in fear, not for respect for God, gods, satimens, auspices, and auguries,
but a revengeful fear for other humans simplistycabncocted as enemies. The
final claim is the need for the combination of thendamentalists and the
secularists:

fundamentalists must evolve a more compassionate
assessment of their enemies in order to be trubeio
religious traditions, secularists must also be more
faithful to their benevolence, tolerance, and resper
humanity which characterizes modern culture as its
best, and address themselves more emphaticallyeto t
fears, anxieties, and needs which so many of their
fundamentalist neighbours experience but which no
society can ignore (Armstrong 2000: 371).
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The final lesson is one of a blending of two nolgnapposing religious tendencies,
of secularism and modern religions that can corgether in a productive manner.
It is a common mode in Machiavelli’'s teachings.

The lesson here is that secularism is not the vegplanswer to the
“neurosis” in modern forms of religious fundamersta@. With Machiavelli's
teachings, religiosity is distinctly a product afirhan nature. Its harmful decline
calls for a new rebirth of the ancient. Machiavefiiroduces a Renaissance to
religion. His renewed sense of religion is certaunhique and original.

Monotheistic Occidental religions, especially thedarn transformations in
Christianity, have developed themselves througlurghér separation of religion
from the former sacredness of nature, where mosigshin the modern
consciousness are perceived as profane. Max Weaber,chapter entitled “The
Social Psychology of the World Religions,” ilfrom Max Weber: Essays in
Sociology (1958), recognizes the oppositions between morsitbeDccidental
religions and present-day forms of politics. Max B&Es essential educative
direction is to set-up a new framework for the eomporary study of sociological
and political affairs.

Though both are argued as belonging to “corporatioaity,” the religious
form of authority is in contention with politicalthority. In considering all ruling
powers, Weber cites the “profane” with the “polti¢ and the “religious” with the
“apolitical.” This haphazard legal separation ‘fgesifically modern” (Weber 1958:
294). There is a competition between each contigsgalm for their own version
of legitimacy: “These types are constructed byd®ag for the basis dégitimacy
which the ruling power claims” (Weber 1958: 294heTgeneral confrontation is
revealed between the secularization of the modaiitiqal sphere, with the
competitive authority of the religious sphere.

The bases for which religions establish authority & contrast to the
political sphere. The modern political sphere isdshon “material efficiency,” and
religious authority is based on “salvation” whictvolves a view of the “world of
abnegation” with “ascetic and contemplative maragiohs” (Weber 1958: 325).
The quest for salvation is ascetic and continugken‘Occidental religions.” They

seem active to tame “the beastly and the wickedtthey are “Janus-faced”: “On
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the one hand, abnegation of the world, and on therpmastery of the world by
virtue of the magical powers obtained by abnegatidheber 1958: 327). The
“Occidental sects of religion” are linked to metgpics, since the “ineradicable
demand for a theology,” is “the metaphysical comicepof God and of the world”
(Weber 1958: 275). From this knowledge, we camcthat Machiavelli’s re-birth
in religion includes a dismantling of the moderfigieus consciousness, which is
linked to metaphysics.

The “ineradicable” demand for a God is similar the ineradicable modern
belief that technological elements can control wweld. It has been revealed that
such a ‘logical’ process ends up subverting itskiktead of the superiority of
civilization, one discovers the sense of nihilism.

We have a general similarity of Machiavelli’'s atism of Christianity and
its by products, with the thinker who is the souafethe extensive criticism of
Christianity and modernity, Friedrich Nietzsche.r Rdietzsche, “Christianity’s
triumph over Rome is the triumph of slave-moralibyer master-morality”
(Dannhauser 1973: 789). They are similar in idgmig the determining context of
the strong and the weak: “slave-morality is a rgpecof the strong by the weak”
(Dannhauser 1973: 789). The worst effect of Clamsty for Nietzsche is
synonymous with Machiavelli, that the slavish-weakues produce the “deliberate
degeneration and atrophy of man” (Nietzsche 196H: Nietzsche reveals that
modern ideologies stem from Christianity: “Both dmracy and socialism preach
egalitarianism and both have true heirs of Chmsilya and slave morality”
(Dannhauser 1973: 790).

In retrospect, the grand-weaving ancient framevamtepted differences in
religious beliefs and ethnic customs, and learmech them as they were within the
cosmological inter-woven tapestry. Modern formgedigion are similar to modern
politics —they break down that cosmological inter-woven tagedhe Christian
leaders took advantage of the propensity of theleeto enslave themselves under
those in power, through the dogmatization of theouchable morality of good and
evil, with no consideration of the nature of thendidons. The continuation of
another form of dogmatized enslavement occurrechadern ideologies, both left

and right, which were generated by the false iinsiof grandeur. A renewed sense
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of religion is demanded with strength and detertimomain the people for politics
and military affairs. It is a request for a religiochange in culture today, tomorrow,
and yesterday. This would have an effect on pslitiecause his religiosity is not
separated from politics.

Machiavelli’'s unique and original sense of religia® divergent from
current-day Occidental religions. It involves a domation of religion and politics.
One can infer that his depiction of ‘religion’ diags and is opposed to limitations
of both the secularism of modern politics and tbetexts of Occidental religions.
His renewed ancient pagan religion is similar ® tise of ancient history, which is
to be incorporated in the present-day to corrediaivs. In this conception, it points
to a re-configuration of these elements in the gmeday that may be addressed to

alleviate the violent tensions between religioud palitical powers.

6.4. The Present-Day Dominance in ‘Political’ Power

We have seen through the study on Machiavelli omgppthat the modern
attachment of politics to power is limited in twades: the concentration on power
is a denouncement of orderly politics, and it hasyvfew barriers towards its
“good” or “bad” use. Power is multi-fold and mardao such an extent that any
particularity or concrete definition can easilydstorted, disorienting and obscure.
Machiavelli’'s lessons are valuable, since they gl®the means to deal with the
complexities and intricacies of power. MachiavelWith primarily his literary
artistry, displays an implicit criticism of partiew forms of power. The educational
insights arrived at from such an approach, can toelyctive in revealing the
shortages in contemporary conceptions that do vertioe modern frailties.

Gramsci and Althusser are examples of the efféesstudy of Machiavelli
had on the early-onto-the-middle of the twentiethtary. We see in these neo-
Marxists a transgression from modernity to one fagnbeyond that consciousness
and time period. They were profoundly influencedMbgchiavelli, as were others.
As Gopal Balakrishnan stated in a recent articleTire New Left Review
Machiavelli formed “an arc across the political niamcluding “Carl Schmitt,
Wyndam Lewis, Leo Strauss, Benedetto Croce, Raymanah,” who also

“identified the century as Machiavellian” (Balakrigan 2005: 6). Machiavelli
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influenced a different spirit in Althusser, breeagliopnigueness amongst his other
works. For Althusser, Machiavelli was “a more radliand original theorist than

any successor in the communist tradition,” (Baktknan 2000: 1) stating

Althusser’s dedication, that Machiavelli, “withoatdoubt [is] the author who has
most fascinated me, much more so than Marx” (Baéhkian 2000: 1).

On the positive side, Gramsci employed a partteralion from the flaws of
Marxism when he envisioned that the civil societyld interrupt the power of the
State, breaking down the firm separation of theicstire and superstructure.
Gramsci’'s general analysis is done through his tasminology stemming from the
early twentieth century experience, and reveals ititiecacies involved in his
established levels of performance of a “hegemorhdt tis somewhat beyond
modern conceptualization. The civil society for @exi comprised of the
intellectual and moral elements engendering leaderand consent. The state
involved the political element, which engenderedchahation, subjugation, coercion
and force. For Gramsci, his present-day struggtepfsver was amongst consent
and force. Consent involved agreement and willisgn® obey authority, while
force, the opposing contention, involved corruptipmanny, and the practices of
unscrupulous leaders.

Gramsci also revealed acquiring lessons frdrhe Prince on the
interrelations of power and authority. Gaining powecame the first necessity in
his condition through the need of intellectual amdral leadership. But after
acquiring power, one should not enforce dominabgrforce, but by the consent
formulated by the intellectual and moral leadershipere is agreement in the
recognition made by Gramsci thEhe Princeformulates lessons beyond acquiring
power or force towards consent: “there are allusitmnthe moment of hegemony or
consent inThe Princetoo” (Gramsci socserv2: 125fn). The pathway to eahgan
be claimed as a re-configuration of authority, e tMachiavellian sense of
authority, to counter the force of the “corruptiamd fraud” of the power of
dictatorship, which is the formulation of the statghout any contribution by the
civil society.

Gramsci was fruitful in adapting to his own conaliti His views were

directed to the situations at the beginning of tlentieth century, of a global
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economy, and the internationalization of the rieapitalism. But some elements
of importance for Machiavelli were not considergd Gramsci. Even though, he
produced alternatives to the assessed limitationiglarxism, some contradictions
remained continuously unresolved. It is clear tay “alternative hegemony” for
Machiavelli must display a foundational cornersteéadormulate authority which
displays a high level of excellence, prudenceueirthonour, and glory. One must
imitate the ancients, especially in times of tudmdiegemony should be a
combination of adapting to force in a chaotic ctindi with a later consent that
requires the goals and values stemming from trulkeoaity. It is this element that
balances “the combination of force and consent,ictvimeans “without force
predominating over consent” (Gramsci socserv2: 188 can surmise that the
consent of an alternative hegemony, or an autharitylachiavelli’'s terminology,
must challenge the “dialectical unity” or the “diatical relation” between force and
consent with a more divergent consciousness inigiray a clear analysis of the
contemporary condition, and acting productively aod it.

For Gramsci, his ‘modern prince’ was the Commupestty. But today, “it
would seem that faith in the guiding role of thedtlérn Prince’ — the Communist
Party — is fundamentally misplaced in today’s sowarld” (Morton 2007: 207).
For Althusser, the “recognition of the cycle in tbry,” with his notion of
“revolutionary materialism,” formed a duality witthe impossibility of a definite
solution” (Balakrishnan 2005: 2). But he partialigsolves it in “revolutionary
practice” by assuming that Machiavelli threw oug ttyclical use of history iithe
Prince It must be accepted that a final answer can neggtnown when dealing
with politics, especially an ill-conceived one.

Any revolution without any hindsight of an uprisitgerarchic balance of
forces in a republican constitution is not a goedbiution. Such a revolution under
false precepts only furthers disorder, and is apgm of the banishment of
authority with the destructive and unjust use olvpo Machiavelli “for the future”
does not mean that he is “taken out of the histbgontexts.” This is clear falsity.
No reference is made to the Roman Republic or asgudsions on authority. His
“path not yet trodden” does not mean that he escdbe reliance on ancient

lessons. If Machiavelli does not escape “utopiausibn,” then nobody does. There
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Is no sense in Althusser or Gramsci of a degrdarafcal mockery inThe Prince
There is no recognition of the necessianjtation of the past, which is so essential
for Machiavelli. We are on that dividing line, tleéore a careless mistake or
interpretation can have enormous consequencesmaimelesson from Machiavelli
is the need for a very virtuous authority to owdrthe misguided majority of the
people, to overcome the opposing duration of thierfaauspices of civilization.
Such essential features are only partially appreadiy Althusser and Gramsci.
Yet, such strong debates indicate Machiavelli’'sontignce on these matters. He can
be the source for a better understanding of theptmaities of these factors for the
present-day.

The criticism on modern forms of power are in teeent works of Max
Weber and Michel Foucault, and they can be dessgnas particular examples of
Machiavelli’'s “lust for power,” or the unconsciogabjugation involved in being a
cog in the wheel of a more technologized moderree&pce.

For Weber, power is a determining factor in twehtieentury politics, as he
states in his “Economic and Social ConsequencesBuoifeaucracy”. “The
consequences depend therefore upon the directiochvthe powers using the
apparatus give to it. A very frequently a cryptotphic distribution of power has
been the result” (Weber 1958: 230). Power is irsadial relations so that it need
not be confined to a single area of the state. Gdigespeaking, modern versions of
sovereignty involve the acquisition, establishmanij distribution of power in the
modern-state. Weber defines the modern-state “amlyerms of the specific
means, that is, “to every political association, nametiie use of physical force”
(Weber 1958: 78). Power involves “pressure, intetimh, coercion or violence”
(Heywood 1994: 87). It is one, which we have ledrrm®ntrasts most severely with
authority: “threat or exercise of force, coerci@nde regarded as the anti-thesis of
authority” (Heywood 1994: 88).

In modernity, the sovereignty of the monarchy iangsferred to the
“ownership by means of administration,” or bureawggr It can be efficient at
times, but under full consideration, the machitke-kuality can easily erase any of
the humane elements: “The price of great efficieheyfeared, was a more de-

personalized and inhuman social environment, tygifby relentless spread of
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bureaucratic forms of organization” (Heywood 19982). “Under normal
conditions,” he writes, “the power position of dlyudeveloped bureaucracy is
always over-towering” (Weber 1958: 232). Weber Higantly recognizes the loss
in the modern-state in the crucial distinctionsaissn public and private concerns
through the dominance of bureaucratic power. “the-pdrsonalization of
administrative management by bureaucracy does ewaize any distinction or
separation of the public and private fully and mnpiple” (Weber 1958: 239).
These observations display the dominance of bleakep in modern politics, and
are closely related to the lessons learned froarefal reading ofrhe Prince.

Power is all encompassing for Foucault: “It seemse that itis ‘always,
already there’, that one is never outside it” (Rt 1972: 141). There are
distinctions that one can assess are productikesiructive in Foucault’'s analysis
of power, slightly similar to the power of necegséind lust for power in
Machiavelli. They can be felt in the confusing ‘fickl struggle” in the dichotomy
of “discursive practices”. some significant in @flienment, others reductive to
knowledge through the dominance of power:

It seems to me that this whole intimidation witre th
bogy of reform is linked to the lack of strategradysis
appropriate to political struggle, to struggleghe field
of political power. The role of theory today seetmsne
to be just this: not to formulate the global systém
theory which holds everything in place, but to ggeal
the specificity of mechanisms of power, to locdte t
connections and extensions, to build little byldita
strategic knowledge (Foucault 1972: 145).

The importance of the discursive practice for ditkgment is on the civil
society and its relation to the state. It involeesanalysis of the “governmentality”
of the state, which he sees as a study of its ‘@@ogy”: “Foucault deploys the
concept of governmentality as a ‘guideline’ forganeaology of the modern state’”
(Lemke 2007: 1). For him, productive power rests this recognition. Its
importance has a global effect. Power is produdtiveugh this form of knowledge
opposed to bureaucracy and political factionalism.

These two antithetical conceptions beyond the tesmgood and evil are
similar to Machiavelli’'s “power of necessity,” whids also mostly comprised as a
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“play with nature,” which is different than the nes of good and evil in the
maintenance of authority. As Gordon states, forcdaolt, power involves “the
tendency towards strife and play with nature” (Falt 1972: 234). As such, “he
introduces the double methodological principle elitnality or scepticism of an
analysis of power” that consists in various fornissovereignty (Foucault 1972:
235). Up to this point, he is in line with the thags that have been revealed by
Machiavelli. Machiavelli more forcibly engendersaptice and action under the
difficult decision of what is right and what is wrg. Machiavelli is involved in
literary discourse on elements of power, as thegotme dominant in the
formulation of actions and reactions at times dftjgal turmoil. All of the subjects
touched upon by Foucault can be demonstrated in cihrexts by which
Machiavelli reveals power.

Machiavelli’'s running paradox and oxymoron usaghigsatirical literature
gets incorporated into the study of contemporarmfof Foucault’s “biopolitical
power.” The most explicit example is in the contengpy Italian scholar Giorgio
Agamben, whose influential bookEhe State of Exceptioand Homo Sacer:
Sovereign Power and Bare Liffemonstrate thaFoucault did not have a clear
awareness of his own new category of power foremopbrary analysis. The work
of Giorgio Agamben captures more than others ttaelatnent of the contemporary
understanding in the realm of political thoughtatdMachiavellian approach; one
that goes beyond modernity, and engenders a pigduahalysis, synthesis, and
criticism of current-day events.

Agamben goes back to ancient Rome to demonstretenparative analysis
for a better understanding of the current-day @ipl, and traces the lower level
of humanity and its animalistic roots that are ated in modernity. It involves the
potential disastrous situation similar to Machi#éiielwhere the ‘high’ are actually
low, and the ‘low’, who should be high, are actyafistracized by the crude
inhumane abuses of power. Even though this seerastelil towards totalitarian
states, a similar general situation exists undatestformed under liberalism. He
claims that Hobbes' “state of nature” “justifiesethabsolute power of the
sovereign,” including the “in distinction of law @wiolence” (Agamben 1995: 35).

Agamben argues that these practices are paradigmgresent-day forms of
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government, where those in power can do almosthargt dismantling any
foundational justification in the use of law, ciliegt situations where law itself
becomes powerless.

“Bare life,” or the “re-animalization of man,” if¢ hidden basis for the
state’s sovereign power. Wars solely for econonower, with the killings of the
innocent, are justified by the common insipid cqisan which most people still
believe, and which fosters a simplistic identityfloénd and enemy in ideology or
reduced forms of religion. Any attachment for eaoiodeterminism involves the
dehumanization of man, since it involves the jusdtion of atrocities in inhumane
warfare and terrorism. These lessons in Agambereasdy derived from a close
study and use of Machiavelli.

The dismissal of justice is becoming a paradigncurrent-day ‘political’
practice. This real analysis of our current-dayatibn is presented by Agamben, in
going back to ancient Rome and discovering, withoeetive power, the present-
day extent of the downfall in human civilization politics. For Agamben, it is to
get back to the Homo sacer(sacred man)” who has an “essential function in
modern politics,” where, an,

obscure figure of archaic Roman law, in which human
life is included in judicial order solely in therfa of its
exclusion...has thus offered the key by which nadyo
the sacred texts of sovereignty but also the vedes

of political power will unveil their mysteries (Ag@en
1995: 8).

The creation of the modern-state power involves bimth of modern
democracy, “in which man as a living being presémtsself no longer as avbject
but as thesubjectof political power” (Agamben 1995: 9). He assegbesirony of
modern democracy by revealing its “specific aponmathis manner: “it wants to put
freedom and happiness of men into play in the péage — ‘bare life’ — that marked
their subjection” (Agamben 1995: 9-10). But for @ecient, there is no “bare life.”
The nature of life incorporates religion and po$twithin it. In the very moment
that modernity had arrived at a claim to supremacpyoved itself incapable of
protecting itself from unprecedented ruin. Thebris of modernity produces many
blind spots.
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‘Great State’ structures in modernity are fallingoi dissolution. A “new
perspective” is needed and certainly beyond evenatest ideologies, since by the
misunderstanding of the modern notion of State pdgethe reef upon which the
revolutions of our century have been shipwreckedtamben 1995: 17
Agamben has revealed, through reliance on the sttidytiquity, that the modern
scientific view of biopolitics incorporates a comf@ reduction from the ancient
natural sense of the sacrality of life, which antsuo a “tie” between politics and
religion frequently “re-tied.” It is clear that tidachiavellian approach can provide
much on the insights into the abuse of power byeruwyday governments or the
power elite. Machiavelli can be productive in remegthe consciousness of people
in order to generate strength in dealing with thesent-day conditions and re-
formulating the framework of analysis and actioe. ¢4n truly be “new.”

The elements of “newness” have not been incorpdratéhe cosmological
circular realm, as was done by Machiavelli. Theeatpof newness are not entirely
new beyond any recall. The “all new” or “wholly néimvolves the continuation of
chaotic turmoil. This “all new” is tied to the femés on the brink of nihilism. If it is
his usual newness, it is on the condition wherepidws is needed more, where the
fallen replicas of civilization will be heralded order to change the flaws in some
of the new ones. Machiavelli’'s “path not yet troddes to seriously play with the
forces of nature, with the bravery to accept whatesffect it may have on the
world, yet coupling this acceptance with a hiddemdpnce, one hidden by
necessity; but, the necessity is through a meanseady displaying the human
condition, which gives new ways of guiding it iretftormulation of human action.

Power, the practice of politics almost synonymoasattivities of the
modern-state, is approached by Machiavelli in a&jent and productive manner.
His politics, like religion and history, is not dehed from the cosmological world
view. He had the foresight to recognize the modenscrupulous practices;

199 Agamben makes a powerful statement in agreemehtthé sentiment on ideologies in this work,
where any revolutionary direction based on any fofrdealistic illusion does no good: “The
weakness of anarchist and Marxian critiques of3tade was precisely to have not caught sight of
this structure and thus to have quickly left &neanum imperiaside, as if it had no substance
outside of the simulacra and the ideologies invakedstify it” (Agamben 1995: 12). They are not
profound enough to invoke a true revolution. Thev&lutions’ based on them were only further
dissolutions.
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nevertheless, to accept them and challenge thehowtithe growing vengefulness
witnessed in the current-day. Machiavelli provideew” framework from which

to re-formulate the practice of politics, in order correct his and our “modern”
errors. The modern reliance almost solely on posgbyerts any call for strength,
nobility, glory, honour, and worldly virtue, disgta more of its downfall. This is his
“novelty,” providing a new form of identity of aremt valour called for in

contemporary times. His intricate sense of powevides a productive backdrop in

the study of its interrelations with authority.

6.5. Contemporary Review of Authority

For Machiavelli, the most important aspects of Igebeyond the required
pursuit of power and focuses primarily in the eksaimnent of authority. There are
some similarities with the modern, yet, and mospamantly, is in contrast to
modernity. The modern constitutional framework @ésywdeprecating on the level of
quality of human nature required for Machiaveltégjuired form of rule.

The authority we have almost lost in the twentimhtury is a “very specific
form,” and not “authority in general” (Arendt 19542). It is a very specific form
that “had been valid throughout the Western Woneroa long period of time”
(Arendt 1954: 92). Machiavelli is referred to insttarticle on the on-going topics,
and it constitutes him as important for contempptanes, due to his knowledge
and use of the ancient forms of authority in tauklthe fallacy of religious and
political degeneration that the contemporary wasldtill facing. It is hoped that
such a contention in the realm of political thougbkts exposed in such a way to
affect the practices of current-day politics.

For Arendt - and Machiavelli would agree - authonitever was power,
violence, persuasion, equal argumentation, coerawonforce. Modern common
reason does not come close to such an understatithcauthority “is always
hierarchical” (Arendt 1954: 93). The democratictsaant for equality believes that
any form of hierarchy implies elements that autiyoglearly is not: “power,
violence, coercion, persuasion, and force.” (Ared@64: 93) It is ironically
coincided with the false illusion and misdirectiohthe necessity of judgment in

egalitarian principles. Egalitarianism is not reany form of good judgment
219



involves a hierarchic practice. The necessity dardrichy is in the practice of
justice, and Machiavelli frequently displayed timisance. The understanding that
authority “is in contradistinction to both the coen by force, and persuasion
through arguments,” would be baffling to some, sittee only common conception
of hierarchy is one related to sheer brutality @&le 1954: 93). Yet it is an

alternative to the common use of persuasion, prp@da coercion, force, and
violence in present-day politics, which is promithgrused by those in power,

without just authority.

Liberty, under authority, has nothing to do witle tommon understanding
of modern freedom, which is primarily the illusorgraise of egalitarian
licentiousness, a faulty extreme of the lack ohatity. Authority, as Arendt tells
us, includes a divergent understanding of obediamckfreedom than the modern:
authority “implies an obedience in which men retthair freedom” (Arendt 1954:
106). With the common distorted idea of freedoxhatg the present-day common
man would be completely confused by such a stater@amfusion arises at times
of transition.

With this realization, at a “time of transition}ig¢ workings of Max Weber
are also prominent for the concern of authorityP#nt Il entitled “Religion” of the
bookFrom Max Webem the chaptefThe Social Psychology of World Religions,”
he recognizes, firstly, that authority in the pastifferent than modern authority,
yet still has effects on the present-day: “The paa$ known other bases for
authority, bases which, incidentally, extend asvisat into the present” (Weber
1958: 295). From this unmentioned difference, heetgeoutlines his well-known 3
types of authority: charismatic, traditional, ar tlegal-rational or bureaucratic.
Even though the first two were prominent in thetpasvertheless, at times, “the
charismatically gifted persons, like prophets aedobs, or upon sacred tradition,”
get submitted under the legal-rational authorityhioh “is based upon an
impersonalbond to the generally defined and functional ‘dafyoffice™ (Weber
1958: 299). The right to exercise authority is giviey ‘“rationally established
norms,” in such a way that “the legitimacy of thererity becomes the legality of
the general rule” (Weber 1958: 299). On this mattar Arendt, this “general rule”

of bureaucratic authority equals a “no-man rulefieve it can turn out to be “its
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cruellest and most tyrannical versions,” with itsvisible hand” (Arendt 1958: 40).

As far as Heywood is concerned, although Weberagp@at he favours the legal-
rational or bureaucratic authority, he also recogsithat it carries with it a “de-

personalized inhuman social environment” (Heywo®84t 92).

The administrative elements of the “modern ‘conm&tin™ constitute
“orders given in the name of the impersonal normsther than “personal
authority” (Weber 1958: 294-295). Those in ‘comnmiarle guided by the
established rules, not by their own personal aitthofhis element is shared by
both the political and religious spheres. Thera ‘ikegal separation” of the “private
sphere’ and the ‘official’ sphere,” that is “specd#lly modern” (Weber 1958: 295).

For Weber, the effects of the “modern constitutiomith its “impersonal
norms,” are similar to the analysis of the impeedaiement of the modern-state in
the pre-mentioned article by Harvey Mansfield. Magblli would contest any
“impersonal” element from the typical modern asses®. This makes the
“impersonal” element of modern authority somewhainic and dubious: most
officials act as they are respondent to the authofi norms, duties of offices, and
rationally established laws, but such elements wdeved from some human
agreement. A question arises after such an obsamvdtom what goals are the
modern norms, duties, and laws derived?

The response of the people to the administratiorawhority, be it the
bureaucratic authority of today, or the monarchicpdnce-like authority at the
beginning of modernity, consists of the nature loé bn-going and increasing
number of revolutions in the latter part of humastdry. Revolution is a grand
concept of performance, involving many factors #& complex and require good
interpretation for a good understanding. There m@ny challenging common
opinions of the level of worth of revolutions. Wave seen the complexities and
difficulties in interpretation in the changing viswf Hannah Arendt on the nature

of revolutions over a few yeat¥

150 \ve see the difficulty of coming to a clear undemndiag of the effects of modern revolutions in
Arendt’s divergent interpretations of Machiavell@Biance with them, from her article “What Is
Authority?” to the boolOn Revolutionpublished nine years later. She realizes inatex Work that
there is very little recognition of authority inthahe French and American Revolutions: “The
people in Francde peuplein the sense of Revolution were neither organimadconstituted”
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As far as Andrew Heywood is concerned, as he statéss “Revolution”
section, there is a general divergence in revatgtisrom the beginning of
modernity to its latter-day. From the beginningraddern revolutions, “the English
Revolution of the 1640s and 1650s, which culminatethe Glorious Revolution,”
differed them from the previous revolutions in whithe term developed, “the
fourteenth century” (Heywood, 1994: 303). They atesl the idea of revolution as
a cyclical change, evident in the verb ‘to revolv@Heywood 1994: 303). The
following “modern” revolutions were “with the Weste idea of revolution as
progressive change” (Heywood 1994: 304).

For Machiavelli, the only manner by which a revauatwould be valued is
to re-install the revolving circular view of historto re-install an awareness of
authorial virtue in the people, to properly knove ttate of their condition, and the
means to overtake the tyrannical rulers. He coully be tied to the more recent
“East European revolutions (1989-91)” where “theialst revolution being itself
overthrown by a revolution which, to some exteoyght to resurrect pre-socialist
principles” (Heywood 1994: 304). This seems to lhe truer nature of revolution
contrasting the western idea of progress in histirgnay reveal the beginning of
knowledge that the people were deceived by modamiutions.

Often Machiavelli reveals the desire of men to ggatheir ruler, “believing
[they will] better [themselves],” but more oftenath not, they frequently “deceive
themselves, for they then experience that they tlaeevorse” (Machiavelli 1980:

11). It is very rare, as far as Machiavelli is cemzd, that people are beyond false

(Arendt 1963: 179). Any reference to “ancient liiEs” was only connected to recover property
rights (Arendt 1963: 180). There are similaritieghe American Revolution where the Constitution
under the Declaration of Independence is silertherguestion of authority. The revolution was to
dissolve any constitution, yet it was not replabgdny organized new constitution. They had “no
authority to do what they set out to achieve” (Ateh963: 184). Such revolutions comprised a
“vicious circle”; the lack of authority was onlypkaced by another lack of authority. The “spirit of
revolution” was “too modern, too self-centered’htatch the formation of the productive political
bodies of the past: “the new spirit and the begigrif something new — failed to find its appropeiat
institution” (Arendt 1963: 284). The modern infleentosses aside the educational importance of
memory to form appropriate institutions. It is nes&ry to get over the failures of revolutions:
“There is nothing that could compensate for thikifa or prevent it from becoming final, except
memory and recollection” (Arendt 1963: 284). Thisdon is obvious in the works of Machiavelli.
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deception>! Within the condition of the frequent self-deceptioevolution, for
Machiavelli, is worse than tyrannical rule. Thisegident in his reference to such
activities'*?

From Machiavelli’'s exemplary lessons, these arasdty platforms of
revolution that does no good. One can say thabtiyg “good revolution,” under
Machiavelli’'s view, was the workings of GiusepperiBaldi and Giuseppe Mazzini
in their attempt to re-establish the Roman Repuidlidtaly in the year 1849. It
began by the overthrow of the theocratic PapaleStine primarily by Giuseppe
Mazzini, and by the military conquest over the [Efrersiege by heralded Italian
national hero, Giuseppe Garibaldi. But it only éasfour months>® Nevertheless,
many Italians at present still see their actionthassource for bringing together the

Italian nationhood.

Mazzini knew that the attempt to re-establish tl@mBn Republic would
likely not last long. Nevertheless, he continued his pursuit and formed
comradeship with Garibaldi. But later, as he pridic “serious failures” came

about. He noticed his “weakness and miscalculdiiohimself” (Smith 1994: 213).

1 \We are reminded of the Gracchi revolt, the sigthefdownfall of the Roman Republic, as one of
“lust for power” generated by a hubristic ignoraticat Machiavelli conceived as the seed of
corruption. More often than not, for whatever tberse may be, in Machiavelli, the people are
ignorant or corrupt. If this ignorance is due te thlers, the blame is on them, but often the fiault
amongst the people, and even though almost athsdyMachiavelli is a republican, therefore
focusing on a public concern, often for him, thegle are often to blame for decline and
degeneration: “Theoncilium plebishad emerged as an alternative centre of powerhndoald be
manipulated by ambitious rulers” (Freeman 1996:)3%8is observation calls for the importance
and necessity of education for the people.

2 Some modern revolutions formulated state-sociadis we have seen in the former Soviet Union
and China, but now there is another version of modevolutions of seemingly opposite, but similar
movements; instead of for ‘social equality’, ifés political liberalization against state sociali®r
communism. They are also familiar on other groumetsause neither of them has succeeded. They
do not alter political and social foundatiofifiere is not enough true revolutidh appears that
Machiavelli had already perceived this insight intodern revolutions before they actually
happened.

133 Many innovations were made in those four monthes:nulti-religious and multi-ethnic openness
in the new constitution, the abolishment of cagitahishment, and the formation of a Constitutional
Assembly that formed a “Triumvirate,” a three-laggmixed constitution. One level was devoted to
its founders, another made for a senate of govanhofécials, and the third by the Revolutionary
Roman Assembly, headed by Garibaldi. Unfortunafdigzzini did something similar to what
Soderini did in Florence, his weak attempt at dipday in facing the aggressive French instead of
engaging in military action, proved fatal for themmRoman Republic (Trevelyan 1907: 117)
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With his desire for popular sovereignty he “overasted both the capability of ‘the
people’ and the possibility of reaching them witls patriotic message” (Smith
1994: 213). A small division arose between him &adibaldi.

Mazzini was a religious man throughout his entiie@ lnd he desired some
clerical element within the “governing triumviratéSmith 1994: 67), in the “new
republican constitution” (Smith 1994: 68). But Guldi was anti-clerical. As such,
Mazzini's desire for passivity held back Garibatdmilitary assertion to pursue the
French after their retreat. Yet, as George Macalilayelyan displays in recorded
speech, Mazzini challenged his complainers: “Witbse who have said or written
that the resistance of Rome to her French invaglessan error, it were useless to

discuss™ (Trevelyan 1907: 117). For Mazzini, ‘Was therefore essential to redeem
Rome; to place her once again to the summit, solthizans might again learn to
regard her as the temple of the common countrytgég&lyan 1907: 117). For him,
“the defence of the city was therefore decided ujpgrthe assembly and people of
Rome from a noble impulse and from reverence ferhtbnour of Italy” (Trevelyan
1907: 118). One can easily see the influence oRibraan Republic on Mazzini and
Garibaldi:

The Roman Republic showed its faults, but it showed

yet more abundantly the virtues, of its origin &g t

work of an extreme faction. Its history is full dfat

appeal to the ideal in man that often guides tfeedf

the individuals, but finds little direct represdida in

the government of the world, except in those raref

moments of crisis and of concentrated passion where

some despised ‘ideologue’ is lifted to the top loé t
plunging wave (Trevelyan 1907: 97).

Although Garibaldi was not “commander-in-chief,” Haever heard the

conversations of the people, or took a more or detise part in the fortification of

the town, had occasion to notice at every momeattdhribaldi, and no other, was
recognized as leader” (Trevelyan 1907: 120). It eexgainly a distinct revolution.

Modern revolutions were a contention of authoritythe common opinion,
revolutions were conceived as merited by revolagginst cruel authority. But this

is from a misinterpretation of authority, equatihgvith power. One can generalize
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modern revolutions as a reaction to the declinangient virtues that readily leads
to oppression of the people, be it in various forofisrule, from monarchy to
democracy. Yet, the ‘revolutions’ with the increagy opposed view of history, did
not “revolve” to the past to significantly bettdéretpower-relations of the state and
the people. According to Heywood (1994), there wakecreasing cyclical view of
history from the Glorious Revolution to the Vietnase Revolution of 1972. Itis
evident that studies in Machiavelli can give fruitlinderstandings of revolution,

and especially ones related to the present-day.

Giorgio Agamben reveals, with intensity, the abirsgolitical practice of
the recent American democratic government thatrtedo totalitarian means of
control. This new version of totalitarian contr@shbecome a paradigm for present-
day politics. Such proceedings continue to riseumber in the performance of
contemporary governmental techniques of power awdnority. Agamben defines
the “state of exception,” in his book of the saitie,tand which is an addendum to
Homo Sacerlt refers to an argument, stated by Carl Schthidt was used to
describe a tumultuous state: “a close relationsbigivil war, insurrection, and
resistance” (Agamben 2003: 1). It is similar to siate of Italy that Machiavelli had
to confront. But the succumbing proceedings areptetaly different.

Agamben further defines the “state of exceptiontassisting of a “point
of imbalance between public law and political fg&aint-Bonnet 2001, 28),” at the
“intersection of legal and political” (Agamben 2008).}** It comprises of the
alteration in the typical assertions of judicial ttees. It includes an alteration on
justice itself. However, the notion of “state ofception” can be abused in order for
states to avoid any form of justice. This notiosa#ing contemporary politics is
quite similar to the “state of exception” that Maurelli faced in the Italy of his

day.

134 Schmitt justifies it in the production of NazisBut obviously, Agamben displays the
“wickedness” in such a justification.
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The abuse of the “state of exception” or “statemiergency” is used for the
elites in political power to ‘justify’ unjust acts® Such conditions are at the
“border” - the crucial fine-line - in which it isifficult to ascertain the ‘good’ or
‘evil’: “the suspension of law itself...is the pireinary condition for any definition
of the relation that binds and, at the same tirbandons the living being to ‘law™
(Agamben 2003: 1). This insight into the tangiildf public law is similar to the
conflict Machiavelli recognized in his chaotic stait involves the paradoxical
notions that some ‘laws’ can be used to do horresigounjust activities. An
example is the activities of George Bush after 9o used the excuse of “state of
emergency” to “take into custody any alien suspkcteactivities that undangered
the natioanl security of the United States” (Agami003: 3). It is “entirely
removed from law” and from “judicial oversight” (Aghben 2003: 4). The only
thing that it could be possibly compared to is “tbgal situation of the Jews in the
Nazi camps” (Agamben 2003: 4). In the detaineeGuwntanamo Bay, “bare life
reaches its maximum indeterminacy” (Agamben 2003lt4oses its legal identity,
but keeps its racial identity, which is the basis lheing imprisoned. George Bush
acted like the wicked ignorant prince who did amghdesirable to fulfill his lust
for power in a so-called democratic state.

Such an activity grew from a measure of war to tieebe used as an
extraordinary police measure to cope with intersatlition and disorder, thus
changing from a real, or military state of siege,at fictitious or political one”
(Agamben 2003: 5). This is a ‘democratic’ constiutt supposedly not an
absolutist one, but it is here. It is almost athd detrimental separation of military
authority from civil authority encourages the polg of the state, as if the police
forms a mercenary military contention against naly dhe foreign enemies of the
state, but those shallowly conceived as enemiekirwihe same state. Political
factionalism is used to acquire power and to pdieestate through the mercenary

1%5We have seen this quite recently in Pakistan, asHdrraf, the military leader of the country who
is in support of the American government, has ofmira “state of emergency” whose justification is
being severely questioned as being only a meaasdoire power. The recent assassination of
Benazir Bhutto in January in 2008, is a replica tuatravened authoritarian power, makes one
wonder who committed such an act. Although blame readily and conveniently given to Al
Qaeda, perhaps the current leader in power sheubtdught under investigation. Anything is
possible in current-day politics.
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form of the military. For Machiavelli, this is thead use of power, and the downfall
of military authority.

Comparatively speaking, Machiavelli dealt with damiextremities, and his
satirical mockery condemned those activities inhsac pursuit and indirectly
revealed the nihilistic destructiveness that hasumed more concretely in the
twentieth century. WithThe Prince Machiavelli predicted such occurrences: “a
principle of judiciary power is extended to exeeatpower”; but it is a ‘judiciary’
power that demerits authority, in an unjust formjastice’ (Agamben 2003: 5). For
Machiavelli, such activities seemed inevitablehe thodernization of politics. The
educational merit of Machiavelli is in interpretifidie Princeas a warning to the
downfall of authority and detriment of justice.

Giorgio Agamben is forced to re-instigate an analypé ancient Rome and
her interrelations with power and authority in last chapter oState of Exception
entitled ‘Auctoritas and Potestas’ There is an obvious correlation with
Machiavelli, who similarly displays, that with aclaof provision for the Status
tumultus” one will be ruined if the normal form of law awndder is not broken:

the institutum responds to the same necessity that
Machiavelli unequivocally indicated when, in the
Discourseshe suggested “breaking” the order to save it
(‘For in a republic where such a provision is laki
one must either observe the orders and be ruined, o
break them and not be ruined.’ [138]) (Agamben 2003
46).

It involves a legal definition that contemporarygdé historians have
difficulty in defining their function. But for ceatn, “auctoritashas nothing to do
with the potestasor theimperiumof the magistrates or the people” (Agamben 2005:
78). Under extreme conditions in a state of exoeptiauctoritasseems to act as a
force that suspengmtestas (Agamben 2005: 78). But, in truth, that is not tteal
case. The moderauctoritas is equalled toprinceps the prince.Auctoritas is
equalled topotestas therefore,auctoritasis abolished. Authority is broken down
again. From Agamben the relations of power and aiith are necessary in
analyzing the potential abuse of powers in divergeys than previous times. New

and good laws should be made to temper this désteysotential. It also displays
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the importance of the military as an essential el@nof authority. It appears that
this is in full response to the study of MachianeMvorks.

This is a clear lesson in Machiavelli, and ond tiem be productive in the
assessment of our current-day world. The worthingfls$achiavelli is in the
retrospect, arriving from a study of the ancienthan conditions being directed
towards a contemporary and more internationalizeddy The lack of strength,
insight, and authority required to match the graywrature of derogatory warfare is
heard in the claimed inability and incapacity o tdnited Nations in matters that
require international law and justice, or interoa#l authority. From Machiavelli,
lessons can be applicable to administer the inckiyats the UN and other forms
and movements generated by the internationalizatibrpolitics. Even though
international politics is much divergent than thteation that Machiavelli faced, it
does not necessarily lesson his importance. Welan®usly dealing with the same
general principles, and just as he used exampts the Roman Republic, a
condition at least 1600 years ahead of his timesuddferent political conditions,
they were used productively for his “modern” timé.Machiavelli is taken as
important, then this basis of his educational apginacan be re-used with his wealth
of knowledge and insight on these general prinsiple

There is no doubt that he thinks most highly & #mcients; and yet, it is a
new series of values of the ancient beyond thec#&ypWestern tradition.
Machiavelli provides the means for the creativeitalization of life in the face of
nihilism, in a re-configuration of politics throughe use of a retroactive force of
history in reviving productive political order die past. In this manner, Machiavelli
accomplished something from the cyclical historiwatld view that he believed in,
that his teachings have become essential for tadayhis pretext, Machiavelli may
be called a founder of a new ‘science’ of polititeat counters the modern
understanding of “science.”

In an attempted honest description of Machiavelilitgoortance for the
present-day, with the learned notion of generallaities combined with temporal
difference, he has, so far, revealed a sufficiemel of his importance on the
general principles involved for productive use abwledge, judgments, and goals

involved for a healthy civilizable life in amongsttomparatively difficult situation.
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We have learned that when politics, values, areslare degrading, we need
a new form of knowledge in which a strong judgememist be developed to re-
install those noble virtues from the past that @rost lost at the present. The
numerous readings and writings on his subject®iencurrent-day exposes that his
unique insights are relevant. Machiavelli has digetl that the general principles
revealed in the four themes, history, religion, povand authority, are essential for
this purpose of being important for recurrent tinoésistory. Therefore, they are
essential for our time, if we accept the recurresfcehat the Renaissance faced as
generally similar to ours: the downfall of one vebrbf one time period, with the
rise of another world, starting a new, unclear tiperiod. This acceptability
indicates the worth of his educational approaciy @nerefore that some ancient
form of cosmology can be incorporated on the preséhis makes him more
relevant for the present-day, at the downfall ofderoity, than previous times of
modernity under these general notions. For thiggaing need, Machiavelli is
essentially relevant for today. These elementsagart of his future “path not yet

trodden by anyone.” It is a part of his “hunt feas and lands unknown.”
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CHAPTER VII

CONCLUSION

...The heavenly powers
Cannot do all things. It is the mortals
Who reach sooner into the abyss. So the turn is
With these. Long is
The time, but the true comes into
Its own.
“Mnemosyne,” Holderlin

The planetary system that turns in space like rdjzkis, and whose centers
also move, describing an infinitely large circla)yomove away continuously
from their own position in order to return to igropleting their rotation.
Movement is the figure of love, incapable at stogpat a particular being,

and rapidly passing from one to another.
But the forgetting that determines it is this way
is only a subterfuge of memory.
“The Solar Anus,” Georges Bataille

7.1. Implications on the Disruption of Classical Foms
of Philosophy, Metaphysics, and Religion.

This concluding chapter will reveal the manner blgick, as the main
argument borrows the summarized idea of IsaiahirBe¢Hat Machiavelli disrupted
“philosophy, metaphysics, and religion” (Berlin 29 86-39), to the point where he
thrust “a sword” in  “body politic’ of Western thght (Berlin 1979: 39). He is
outside of the “normal intellectual assumption$isfage” (Berlin 1979: 36). It has
been established that he provides a trace at ttiee-tiay questioning of the Western
tradition, a questioning of the “Western world viéwr the “substance of Western
thought.” We will see if this development, withihig interpretation, may even
heighten his value for contemporary times. We véileal the essential features of
his uniqueness and originality.

In this analysis, we have envisioned that the gdngrinciples acquired
from the four main themes, history, religion, powaand authority, are related to the

general condition of today, just as he did in tgkiessons mostly from the ancient
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Roman Republic on his present-day. The argumentbesh made that these
general principles are important in amongst chaptgmporal conditions.

To answer the on-going debate as to whether Maehiiavas ancient or
modern, it is quite appropriate to say that theisba$ his educational approach
relies on lessons from the ancients. But this dusscast him aside from being a
starting point in the investigation of modern poét theory. Giving this claim,
another contrasting argument arises, where hidayisgf politics, at the beginning
of modernity, is more critical of modern politidsan has otherwise been acclaimed
by the thinkers who see him as provoking moderitipal theory and action. His
tie to the ancients makes him closer in generarthto what has been designated
in this work, as the contemporary realm of politit@ought, stemming from the
works of Nietzsche, and including, Heidegger, Ate@ucault, Derrida and other
subsequent authors, who see an “end of moder@itg“who engage in an intensive
criticism of modern values and consciousness. tbirelusion will summarize the
lessons learned in this study upon these connatatio

Machiavelli’s historical-educational direction imore contrasted to this
latter-modern belief, of progress in history, mdameman. The apocalyptic spirit
was re-directed from the power of God, to the poseman under the Age of
Enlightenment. But, within the contemporary timeripa&, these pronounced
modern beliefs and goals of the Enlightenmentiaregality, no longer believable:

The modernist project of rationality, organisatiand

control has been put under a critical microscope to

reveal the hidden aspects of domination, leading to

critique of the Enlightenment aim of emancipation

(Schwarzmantel 1998: 152).
The acclaimed superiority of man in the productioh modern science and
technology displays itself as being a utopian,sity ideal, in witnessing the
grandness of destructive powers in our technolbgiga. From the two world wars,
the production of atomic bombs, and the exampldbehighest level of inhumane
cruelty, modern beliefs in greatness are no lotgeable. If anything, the opposing
valuation arises in the need for a “re-valuatiorvalies.” The contemporary realm
of thought felt impelled to return to the ancieand find a foundation outside of

modernity and Christianity, outside the identitpttltaptures both of these epochs;
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that is, “the West**® The “crowning political achievement of the West"really a
downfall (Kaplan 2000: 98).

On this matter, Machiavelli’'s historical approack shared by the
educational direction in contemporary thought, wWhattempts to form an artistic
creation of thought outside of the “systems of tigli in modern scientific
rationale and the related modern ideologies: “tbgquaition of knowledge and
scientific method that characterized modernityderpinned modern ideologies”
(Schwarzmantel 1998: 153). Machiavelli can pointatproductive direction: can
point to the significance of contemporary authorfiose concern is with
cosmopolitan validity in the examination of the sms of political turmoil in the
present-day. As such, Machiavelli is valuable faday in re-instigating a higher
vitality back into life, for a re-establishment thfose lacking elements in modern
systemization.

Machiavelli’s treatment of ‘religion’ is anothexample of his uniqueness
and originality, since no other thinker attempta@vppusly to re-install ancient
pagan religiosity back into his “modern” conditiohhe spiritual impetus that once
was directed to God became directed to the powenani, present-day forms of
religions are comparable to secular ideologies utno their manipulation of
consciousness into illusory ideals: “notably libsma and socialism, were
themselves suspect, because they gave rise to aews fof domination and
thwarted rather than promoted freedom” (Schwarzeldr§98: 153). Machiavelli’s
criticism of Christianity corresponds with our neea criticize secular utopian
ideals, and the extreme abuse of religion to maaiputhe consciousness by
committing acts with an increased level of inhumanelty.

Present-day religion is equated with traditionainfe of philosophy and
metaphysics, in establishing transcendent, stadole, absolute principles. Both
Machiavelli and contemporary thought disrupt “tremdts of classical theism,”

where “God is One, the supreme Creator, who thrabhghmediation of the divine

136 Contemporay historians recognize that the “Westftides almost all of the world: “What is
more significant is that most of the upssettingai&lef the non-Western world are Western in origin”
(Lundin 1964: 262).
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Logos, brings the world into being and providetyialirects its course” (Taylor
1996: 516).

Even though the supreme element has been changethevcourse of time,
the sentiment is similar in the belief in a “logos, various versions of philosophy
or metaphysics that was still seen as providing dberse of events in history.
Machiavelli’s questioning of his religious direationvolves a questioning of the
basic principles, which, has been argued, weré sidintained in the modern
versions of philosophy and metaphysics. His avarsm Christian religion is an
“aversion to metaphysical posturing” (Femia 2004). 8/e have seen that modern
ideologies can produce the same coercive and dé&stuconsequences that
Machiavelli faced in the false authorization andwporidden performance of
Christianity.

The main lesson on the factors of power was taiaedknowledge of its
productive and destructive uses, in order to diavfine-line between the “power
of necessity” and “lust for power.” The necessitypower included finding a means
to diminish power and re-establish a virtuous autjhoThe Princewas not a
“handbook for power and how to keep it.” The manmerwhich his political
teachings were misinterpreted reveals the lacknofkedge and insight of political
affairs in modernity, through the falsity of modeitlusory fantasies in utopian
ideals:

Modernity is seen as being linked to the idea of

enlightenment and continued progress towards

individual and social emancipation, a goal that was

taken for granted by liberalism and socialism, and

(through the route of national liberation) natiosia

(Schwarzmantel 1998: 152).
The focus solely on power from the latter-modern@ples is a decline in political
performance, ensuing a harsh relationship betwsesetacclaimed elements within
the modern-state ideology and the people.

Machiavelli implanted the “new” - yet based on tid - form of liberty, as
an essential principle in the authorization of tnsodern” state. Within it, is an
implicit criticism of the dominance of democracyhieh is similar to the current-
day questioning of the idealistic democratic ideassich as freedom and
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egalitarianism, since we are more aware that tipeseiples, coming from the
Enlightenment and designated in both liberal aruildist ideologies, are unreal:

The critique of modernity here seems to be that the
growth of capabilities can stunt human freedomeath
than extend it, as the modernist Enlightenmentiticad
uncritically assumed (Schwarzmantel 1998: 153).

They are now seen as aspects of dominance and pather than freedom:

in our time the notions of enlightenment and
emancipation have been criticised not just by
conservative and reactionary theorists, but alsthbge
who see the project of modernity as intrinsicalbyubd
up with elements of domination and power
(Schwarzmantel 1998: 152).

The falsities in modern ideologies are more closelealed in the present-day.

The modern conceptualization of the impersonalftyhe state is implicitly
undermined by Machiavelli. The falsity of the “impenal’ conception of the
modern-state was revealed in the inherent persacemplishment, or failure.
Machiavelli constantly shows that a person makessons, makes laws, and either
create or avoid action. For Machiavelli, the petsomorth in creating a state is
measured by knowledge of the past, and the nastnehgth in character directed
towards virtue, excellence, prudence, honour, alwdyglf this is avoided, it
displays human weakness.

The view of “the state as a work of aft” Jakob Burckhardt chose
Machiavelli as being unique and original, beyongt aamparison: “But of all who
thought it possible to construct a state, the gabeyond all comparison was
Machiavelli” (Burckhardt n.d.: 84). It is anothdement attributed to Machiavelli’'s
distinct uniqueness and the importance of hisditeartistry. With “modern” forms
of wit and satire, with distinctive discourses witharacters interchanging the past
with the present, imparting the knowledge of pcditin this manner became a work
of art. Not only an art of governance, but inclesof the “art of war.” It is indeed a
new science which is a severe break away fromtioadil political science, in this

new ‘science’, and new manners of epistemology \(fedge) and ontology (the

157 The title chosen by Jakob Burckhardt of Part Tié Renaissance in Italyas precisely “The
State As A Work of Art” (Burckhardt. n.d.: 1).
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essence of being of man). With this new forefrtim¢, contending intricacies dhe
Princemay be better unleashed as well as our conditieslitdrary texts resist the
style of Western systematic thought. His ambigsi@d inconsistencies was an
analogue to what exists: a dynamic flow of appezganthat are never clearly
solidified. His works display that they were costent with his present-day.

In effect, Machiavelli disrupts the very core ofatlnas been identified as a
unified system of thought, from Plato to Hegel; amd diverse formulation of
philosophy, metaphysics, and religion is in harmavith the new prognosis given
in contemporary political thought. He breaks th&ied logo-centric power of the
unified system of thought. Whether it is centeredtiee untouchable concept of
“Justice” or “the Good,” the absolute authority®bd, or the absolute knowledge
of Western Enlightenment rationale, he breaks omenunification of Western
thought, and, if followed, may un-grip its powerep\consciousness.

Revolution is an unavoidable topic on the discowkauthority. It seems
his understanding of time on revolution correspotwd¢he view of contemporary
times, as Andrew Heywood concludes with these miatgs, in his study of
revolution: “To break completely with the past bginging about revolutionary
change is, in effect, to enter unknown territorghout a reliable map for guidance”
(Heywood 1994: 298). As far as Heywood is concerreeen the concept is
unclear: “Revolution may indeed be another exangplan ‘essentially contested’
concept. It may be impossible to decide objectivethether a revolution had taken
place, since there is no settled definition of Glenion™ (Heywood 1994: 304). It is
an “abstract theory,” and is “often accompanied Wglence, which may be
regarded as morally unacceptable” (Heywood, 1998).2Yet, it becomes evident
that such a profound authorial judgement is reqguineour condition. Even the last
counter-socialist revolutions questioned the stahdaepiction of modern
revolutions: as far as Heywood is concerned, thegst' grave doubt on the

conventional notion of historical progress” (Heywla994, 304). One can suggest,
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that for Machiavelli, a true ‘revolutioff® appears to involve breaking-away from
the modern notion of progress in history.

Machiavelli initiated a “great revolution in potl thought initiated in
Florence” (Rahe 2008: 355). Under a clear readihdhe Discoursesand The
History of Florence Machiavelli appears opposed to many of the ‘rettohs’ of
his day and those in future times. His revolutiatytinvolves a “revolving” turn to
the past to re-configure the present. It is baseldi® authorial contexts.

Modern forms of utopian ideals generated the béhaf modern science and
technology, coupled with democracy, would form tim®st superior level of
civilization. But, in reality, such a belief is Iogj transfigured almost completely,
and reality is far-removed from the future visidrtloe ideal. The realization arises
that the modern belief, in man-made superiorityll & incorporated within the
fallen turnover of cyclical history. Kaplan quotesnineteenth century Russian
literal intellectual, Alexander Herzen, on thesetera: “Modern Western thought
will pass into history and be incorporated injiist as our body will pass into the
composition of grass, of sheep, of cutlets, of m@tdplan 2000: 98). We are
beginning to see the cyclical downfall of the omegalded supremacy of modern
politics.

His general principles of virtue, stemming from tecient cosmological
view, disrupt the traditional, classical, or Westeonceptualization of philosophy,
metaphysics, and religion, as this disruption ig rfmecoming an inherent part of
contemporary thought. His literary style impartetsdessons indirectly, since he
does not explicitly state such claims. But, througk elements of his literary
artistry, the implicit renderings are neverthelasgportant, in giving a fair
understanding, interpretation, and use of his works

Borrowing from another comment by Melograni, Macleii was an
“extreme humanist,” Un umanista estrenio which reveals his relation to an
important debate in current-day humanism. Martiridelgger, in his “Letter on

Humanism,” identifies the importance of both then&®esance and the Roman

138 \We can aslo include the fact, that the use ofubiel “revolution” seems to be a modern fancy in
current-day translation, since often the wordslatad as “revolution,” in these works by
Machiavelli, were found in the original work, astemtirely true.
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Republic, which formed the source of the intricstiedy ofhumanitas humanism:
“Homo humani$ [the humanitarian man]...means the Roman, whalted
honoured Romanvirtus through the embodiment opaideia [education]”
(Heidegger 1977: 200). The direction of thoughtdode the essence of the human,
imparts lessons on the foundational principles biflogophy, metaphysics, and
religion. Machiavelli is focused on these founda#ibprinciples, but they are not
solidified in the traditional philosophical or mpteysical mode.

One can surmise, that Machiavelli foresaw the “dstiction” of Western
philosophy, metaphysics, religion, and politicst bis response was not to settle on
the previous framework, but to creatively re-comstrout of the deconstruction.
There are differences in his works, in the implreihderings of the characteristics
of the nature of man, the necessities of acquiriquous goals, and the
“ontological” relation of the human to Nature.

Indirectly, Machiavelli’'s ‘ontology’ negates theable structure of “Being”
on a foundation that is more aligned with the pneskay, through the acceptance
that modern science and technology has broughttabogreatest crisis; it has
brought about a time of nihilism. The reality oktpresent inputs the “necessary
and recognizable rhythms” that do not have a stéduedation. Contemporary
‘philosophy’ calls for a “return to the origins” @#timo 1990: 5), in order to obtain
the “dissolution of the category of the new” (Vatti 1990: 4). The contemporary
realm challenges the view of ‘newness’ within pesg in history, by re-installing
the ancient cosmological historical view. It invedva new condition of “newness.”

Though it is argued that we live in a nihilistiat& of condition, it may
provide a basis for creativity with its acceptant@hilism [has] a salutary and
liberating consequence” (Rosen 1989: 145). Its @aoee involves an “active, or
positive, nihilism” (Vattimo 1990: 11). It incorpates a new sense of ‘ontology’, as
it attempts to achieve a new essence of the humdmature. The new essence
elevates “becoming” above the modern metaphysmatern of “Being”: “nihilism
[is] implicit in any acceptance of the ‘idea of beang’,” which “subverts the basic
beliefs in progress,” generated by the “rise andetigment of modern technology”
(Vattimo 1990: 5). The world of becoming challengks world of Being, which
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solidifies and stabilizes the entities, either hmilgsophy, metaphysics, or religion,
as being absolute.

Machiavelli took part in the devaluation of the Vdoof Being with the
ancient cosmological consciousness. The contemporacognition of the
“innocence of becoming” is reflected in the accap&of the powers dfortung,
where the “truth” of the essence of things canr@kbown absolutely. Becoming
forms an epistemological approach beyond the ltigrcaf knowledge under the
objectivity of the modern rationale. As we have rsee the study of Croce,
Machiavelli disrupts logic in the process of affing all that is. Western forms of
“Logic” reduce that formulation.

The notion of Being still maintained a stabilization the thought process:
“Being ...[is] conceived of — metaphysically, Plaically, etc. — in terms of stable
structures” (Vattimo 1990: 11-12). It is linked tioe attached foundation of the
illusory ideal of history, of arriving at a finatade through progress. From the
ancient cosmological view, of the eternal recureen€ similarity with temporal
difference, “becoming” is used to question event{mosdernism: “the post-modern
would be positioned along the line of modernitglitssince the latter is governed
by the category of the ‘new™ (Vattimo 1990: 4. Its “dissolution” is not done by
the post-modern position. Its desire for “non-hisity” still has the vision of
progress in history within it: “the same mechanisiregitimation which typifies
modernity itself” (Vattimo 1990: 6). This historicaew “is opposed to the ancient
way of thinking governed by a cyclical and natwtadi vision of the course of
events in the world” (Vattimo 1990: 3-4). This givealue to the contemporary
thinkers in the use of “non-historicity” that skifthe ontological weight from the
typical view of modernity, the uni-linear historicaew of the modern and even the
post-modern

The necessitated shift in this ontological basisglasie by the “world of
becoming” where ontology is no longer the main bhaf metaphysics. This

“new” shift in the ontological weight of the metapiics of Being, to an

139 vattimo re-iterates that the “basic flaw” of pasbdern positions, is still a “call for a vision of
Being which has not yet been subverted.” Therefartheir “attempt to return the to origins,” they
are “traced back to it” (Vattimo 1990: 5).
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unsubstantiated ‘ontology’ of becoming, correspotalshe use of Machiavelli’'s
ancient cosmological vision of cyclical history. i¥hbasis of his educational
direction was displayed in the actual examplesmivehis exemplary educational
mode.

The basic elements of his education correspondh® riew view of
becoming. The “world of becoming” is comprised e tontemporary thought that
realizes the end of modernity, and that it bringew a nihilistic condition that
should be affirmed through the new possibility dogativity from a new standpoint.
Machiavelli may e used as an example of the vielweaibbming. Becoming fits well
in the new century.

The “world of becoming” does not involve the abamaent of religion or
faith. There is no atheistic denouncement of refigiAnalogous to Machiavelli’'s
sense of ‘religion’, the ‘new’ faith comes from & religiosity that is in
opposition to the previous Occidental religioughfaivhich turns away from the
affirmation of all of life. Seen in both the Juda@bristian tradition the secular
progress in history, it turns away from the desirdlee the “this-worldly,” which
devalues the “here and now” for the sake of sormaesttendent element. The
previous form of faith, directed to “the categoriet reason[,] is the cause of
nihilism” (Nietzsche 1967: 13). The affirmation tfie world, stemming from
ancient religiosity, may be renewed today, since, Nietzsche tells us, “in
affirmation after the full realization of nihilism.nihilism, as the denial of a truthful
world, of being, might ba divine way of thinking(Nietzsche 1967: 15). One can
acquire corresponding lessons through Machiaveline sympathy he gave even to
tyrannous leaders, and the acceptance of his owmeadment, an acceptance of
Fortuna even though he was a victim of bad fortune.

Machiavelli’'s description of the natural world isrgerally similar to that of
Nietzsche. It is more of a “world of becoming”:

a sea of forces flowing and rushing, eternally cjiag,
eternally flooding back, with tremendous years of
recurrence, with an ebb and a flood of its forms
(Nietzsche 1967: 550).
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With the shift in the instability ‘foundation’ todapt to the divergent present
condition, yet not entirely undermining the foundat With the creativity in his
unique literary style Machiavelli displays his woiin the contemporary mindset,
where, as Vattimo states, with “the arts,” “perhapsdifferent possibility of
existence for man emerges” (Vattimo 1990: 11). @a is “less apocalyptic and
more in line with our own experience” (Vattimo 199d). On this standpoint, the
work of art can form a new philosophical discourmgtside the classical and even
the post-modern position, which gives “a backgroupon which we may move
with care” (Vattimo 1990: 13).

This notion stemming from contemporary thoughtladmrates with an
overall picture of Machiavelli's works and the reld teachings. He indirectly and
implicitly displays the need for creativity in a di@ing condition, where the
standardized formulations are weak, denigratingjlid&ting. His call for creativity
is to generate vigour in a nihilistic condition.

Machiavelli sets the theatrical stage for the fetteaders. Within it, he calls
for a measure of courage and strength to debunkotheer framework of thought,
to upset the traditional realms of philosophy, mbteics, and the related form of
religion. The task of the student is to form a @mopterpretation cast upon the
indeterminacies of the present-day, as was the ioasis day. This hermeneutical
test is done through his “masks and multiplicitiebjs “ambiguities and
inconsistencies” to promote a measure of competemcthe reader. With his
“allegrissimd style, these interpretations are not only donafalysis, but to give
the reader anccasiondo formulate meaningful action.

His main focus for his entire educational approashon history. His
‘history’ involves the telling of stories, even angst the unclearness of the present-
day. Machiavelli writes historical stories in order entice the reader into an
affirmation of life in the way it is. He persuadés reader to form his own
creativity, amongst his own condition, and to “gunto effect”: to act through the
new knowledge to affect the nature of the cond#iobhis implicit interpretation,

now made explicit, elicits itself as a primary edtiegnal goal within his works.
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7.2 The Contributions of Machiavelli for Contemporay Political Thought

In this whole process, there are many contribstiomde to the main
argument that he is more relevant today for thetemoporary realm of political
thought, which criticizes similar aspects of modgrnthat Machiavelli also
criticized. This line of study on Machiavelli hasi@nated important insights on the
nature of the present-day.

The fostered lessons of his educational approathihdeveloped in his use
of exemplary history is proof that we can use ttomparative method to educate,
analyze, and act upon our current condition. Theieal approach continuously
augments itself through the call for judgement ® inade, generating from
historical knowledge and from a lesson on stremgtitealing with the reality of the
current condition. It involves the recognition aabessment of an ancient form of
cyclical history, with the recurrence of generahigrities coupled with temporal
distinctiveness in order to form this comparativelgsis, and in using judicial
insight in difficult situations embedded in the hggtion of previous samples. This
method of acquisition of knowledge and its useiiement from the cause-effect
simplicity of the modern science.

Melograni has called Machiavelli an “extreme hurséinwhich indicates
his worth on the current-day concern for humanidihe study on humanism
displays a re-formulation of the clashing conteméicof human nature. It is an
important debate in the present-day realm of studycontemporary political
thought. The study itself indicates that the moddeals of the nature of the human
are no longer believable. This basic modern madteaia easily be undermined with
Machiavelli’s conception of human nature, from whall else of his lessons derive.
As we will see in Martin Heidegger’s work, “Letten Humanism,” Machiavelli’s
anciently derived world view can as well undermine current-day dependence on
Western classical metaphysics. Though at time® tivas satirical mockery of the
political performance of princes, there was alsoutianeous “sympathy” for those
rulers through the recognition of their misforturesl weakness in character, or the
situation they had to confront. This is a proddat@smological tolerance, an aspect
of ancient religious reverence. One can rest osetheherent contradictions in

present-day consciousness by realizing the neead toetter understanding of the
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essence of human nature in a new study of humantsmmanitas- a feature which
characterized both the Roman Republic and the Resace.

One of the leading contemporary thinkers, Martiniddgger, sought to
define the human in his “Letter on Humanism” througe “Language of Being”
with a distinct factor of “being”: “Language is theuse of Being” (Heidegger
1977: 193). Through modernity, the “Occidental igand ‘grammar’ seized
control of the interpretation of language” (Heideg@977: 194). Heidegger asserts
that there is a need for a new figurative languhge disrupts the Western modern
dominance: “The liberation of language from gramni@o a more original
essential framework is reserved for thought andipaeeation” (Heidegger 1977:
194). Machiavelli used some form of poetic creaiioihis literary style throughout
his teaching process.

We have learned from Benedetto Croce that MacHiavetreativity
disrupts the logic of Western metaphysics. Humariiing grounded on modern
metaphysics is truly limited: “because of its métggical origin, humanism even
impedes the question by neither recognizing noetstdnding it” (Heidegger 1977:
202) The disruption of the classical forms of pbdphy, metaphysics, and religion
in Machiavelli makes him a source on the topic wilanism, a subject distinctively
a part of both his time, during the Renaissanckabyf, and the time period that he
relies upon almost wholeheartedly for his educatioapproach, the Roman
Republic. It is another example that the quintesalealements of his works, and
the lessons derived from them, surpass modern QUSESS.

Implicit in his works, is a derivation of a new senof “Being”; it is one
closer to “becoming,” which reveals another elemehtclose relation with the
works of Friedrich Nietzsche. Understanding thestjoa of “Being” through an
extreme form of humanism implies an understandihdiving in a “world of
becoming”: “this world, is the world of becoming;dbnsequently, “there is a world
of being” (Nietzsche 1967: 310). In the consciossnef the “world of becoming”
there is no final state, no final outcome from pesg in history. Generally, all
things recur.

For Nietzsche, the concentration on Being “shélténe recognition of

becoming. Nietzsche’s sense of becoming is relatddde common world view for
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the ancient man and is an element that Machiaus#is in his educational method,
that is, eternal recurrence. Nietzsche clearly tiles the flaw in the Western
consciousness of progress in history which forgdisut the past. Under clear
analysis, the modern world view involves a “hatoédime” (Haar 1985: 28). Itis a
denouncement of the state of the world, since, uide sense of a world of
becoming, on the grand scale nothing is absolutiehgrgent. As Michel Haar
further tells us in his article “Nietzsche and Ms#tgsical Language,” progress in
history is a “belief in non-being.” It involves avill to nothingness” (Haar 1985:
28). To perceive “time as history” is to acquirévangeance” for the nature of the
world. The ancient perception of the “world of begng” linked with eternal
recurrence challenges the flawed modern world vi€éle recognition of eternal
recurrence and the world of becoming reflect thatiseents implicated by
Machiavelli: “everything that is has already beerigverything is equally
necessary,” and “time itself is a circle” (Haar 5929).

Similar to Machiavelli, Nietzsche foresees that ogmess in history”
involves a fessentimeritwith the world, and that Christianity is the sefed this
“depreciation of life” (Haar 1985: 31) This is aldaplicated by Hannah Arendt in
her “Prologue” toThe Human Conditignwhere she indicates that the present-day
consciousness is even weaker than the Christidititna, from which it is derived,
in facing the nature of life on earth: “The immadigaeaction” to the event when the
Sputnik spacecraft, “the first earth-born objecdmay man,” being “launched into
the universe,” was considered by many during the 1850s, as a “relief” — it was
perceived as a relief by the possibility of leaviegrth: “the first step towards
escape from man’s imprisonment to the earth” (Atdr®b8: 1). This is a display of
the growing weakness in the latter-day man.

A product of modernity is the rejection of life @arth. Nothing could be
more irreligious for the ancient cosmological mdiis modern conception is
combated by the formulation of the acceptance ef world of becoming, the
acceptance of the notion of cyclical eternal retofrthe quintessential elements of
human nature in ancient cosmology of having adapietie temporal conditions.
This is a basic lesson given by Machiavelli. ltdedo a new sense of perfection in

contemporary thought similar to Machiavelli’s: pEafion involves an “affirmation
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embracing imperfection itself” (Haar 1985: 31)intolves the necessary defence of
the strong against the weak. Machiavelli’'s extrelnugnanism is to address the
weakness of the human, which, in certain contestidmave worsened with

modernity and its effects on the present-day. Tditerday modern sense of
progress in history is harmful due to its rejectadrthe nature of the world as it is.

Many modern values have come into question.

‘Freedom’, for Nietzsche, under this latter-day mwdsense of history,
contains “animality.” Modernity’s values directedwtards the “life of pleasure”
entails a pursuit of animalistic impulses, whichsgeegistered as a depiction of
freedom. These are weakened, degenerate, and simoblylses, with no other
satisfactory outlet today. For Nietzsche — and N&adili would agree — they are
features ofdecadenceVery little of the modern world has consideration noble
traits. It is the reason why many political leadesso ‘successfully’ win power
positions, yet come with a lack of noble qualitesme with degenerate qualities.

One can assert that through the practical use otiroences from the
ancient, through the comparative learning processduto make influential
decisions on his current-day practice, the depictibthe worth is more obvious in
Machiavelli than the theorization of Nietzsche. Miawelli displays clearly the
educational use through the recognition of gensirailarity on the grand scale,
nevertheless, with the requirements to interpret pnesent-day difference as
influential for proper anticipation of the future.

Machiavelli makes the indirect argument, that ik tdrive to virtue,
excellence, prudence, honour, and glory is forgotteken human determinism is
even lessened. In such a situation, more powelamsdd over td-ortuna, and
human indeterminism increases. This encompasseafiieiggent position from that
of Polybius, where the turning away from the vidgopractices sustains the
declining conditionsn the cyclical rise and fall of civilizations. fning away from
virtuous characteristics engenders more inhumamstos.

His call for strength is a call to be humane. Tihidudes facing the reality
of many inhumane activities as a product of modgriiurning away from ancient
virtue or the ancient cosmological reverence metamsing away from the

possibility for human determinism. From the ancietandpoint, history and
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economics is nowhere near being inevitable as dlasmed in modern political
rhetoric. Ironically, the modern consciousnesgs$abride in the fact that “anything
can happen.” But when “everything is possible,€lig out of the control of human
hands.

Machiavelli’s importance on the current-day hasrbesvealed, since both
the Renaissance and the end of modernity is a “tifrteansition,” and that such a
time period is a “time of crisis.” Today, it is damuously reported of a fall in the
modern form of optimism that is given through thensciousness of progress in
history, from the Age of Enlightenment. The supgbsgiumph” of modernity
occurred simultaneously with “its greatest cris{€ahoone 1996: 133). Fascism
and communism are seen now as reactions to cdeainres of modernity. More
people are realizing the increasing problems inpiliaic sphere. There is a loss in
public confidence in religious and political-secukuthorities. One more easily
recognizes the use of false illusions of ‘freedoand ‘betterment’ in order to
generate Western imperialism. It is now perceivet, tin the 1960s in particular,
“the juggernaut of modern Western culture brokedt{Gone 1996: 269). “Less and
less,” in the later-half of the twentieth centugplild anyone regard this as the best
of all possible worlds” (Cahoone 1996: 207). Ashksudachiavelli is closer to the
later developments in the questioning of the assursaperiority of modern
civilization, a product of the flawed view of pr&gs in history.

Our time of crisis is also on a global scale. Imare globalized world of
modernization one can assume that there will beembral organizing government
or constitution, and no unification in administegridivergent social and cultural
preferences. Most of the globalization process sv@soduct of the “expansion of
European culture via settlement, colonization,” amatal values (Waters 1995: 6).
Malcolm Waters, in the chapter “A World of Differeai’ of his bookGlobalization
reveals that the set of political, social, and unat arrangements are continuously
being denied and possible rejected (Waters 1995: 6)

The requirements to meet these challenges reqthesspelling out of
humanist values which incorporates the multipliafydistinct cultures and with the
realization that political, social, and culturalwes, within the spread of the West,

may no longer form a universal cornerstone forwloeld system. A great grand-
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scale conceptualization is required. The moderddweystem “cannot encompass”
any amalgamation of the multiplicity of separatéwes. It involves a “Janus-faced
mix of risk and trust” (Waters 1995: 16). Therethi® possibility of a global
systemic collapse. Some trust can be formulateld thi¢ world wide organizations
and social movements to challenge the dominant dveork to which
Machiavellian lessons would be in cohesion.

Machiavelli would strongly disvalue the social imfgaity in the
mechanistic conception of the modern-state, asctitwed in Hobbes. We have seen
in a close study that the modern conception ofitiy@ersonality of the state is a
product of human weakness, and such a concept aignantly be used to
oppress, coerce, and subjugate the people, evireyifare bound by a supposed
liberal democratic constitution. It has been arguledt there is absolutely no
conception in Machiavelli that the state, as a nmghs above the state of nature,
or of making its “absolute sovereignty” better thitwe “state of nature,” a state,
which, according to Hobbes, is “solitary, poor, tyasrutish and short.” For
Hobbes'® life is the pursuit of power. Following Hobbessiantions, modern
power politics loses any claim to humanism.

It was argued previously that there is uncontraeérmiqueness in modern
civilization, with “new machine technologies and aes of industrial production,”
that has led to the “rise in the material livingredard,” with the development of
secular culture of “capitalism, liberal democraaydividualism, rationalism, and
humanism” (Cahoone 1996: 11). But the common groeftthe questioning of
superiority implies the questioning of moderniseif.

The belief in the utter uniqueness “in all of humhistory,” is now
“controversial’ (Cahoone 1996: 11). It is true th#ie modern combination of
science technology, industry, free market, libedaimocracy, etc., is certainly
unique in history, but whether each of these eléemeeparately considered is

%0 For Hobbes, the pursuit of power involves the pitisf pleasure in the “matter-in-motion” to
“satisfy appetites.” This is done, according to hswlely in “obtaining things desired.” Happiness
was constituted as “gaining pleasure and powethickvis similar to “lust for power” - by
“indispensable and necessary means.” We also sleamlink of power and acquisition, but only
acquisition: “a man...cannot assure the power agans to live well, which he hath present, unless
with the acquisition of more” (Hobbes 1985: 80).dWimvelli - with satirically dark sarcasm - would
laugh at him.
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unique is less clear” (Cahoone 1996: 11). Cahoadtes ©eter Berger, one of the
first and leading sociologists of the present-degd@mic spectrum, who stated the
question: “are we simply ancient Egyptians in @ngs?” (Cahoone 1996: 11). The
shift in modernity is the shift in the tools thatrhan beings use “rather than a
difference in the human beings themselves” (Cahd®@86: 12). Modernization is
purely a technical affair. Its ‘development’ hatldi to do with culture and the
growth of civilization: “the specification of whanakes modernity modern” is
“endlessly controversial” (Cahoone 1996: 12). Téas be seen in the response of
those critical of modernity in the twentieth centuwith the critiques of “class
domination, European imperialism, anthropocentrigra,destruction of nature, the
dissolution of community and tradition, the rise alfenation, and the death of
individuality in bureaucracy” (Cahoone 1996: 12prFHnore people everyday,
modernity has become more and more ambiguous. Tiastigning of modernity
and the perceived lack of quintessential differefnioen the ancient is in line with
the perception of Machiavelli.

From the recognition of strength or weakness, prarsblame, a new ethical
code was fostered by Machiavelli, with the measutine being on the acceptance
of the reality of the ancient world of becomingt tiee modern illusion of absolute
Being in the best possible worlds. He is opposathivety, nostalgia, optimism that
is void of reality. It is to accept the indeternsim of Fortuna to be partially
reprieved by virtue and related characteristicsce@nce, prudence, divergent
historical knowledge, honour, and glory. From hismveell as with contemporary
thinkers, one should contrive a new world view sil@mbed by the ancient
cosmological realm of a concern for the naturehefworld, this life on earth, and
to actin it.

The contemporary present-day and the Renaissanee d@orresponding
experience, a similar sense of ‘being’ in facing timtological crisis, which brings a
call to form knowledge of the essence of humarotyhte nature of the world in
which we live. Only during the crisis in humanisiwed the question of the essence
of the human arise. In disrupting traditional pedphy, metaphysics, and religion,
Machiavelli shares the view of the “world of becowii with that of Nietzsche and

subsequent contemporary thinkers, of the requiréroka new understanding of
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human essence, in order to re-create a new frankesfathe consciousness upon
our present-world condition. That framework of atnssness has been identified
by contemporary thinkers as an “artistic revolutitmconfront the limitation of the
dominance of scientific rationale. The source ak thew consciousness is the
Renaissance, and therefore closely linked to Maellia As such, the works of

Machiavelli may become prominent in present-daytigal thought.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX-A

TURKISH SUMMARY

TARIH, DIN, GUC VE OTORITE: MACHIAVELLI'NIN E  GITIMSEL
YAKLA SIMININ GUNUMUZ POL iTiK DUSUNCESI ACISINDAN ONEM i

Tdm bu slrecin amaci, politika bilimi alani, ya diha dgrudan sdylemek
gerekirse, politik dgiince icin, gitimsel becerilere liyakat elde etmektir. Politik
distince alaninda genellikle bir gintr secilir ve bu tezin agyliparagrafinin da
degindigi tlrden bir kagilastirma yapilir: “ginimuzdeki yam sartlari tGzerine
bunu tarihteki dier zamanlar ve der diglncelerle kiyaslayarak kafa yorulur.”
Bunu yaparken, Machiavelli'nin ¢gén ¢cok sayida yorumuna rastlanir. Durdst bir
deserlendirme yapmak niyetiyle, net bir amac¢ veya yorbolluguna dginmek
icin, yeni bir Machiavelli yorumu formile edildi,i Kou diger yorumlarin bir
cogunun kisith  veya hatta yagll oldugu anlamina gelmektedir. Amac
Machiavelli’'nin 6énemli eserlerinin dikkatli bir gamasi yoluyla, ve bdylelikle
ikincil kaynaklara akademik anlamda Unli olmadikleeya akademik olarak ikna
edici argimanlar ortaya koymadiklari strecgifmh olmayan, durust bir yorum

ortaya koymakti.

Dizgun bir yorum getirmeye olan bu ilginin 6nemliir bnedeni,
Machiavelli'de var olan ve neygrilmesi gereken belirsizlik ve kafa karkhigidir.
Daha fazla bilme ihtiyaci, Machiavelli'nin eserl@ricalsma deneyimiyle ikiye
katlanmstir, zira bilgi onun icin cok énemliydi. Christoph®arlowe’un dedine
gore “cehalet Machiavelli icin en buyiik gunahtiQyle saniyorum ki, ben bu
cehaleti iyilgtirmek dilegindeydim. Machiavelli okurlarini bunu yapmaya ikna
eder. Boyle bir bilincin, bu c¢almanin tamaminda strdurilglii sdylenebilir. Bu
asamada, Machiavelli'nin tarih, din, glic ve otoriterepsipleri bg&laminda

incelendgi bu calsmada, genel 6zellikleri ana hatlariyla ¢cizmek gerek

260



Tez Onerisi icin 6z yazarken, tezin kendi 6zinumdaun genellikle farkli
oldugu sdylenir. Ancak bu tez icin bu durum gecerli ofimaArastirmanin
baslangicinda Uretilmi fikirler, olsa olsa, ¢cajma boyunca pekiirildi. Bir 6nceki
0zun ilk paragrafinda, “Machiavelli’'nin fikirlerini buyldk bir kismi modernitenin
genel standart 6zelliklerine kadir, o kadar ki, Machiavelli’'nin eserleri bugtinng
onemlidir, zira “modernitenin sonu — ki bu, otoritle sonunun bir yansimasidir —
daha da gorinir olmaya dlemistir. Gunamuz politikasindaki ytkselen kagga
Machiavellinin yaadgl donemdekiitalya'da meydana gelen feci vaziyete bir
sekilde benzemektedir’ degtim. Takip eden cumleler de “GuUnumuz igin
Machiavelli’'nin énemisu savdan kaynaklanir: biz de farkh birgga eiginde
duruyoruz, oyle bir ga ki “modern” kavraminin farkisipheli, gelecek gaise
henliz mechul. Machiavelli ginimuz sdidrlerini, politik alandaki kaosu islah
etmek konusunda rehberlik edecek 6rnekiteeden tarihi olaylarla etkilergiir,”
der. Bugun biliyoruz ki tarih, din, gic¢ ve otorit®plumsal kaygl pahasinasigel
cikar sg@lamak icin suiistimal edilmektedir. Bu doért maddencarpitiimasi
yuazyillardir stiregelen tarihi bozulmanin bir sonuwabilir, ki bu durum 500 vyil
once Machiavelli'nin kan kariya kaldgr duruma benzemektedir. Bu dort ana
maddenin derinlemesine bir analizi yoluyla, bugal, ginimuz igin, ki bu donem
bir 6nceki dinya gosiinin c¢okgini deneyimlemek anlaminda benzerlikler
atar. Machiavelli antik gaa donmesiyle ganin c¢ok ilerisindeydi. Modern biling
icin boyle bir yargi bir anlam ifade etmeyebilir.n@ modern biling, ginimiz
politik dUstincesi alaninda da tantdigl Gzere, tam anlamiyla zararlidir ve yeni bir
tanesi olgturulmalidir yoksa gadas olaylarin gercekfinin yanls yorumlanmasi

devam edecektir.

Bu calsma Machiavellinin eserlerindeki dért ana unsurun tafihin
kullanimi, din anlawi, ve gic ve otoritenin katikli ili skisi — dikkatli bir
calismasini yaparak bu yaglanlgilmalari tersine ¢evirmeyi amacladi. Bu dikkatli
analiz dahilinde, Machiavell’'nin gunimuizdeki 6nemesmedildi, ki bu

Machiavelli’'nin 6nemini kendi gecici doneminden datteriye tgidi. Calsmanin
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yoni yagun analizin kendisi olarak tezyin edildi, ve byigedonemlerde tarih, din,
glc ve otorite Uzerine ilgili materyalin sOylemir® izin vermektedir, ki bu

Machiavelli’nin yol goésterici gitim Gslubunun bir tekraridir.

Mecazi olarak, Machiavelli, tarih, din, gl¢ ve aterkullanimi ve suiistimali
gunlik olaylarda ortaya cikinda, gelecekteki @encilerle bir sbylem igindedir
denebilir. Otoritenin, moderniteyi tanimlayan gigsolari etkilgimleriyle
suiistimal edilmesini sanki bugin hayattayngibi bir derinlik ve netlikle ortaya
koyar. Tarihsel kayitlar ya da edebi eserlerinderensde buna dahildir — verilrgi
olan karakterlerin hareket ve tepkileri gunumiz ydismndaki mevcut aktivitelere
benzemektedir. Gecgteki ornek tekil eden ibretleri kullanmasi sadece kendi

zamanina dal gelecege de yoneliktir.

Kaotik zamanlarda politikagiddet ve acimasiz gu¢ oyunlariyla angaje
olmaya indirgenir. Machiavelli, blyuk efsanevi likgin ve kahramanlarin bile
vahsi glc-odakll durumlar icine girmek zorunda olduktar 6gretir. Kendisi,
Ozellikle Hiristiyan keislerle kagl kariya kalindginda, yalan sdylemenin gerekli
oldugunu bile itiraf etmgtir. Yine de, sanki Hiristiyanii tamamen go0zden
ctkarmay dilemez gibi gérinmektedir. Hiristiyanh suiistimal edildgi bir ¢cagda
yasiyordu ve Hiristiyanlik adina yapilan yikici ve akl dsi uygulamalarin
bilincindeydi. Tek tanrli dinlerin buyimelerini ddetmek istemeyiz ancak takdir
edilmelidir ki yok edici gilimlerinin koklerini strekli suiistimal edilmelemide

olusturmuslardir.

Machiavelli’nin argimanlarini 6zetlemek gerekireea gore, antik pagan
spiritializm Hiristiyanliktan ¢ok daha diniydi, vieu elatiri diger tek tanrih
“dinlere” de uyarlanabilir. Modern din ve laiklikagsmasinin 6nemi s6zde “din”
adina var olan tansiyon, ajitasyon, sawe terdrizm nedeniyle artmaktadir ve
laikler dine kagi cikarlar. Modern anlamiyla “din,” eski Yunan veoiRa ile
kiyaslandginda, kisitli bir din olarak algilanabilir. Diyebik ki, belli zaman ve
durumlarda, dinin modersekilleri antik ca&dakilere gore dini deldir. Laiklik

dinden tamamen uzaklaayi arzular. GUnimuz terérizminde dinin nasilsimal
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edildigini de gériyoruz. Tamamen laik bir ggrde pek yardimci olmayacaktir. Bu
distince yontemlerinin higbiri politik, sosyal ve askereselelerde verimli dgdir.
Machiavelli’'nin ortaya koydgu bicimde din, politik ve askeri meseleleri ihtiva
eden, insan diasinin bir parcasidir. Laiklikteki dinden uzaite, ya da dinin
suiistimali, en basitkidiriimis haliyle, haksiz sagananin, siddetin, ya da terdrin
‘mazur  gosteriimesidir.’ Insanin  ne olglide hayatin  gsinin - kabul
edilebilirliginden uzaklgtigini gdsterir, ki bu, ginimizde, siradan insandakani

bozulmanin boyutlarini ortaya c¢ikarir.

Bunlar Machiavelli'nin gu¢ ve otorite arasindakrida ilgili 6grettigi temel
derslerdir. Otorite tamamen gucursidda dgildir, ama gu¢ otorite kurmak icin
gerekenlerin sadece kicuk bir parcasidir. Glceadrkdayaniliyorsa, o kadar az
otorite vardir.Prensteki ana odak gug¢ Uzerinedir. Ama, gucgleyisi icerisinde
farkhliklar vardir: “intiya¢ gucu,” “guc¢ arzusuye arka planda da emsak# eden
otorite derslerilhtiyac gucl kaotik diizensizlikle karkarsiya kalindginda ve bu
durumdan kurtulmak istenginde gerceklgirilir. Sadece “glc¢ arzusuna” yatirim

yapanlarla, diizen bozulmaya devam eder.

Otorite Prenste arka planda olabilir ama kesinlikle g6z ardilredmistir.
Otorite basitce “kurallari takip ederek” yasalanamakla bu uystaki gerekceyi
anlamak arasindaki énemli farkgaiet ederlyi yasalar, sadece yasalara uymanin
otesinde, yasalara uyma konusunda isteklilik ort&ggmanin (zerindedirlyi
otorite guclu ve gdikl bir politik diizen kurmak igin gereken kurglprensiplerine
gore davranma isteklini dahil ederek olgturulur. Otorite dyle dizeyde yurgtek
bagliligi ve din olgturur ki, insanlar sehirlerinin ya da cumhuriyetlerinin
devamhlgl icin hayatlarini riske etmeyi goze alirlargdf askeri performans gigc
kullanimina yakinsa, o zaman da bir otorite kaydm demektir. Otorite kaybiyla
birlikte, kamu duzeni ve politik diizen de kaybollr,bu medeniyetin ¢okiiinin
bir belirtisidir. Machiavelli’'nin &rhkh olarak otoriteye odaklanan esefihe
Discoursedir, kaldi ki, bunda da arka planda gug ile ilgdersler vardir.
Machiavelli otorite kaybindaki bu ikilemlere gair, ve Prenste bunlan

dizeltmeye cajir. Otorite kaybi moderniteyi tanimlayan temel lizelliktir.
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Prensin dizgin anlailabilmesi icin, okuyucunun bilincini Machiavelliin edebi

artistik tekniklerine agmasi gerekir.

Yoruma aciklik onun edebi sanatinin bir 6z@dir, ki bu, okuyucu icin,
kendi kskirtici deserlendirmelerini ve yorumlar (zerine yargilarini taya
koyabilecgi bir micadele demektir. Bu, blyuk sanat eserl@knduazzam dgere
yoneltilmistir. Okur icinde benzer bir bicimde ilgi ¢ekicidgiinki aynen politik
otoritenin mevcut talepleri gibi, bir yargli glurma gereklilgi vardir. Machiavelli
gecmiin bir yazari olarak -auctore - blyuk yazarlarla ayni cizgidedir. “Ebedi
Sehir” Roma, ve ilgili buytk antik liderler MachiaNiénin eserlerinde yeniden
dogarlar — bir Rénesans yarlar. Prenslik, onun o anki durumunda, politikanin
tepetaklak gidini tamamen duzeltebilmek icin arttk mevcutgddi. Kaotik,
anasik zamanlarda, acimasiz taktikler uygulanmaktaykli, bunlar prenslerin
suregelen gaddar tarihlerinde yaygirfehensin dizgin bir yorumu, yagaka yari
ciddi bir kinayenin, dil hilelerinin ve oldukca zgazi tarzindan kaynaklanan amacl

mucadelenin kullaniminin derecesinde yatmaktadir.

Kitabin tahsis edildi var sayilan Prens Il. Lorenzo’nun, Machiavelliini
degindigi bu tlr anlamli hareketlerde bulunmak icin gereldierlik seviyesi,
distnce derinlgi ve tarih bilgisine haiz olma ihtimali hicbgekilde yoktur. Kaotik
zamanlarda bile, diizenin otorite — Roma Cumhuriygdin kaynaklanan otorite —
yoluyla surdurilmesi olmadan, sadece kaba glce ndagfa yikici sonuclar
dogururdu. Yaygin olarak bilindi tzere, “yeni prens” prenslikten feragat
etmeliydi. Machiavelli hakkindaki yaygin bilgi Aikirler icerir, ve Machiavelli’'nin
gercek @retisinin  yakinindan bile gecmez.Modern vyaygin gorflin
“Machiavellicilik” adi altinda Machiavelli'nin yanls yorumlanmasi, aslinda,
tarihsel, politik ve kultirel anlaytaki diststn isaretidir, bunlar Machiavelli'nin
ortaya koymay! istedi, disUsteki bir medeniyetin belirtileridir, ama yine deu b
sertlik icinde dahi, Machiavelli buyukltik, mikemikelerdem, cesaret, ve mefili

tekrar insa etmek isteryiir.
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Modern zaman ve gunuimuiz arasinda bir ayrim yapnsakkg, zira bu
Machiavell’nin 6nemini anlamak noktasinda dnemtifaktérdir. Leo Strauss ve J.
G. Pocock gibi kabul goéren 20. yiuzyll bilim adamlabu genel terimi
Machiavelli’nin “ya antik ya da modern” aunun derecesinin temek
sorgulamasinda kullanirlar. James WisePwlitical Philosophy: A History of the
Search for Order (Politik Felsefe: Dizen Aragiin Bir Tarihi) adh kitabinin “Birth
of Modernity: In Search for New Order” (“ModerniienDogusu: Yeni Bir Dizen
Arayisinda”) baglikli 1ll. bolumunde ilk kismin bgligi “Machiavelli”dir. Politik
teori calgmalari iginde, modernitenin 17. ylzyilda Hobbed weke’'un eserleriyle
basladigl Gzerine siregelen inhtilafli bir tagtna vardir. Ama var olan bir gér iddia
da, modernitenin 17. ylzyilldan sonrasladigidir. Diger calsma alanlarinda,
modern zaman daha belirgindir, gec 18. yuzyil \kerrl9. yizyila denk gér. Bu
calsmada, modernite ve gdas arasindaki fark onemlidir, zira Machiavelli’'nin
daha kesin yorumlarindan kaynaklanan bir¢ok argiinenu modernite &g
altindaki bircok gelimeyi elatiren bir cerceveye oturtur. Machiavelli’'nin modern
mi yoksa antik mi oldgu sorusu hala akademik bir tanhia konusudur. Bu, onun
daha ¢ok modern ger ve inanclari sorgulayan ve bunlarin temeliniiggém farkh
bir biling formu olan ¢gdas donemle bglantili oldusu saviyla ilintilidir.

Bu calsmada kullanilan “antik” kavrami Socrates-6ncesi @alara ya da
“Bat1” Avrupa medeniyeti kimginin orijini sayillan bu etkilerin dindaki yerlere
bir atiftir. Roma Cumhuriyeti de bu “antik” taninairdahil edilmgtir, zira burada,
Roma Iimparatorlgunun cokgine kadar, Sokrat, Platon ve Aristoteles
bilinmemekteydi. Bu bdamda, “antik,” “Bati” bilinci denilemnseyden farklidir.

Zaman dilimlerindeki dgsimlerin anlatiminda oldgu gibi, hem tamamen
yeni ayrimlar hem de bir dnceki zaman diliminin iletinden yayilan farkli
gelismeler vardir. Zaman dilimleri arasinda net bir ik@pbulmak oldukc¢a zordur.
Daha buyuk bir dlcekte, insanlik tarihinin antiknzaniylasimdiki zaman arasindaki
en 6nemli ayrim Dga’'nin kavrangindadir. Her ne kadar Eski Ahit'te yamis olsa
da, antik ¢cgdaki Dgsa’'ya duyulan saygl. Bilim ya dapistémékavrami bile,

modern bilingte tamamen farkh bir kavramdi. Nietzs'nin Will to Powerin (Glice
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Isteng)lll. kitabi “Principles of New Evaluation’da (“YeérEvrimin Prensipleri”)
dedigi gibi “19. yuzyili ayirt edeney bilimin zaferi dgildi, bilimsel metodun bilim
Uzerindeki zaferiydi” (Nietzsche 1967: 261).

Modernite Orta Cgdan belirgin bigcimde farkli olan bir zaman dilinnid
Orta C& politika alanindaki tepe noktasina 13. yuzyil fatsles’in @retileriyle
ortac& Hiristiyanligini bagdastirmayr deneyen Thomas Aquinas’in eserlerinde
erismistir. Genel anlamda, tarihgiler Orta £a Roma Imparatorlgu'nun
¢cOkisinden 15. yuzyila kadar uzatirlar. Bilinengeh bir zaman dilimine gegi
ozellikle italya’da, 15. ylzyilin ikinci yarisi ve 16. yiizytibariyle Ronesans'tir.
Jacob Burckhardt'in belirti (izere, italyan Roénesans'lyla,italya’da Orta Cg
sona ermytir’ (Burckhardt, 1:246), ve “artik ginda durdgu icin italyan aklinin
daha iyi takdir edebile@® “yeni bir donem” baglamistir (Burckhardt, 1:246).
Bdyle bir bilgiyi Gretensey ROnesans’ta geinis olan tarihsel saygidir. Boyle bir
farkindalgr mamkin kilansey, tarihe geri donme, antik déneme geri déonme
calismasidir. Bu da, Machiavelli'ningdgimsel yonteminin dnemli bir 6zefii olan

gecmiten ders ¢ikarmanin 6nemini ortaya koyar.

Gec¢ 15. yuzyill ve 16. yizyillda, Martin Luther’inotderi isigindaki
Protestanfiin yikselge gecsiyle, dini baglamda modern kelimesinin kullaniimaya
baslandi. Martin Luther’in ortaya agit 6nemli bir kavram, “Ortagaskolastisizmi
icerisinde, Thomas Aquinas’va anticdsina alternatif olarak ortaya atilgnolan”
(Wiser 1982: 152)via modern&ir.Yeni via modernave ilintili olan devotion
modernaKilise ve devletin birbirinden ayrilmasinin giangici olarak alinabilir. Bu
durum Hobbes'un da yadg dénem olan ge¢c 16. ve erken 17. ylzyillda
Protestanfiin yukselgi icin de dnemli bir gelimedir. Kalvinizm Thomist teorilere
karsiydl ve “popduler iktidar” icin yapilngi olan izah “ylz yildan daha uzun sire
sonra Ingiliz disin adami John Locke tarafindan gfiilecek olan modern
anayasal teoriye inanilmaz bicimde benzemekted{WWiser 1982: 165) Bu
gelismeyle beraber, demokratik prensiplerin ylkgseln balamasiyla, kutsal
kraldan halkin giiciine gecen bir iktidar kavramiisgel Bu gelsmeler deniz

kuvvetlerinin  blyimesine firsat veren merkantilimmive gucli Avrupa
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toplumlarinin dinyanin neredeyse tamamina yayilmagzin veren somirgeciin

yukselsiyle neredeysesgamanlidir.

Modernitenin taninmasindaki gir ana unsurlar, reformist Protestan
teolojisindeki “bireysellik, milliyetcilik, ve gonllulik” (Wiser 1982: 151)
baglamindaki farkli bilingtir. Bu kavramlar, Kutsal &itik ve prenslikleri yok eden
laiklik ve demokratik prensiplerinin yiuksglle es zamanli olarak ortaya cikan
merkantilizm, s6murgecilik ve biylk modern zamatindne de vyerlgtirilen
Aydinlanma ¢ginda tekrar formule edilmive guclendirilmgtir. Genel olarak kabul
goren modern dgr ve inanglarin sorgulanmasinin ilk kavsartiegel ve Marx’'a
baglanabilir, ama, bu c¢amanin da gostergi Uzere, onlarin
kavramsallgtirmalarinin icerisinde, her ne kadar farkli birztéa olsa da, tam bir
modernist inang olan “tarihin ilerlemesi’ni surdireazi icerikler vardir, ve bunun,
seylerin dgasini tam bir kavrayr hatali bicimde saklayan zararl bir biling ofdu
acga cikmstir. Politik disiince alani icinde, modernitenin sert bir sétesi ve
dolayisiyla da gunimiz donemi olarak tanimlanan aram balangici
Nietzsche’'nin eserlerinde mevcuttur. Yaygin popdfmlitik” ve kultirel islerde,
yakin zamana kadar, modernitenin unsurlari, moterim bir ¢okigte oldusu
bilinci ya da farkindaii olmadan, pratikte devam eftir.

Politik distince alaninda — bircok entelektiel tarafindan diteelgoz ardi
edilen — Nietzsche @das dinyanin durumunu anlamak i¢in ancak 20. ylzyilin
ikinci yarisinda 6nem arz eden bir yere getmi Kimse sadece politik dlince
desil ayni zamanda @alas edebiyat alaninda Nietzsche kadar etkili olamaz.
Heiddeger, Arendt, Foucault ve Derrida’nin galalarinda modern formlar ve
inanclar nedeniyle unutulngwlan antik farkindalik geri galarak modern prensip
ve inanglar sadece sorgulanm@mayni zamanda tersylz edikti. Modern
deserler ve inanclarn alt etmegéimi donemin Unli sanatcilari George Bernard
Shaw, Thomas Mann, Franz Kafka, Albert Camus, Mil&undera ve
Nietzsche’den etkilenmidiger birgok edebi figir tarafindan devam ettirgtni Bu,
Machiavelli’'nin 6nemini ortaya cikarir zira Machgllr ile ilgili yanlis yorumlarin

bircogu onun edebi sanatinin bilinmemesinden kaynakldhatzsche, kendisinden
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500 yil 6nce ortaya atimiinancin modern prensiplerini alt eden bir argimani
yeniden sunmyur. Bu arguman Nietzsche’nin temellendgidicagdas politik
distince sirecine bigekilde benzer, ki Nietzsche dmlyan Ronesans’inda olgu
gibi bir yeniden dgusu, antik dénemin yeniden @dosunu ister. Genel anlamda,

Ronesans’in temel unsurlarigess edebiyatta yeniden hayat bulgtwr.

Machiavelli’'nin yeniden dgerlendiriimesi ya da yorumlanmasi Uretken bir
noktaya varabilir. maksatlar, gunumizde politik rrkasanin  kaynaklarini
incelerken evrensel kozmopolit gecerlilik olarg@as yazarlarin 6nemine dikkatleri
cekebilir. Tarihin, dinin, glcun ve otoritenin ydan yapimi “modernitenin”
Uzerinde ve oOtesinde unsurlardir. Barry Cooperedigl gibi “modern ve
postmodern politik rejimler arasindaki temel farGgdya — kainata, tarihe, ilahi
olana, Tanri'ya — kar takinilan tavirdir.” (Cooper 1985: 25) Bu farkdih temeli
dogadir. Bgka hicbir kavram antik ve modern kavramsgllanalarinda “dga”
kadar farklihk gostermez. Modern tavir, eski vartlurumlarina kar devrimsel
prensipler Uzerinde yukselir. Kutsal olan ve dimlemekler bilincli olarak yok
edilmistir. Ge¢gms, bir nostalji olmanin dtesinde bir 6nemi olmay&iess fikirlerin
yer aldgl bir arka plana doinUstlr. Veya, algilanan daha iyi bir gelecek igin
kullanilacak tglalar olarak gorulen bir “fikirler” torbasi halingelmistir. Tarihi
“Tarihsel ilerleme” kavrami, “diinyanin sonu’nda ii@gan bir iyilgtirmeyi iceren
apokaliptik bir gorgu icerir. Tarihsel ilerleme “modern metafizikterirétilmistir.

Ama biz modern metafigin sorgulandi! bir ddnemde yayoruz.

Machiavelli bu cakmada geltirilen glclendirilmi calsmayi, gecmiten
ders almak, bu guni anlamak ve gelecek icin hammék bglaminda, motive
etmistir. Bu sire¢ onun eserlerinde surekli olarak ork@rg inantyorum ki benim
calsmamda da bdyle olmgtur. Tarih onun gitimsel yaklgimi icin merkezi bir
onem addetmektedir. Kendigada, gitimsel yonu icin antik ddneme pladir, ve,
“modern politika icin bilimsel el kitabi” olarak adturulansey de aslinda modern
politikanin i¢sel bir elgirisiydi. Machiavelli'nin yaklgimi ve edebi tarzi klasik
anlamdaki felsefeden, metafizikten ve dinden faiklihatta bunlari bozar. Bu

meseleler konusunda Machiavelli gunimizde cok detiali olabilir, zira,
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tartisildigl Gizere modernitenin ¢okiinin kabul edilmesi klasik “Bati” bilincinin bir
drtnuduar. Ganuimaz politik gance alani antikleri derli tutar vesu ani anlamak

ve harekete gecmek icin daha uygun bir bicimdeakutl

Machiavelli’nin eserleri yakkak 500 yil 6nce yazilmgtir, ve gliinimiz igin
bu eserlerin gecerlgi sorusu akla gelebilir. Tarihi gozden gecirecekirsik,
Machiavell’de hem gerge benzerlikler hem de belirsizlikler géririz. Bu,
yirminci yuzyllda Machiavelli'ye dgnen liderlerin dgasinda gikardir. Prensadl
eserinde ve satirik oyunlarinda gercek tavsiyelagca hileler arasinda dikkatli bir
ayrima gidilmesinin gerekmesinin sebebi budur. Kaaimanlarda ne yapmak
gerektgini bilmek politika tarihini cakmak ve sozde “otoritelerle” guasirken
yaratici bir hayal guclyle diince yaratmak ve bunlari uygulamak ve yaratici
olmak demektir. Bdyle olunca, si politikadaki “gercge benzerlikler ve
belirsizlikleri” gbrmelidir. Bu gorev igin gerekecevaplar en gugclu politik otorite
olan Roma Cumbhuriyetinin tarihini ve glince derinkgini bilmeyi gerektirir. Bu

nedenle, Machiavelli giinimdz icin de gecerlidir.

Yaygin yanlg okumalar Machiavelli'nin gecici, sadece zamanititab#
disundr oldgunu, ve tim enerjisinin sadece sgdig  dénemdeki italya’nin
durumlarindan kaynaklangini séyler. Ama dikkatli bir okumayla, evrensel etiy
gayet net bir bicimde aga cikar. Cassirer’in gosiine gore “Machiavelli'nin tarzi
evrenselcidir: biz tarihin kendini hi¢bir zaman yemedigini dustinuriz, o tarihin
kendini her zaman yenilegini dustnur” (Cassirer 1946: 125), ve “Machiavelli ne
sadecdtalya icin ne de sadece kendi donemi icin yammii(Cassirer 1946: 126).
Gelisen hizli iletsim ve taimacilik aksiyla birlikte didnyanin tarihin  eski
zamanlarina gore ¢ok daha evrensel bir yer @ldgoristi mevcuttur. Ama antik
kozmoloji — dunyanin kiresel gasinin biyolojik cember prensibinin icerisinde
politika ve dinin harmanlanmasi sebebiyle — gunienigre daha global ve
evrensel bir bilince sahipti. Teknolojik argimargbkrin yayllmasinin hizinin
artmasi ile ilgilidir. Ancak haber bilgi demek gkelir, hatta sgduyu ve hikmetin
yakinindan bile gecmez. Asalet ve insan mukemgelle ilgili higcbir sey

sdylemez. Uluslar arasi hale gedrpolitik diinyanin cok dnemli gerlendirilmeleri
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Uzerine yargida bulunmak icin gerekli yetenek, giiiaide unutulmy g6z ardi
edilmis faktorleri gerekli kilar. Bu faktorler, erdem, eest, asalet, mukemmelliktir
ki bunlar sgduyu ve hikmete ukamak icin harmanlanmgtir. Hem antik hem de
guinuimuz politik uygulamalarinin tarihi bir analigolitik egitim icin gerekli ve
vazgecilmez bir platformdur. §duyu denilensey, verimli politik yansimalar ve
hareketlerin toplaminda yapisteir. Sa&duyu, gecmie ait kasilastirmali tarihi
bilgiden gecici durumlara kadar yeni bir yagla sunabilen bilgi sahibi yargilar

gerektirir.

Ancak, Ronesans’in gosu italya’daki “yogun miicadele’nin sonucunda
oldu. Machiavelli tarafindan ortaya atilan ¢cikammintcadelenin gakli ve gicli
polittk ve sosyal vyapilar Uretebilegie yonundedir. Italya’daki “yosun
mucadele”den uluslar arasisganin bircok drind, vgu anda c¢ok daha gecerli
olmaya balayan bir ygam bicgimi ortaya ¢ikmgtir. Bu giglikten “diplomasi, devlet
adamlgi, glc¢ dengesi teorisi, devletlerin toplglufikri” citkmistir (Shaw 2000: 34).
Amagc gelecgin politik yapisina yonelik Uretken politik ittifée kurmakti. Ancak
bu gelecek gecre yeniden bir bakla, Helenistik cakmalarin ve, Roman
Cumhuriyete donemi sirasinda gile de Roma Imparatorlgu déneminde
olusturulmus olan Roma Yasalarindan alinan, gab Yasa dglncesinin yeniden
dogusuyla meydana gelrtir. Temel klasik Bati kimii olan Roma Cumhuriyetini
olustururken, Machiavelli'nin tarihi ibret dersleringna noktasi bu Bati kinginin
disinda olmgtur. Tim bu cikarimlar elbette ki devasadir ve bumirt icerisinde

detaylica aciklanmtir.

Machiavelli’nin buginin selefi oldwnu sdylemek abartill olmaz. Temel
amaci, genellikle, belli gecici, zamansal durumdardim secilebilir faktorlerin
yaratici bir yeniden gasidir. Harekete ge¢cme talebi adaletin pratik farmin bir
talebidir. Bu Cicero’yu zamaninin @r politik disintrlerinden ayirageydir, ve
Machiavelli'yi de ayiransey budur. Cicero ve Machiavelli pratik, dolayisida
gercek adalet orneklerine dayandiklan icirgedierinden farklhidirlar. Bu ayrim

modern durumlara uygulanmasi agisindan biricikdachiavelli tarihi bilmenin
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gerektgini cinkl gecmyin bilgisine kagl duran modernitenin, inanclari artik
sUpheli oldi@gundan, artik inanilir olmagini ortaya koyar.

Bu dersler, gecici, zamansal durumlara yenilik lgranasina .gal yapar.
Ancak, bu yenilik, antik bir kavram olan ve gunumpalitik distincesi alaninda
yeniden d@an “sonsuz tekerrir’deki antik kozmoloji yoluyla rajiisel tarihin
genel aynilgiyla beraber olmalidir. Antik paganizmden edinildarsler ortaya
koyar ki guclulik ve zayifliklar Dga ve insan dgasinin kabul edilebilirlik
seviyesiyle Olculurler. Onu kontrol etmek adinaakdlkla dgzadan yuz cevirmek
bir zayiflik gostergesidir. Vgu anda her zamankinden daha c¢ok giice giglu
ihtiyacimiz var. Antik ruhiyatcilik, cennetteki gamdan @renilemeyecek olan
dunyadaki ygamin d@asini kabul etmekten gecer. Antik din ve Urinleditkayi,
adaleti ve gucli bir orduyu da igerir. Bu tur buhiyatcilik politikay! atigindan
baslama noktasidir.

Doért ana maddenin (tarih, din, glc ve otorite) her, bu calsmadaki ana
argumanlari mumkin kilarken birgdirini besler. Orngin tarihsel bilgi aracifiyla
tanimlanan otorite, politik dizen icin bir antikndbir mihenk taidir, ki bu, iddia
edilen politik diizen ve insanlik tarihindeki pdtitinsanlarin karma bir bigamini
ortaya koyar. Bu tarihsel olgunun diizgin bir biggvahlailmasi ve tanimlanmasi
amacinin, modernitede otoritenin dyle ya da bowdgifk oldigu tartsildigindan,

guinuimuizde de @milmesi gereken bigey oldugu ssikardir.

Otorite artik olmadiindan, ve iyi otoritenin insan tarihindeki en Ugkzeyde
politik diizeni sgladigl iddia edildginden, ginimuzde blka hicbirseye otoriteye
duyuldygu kadar ihtiya¢c duyulmartir. Klasik Bati kimligini olusturan eski
mihenk ta1 artik inanilir olmadiindan yeni bir mihenk #aa ihtiyac
duyulmaktadir.Simdi, “Dogu” ve “Bati” arasindaki kartlik Gzerine kurulu bir
kimligin yikilmasi gerekgi cagrisi yapilmaktadir. Durumun adil bir resmi icin
gereken dersler, bunun tarihi, ve sivil bir dinien@yimi, hatali saldirganlik, sava
ve terOrizm Ureten yanlillizyonlarin 6tesinde, mevcut kiresghee durumunda

yapisal bir mihenk ta olabilir.
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Insan hayatinda daha yiiksek bir milkkemmellik seviyegilistiren, politik,
sosyal ve kultirel dizen icin liderlere olan ihtyaizdan kacinamayiz. Ancak,
zayifin gucluye yetki verir gibi goring@u bir sistemimiz var. Gug otoriteye yetki
verir. ilk olarak Nietzsche tarafindan geilen su soru kagimiza cikar: “diinyanin
efendileri olmay!l kim hak ediyor?” Machiavelli dgla olarak bu buylk soruyu
herkesten daha muzafferane cevaplar. Bu onugkébar tarafindan yurinmemi
yol”unun, bilinmeyen yerler ve denizler aiama” cabasinin énemli bir parcasidir
(Machiavelli 1965: 190).

Teknoloji ¢caginda, modern bilimsel magin diinda ayri bir biling hissi
olusturmak gereklidir. Mevcut durumun anlayiin yeniden formile edilmesi igin
yeni bir sanatsal bilincin kokleri Ronesans’taslbdi. Nihilizmin taninmasindan
baslayan, ki buseylerin gercekliklerini kabul etmek igin gereklidibu sanatsal
bilincin — sanatsal devrimin — canfilimevcut zamanda tekrar hayata dahil etmek
amaclyla sanatsal yaratl ortaya koymak icinstolwlmasinda Machiavelli etkili
olmustur. Bu unsurlara odaklanmak, bunlar hayati onegdg&andan, bu cagmaya

benim katkim olan kisimdir.

Egitim Uzerine olan bu dersler ve alintilar, Machiéivelstincesindeki bu
yaklasimin yonunusekillendiren énemli parcalardir, ki bunlar da, Meatelli’nin
ginumuz i¢cin 6nemini ortaya ¢ikarir. Machiavelli ihenk tainin Gzerinde duran
atlama tar gibidir. Egitimsel yaklgim sanatsal yorumun yokiunu reddeder, ve
nihilist politik dizensizliklerde yaraticigdilebilirli ge ca&r yapar. Bitimsel amac
analizin 6tesindedir; bu, tarihin yeniden formulgilmesiyle, yeni bir dindarlik
formuyla, gucin dgru kullanildgl ¢agdas bir otorite formuyla bezenmi modern
bilingten farkli yeni bir politik “hareket” ile mukindir. Uretken gadashkta,
“yenilik” gecmisin derslerinden yeni edinilgtir, ki bu ironik gériinen ama sadece
modern bilingte olan bir idraktir. Yeni bir bilincéatiyac vardir, ki bu antiklere
“yeni” bir donis demektir. Bu “antiklere dénti R6nesans sirasindagb&ll sivil
ftalyan toplumunda kismen gercekiglimistir. Su anda, bizim de “yeni bir

Ronesans’a” ihtiyacimiz vailEger, calkantili zamanlar da bile, tarihten layler
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ogrendiysek, gercek bir ustalik yikselebiMe bizim tarihteki dier her zamandan

cok ustalara intiyacimiz var.
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4.51997-1999 Teacher: Turkish American Associatid@innah Cadessi, 20
Ankara, Turkey. Teaching English-As-A- Second Laagg!
to beginners and the advanced. Use of all four main
categories: speaking and listening, reading antingri
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4.62000-2001 Teacher: Karaca Language School, Karanfil Sok@k, 2
Ankara, Turkey. Teaching English-As-A- Second Laamg!
to beginners and the advanced.

4.71992-1993 Research Assistant: The Senate of Canada, Sethedibin
Macquarrie, House of Commons, Ottawa, Ontario, Gana
Summarization of articles from academic journald an
government publications on international affairstive
affairs, foreign policy, development of trade, andtural
relations. Coordination of research, publicatiod an
promotion of Senator Macquarrie’s book,
Red Tory Blues

4.81991-present Professional Editor: Canadian editorkaftika & Kontext, a
Canadian-Slovakian, international journal. Editr f
Diplomat Canadaa magazine for international affairs
published in Ottawa, Canada. Private editing ftiotars in
Canada. Editor 200Human Rights in Turkey and the
World, Hacettepe University, Centre for Research and
Application of Philosophy of Human Rights, UNESC@ai
for the Philosophy of Human Rights, Prof. loannatnadi,
Main Editor. Editing for scholars in Hacettepe aviiddle
East Technical Universities.

4.91998-1990 Sessional Lecturer/Teaching Assistant: impartiogrse
material in introductory and second-year coursethen
“Introduction to Political Science” and “The Hisyoof
Political Thought”: Political Science Departmenackilty of
Public Affairs, Carleton University, Ottawa, Canada

5. Areas of Academic Interest

5.1 Political Thought on Global Politics a study on the relations of political

thought and/or philosophy on the current argumehtgobalization. It involves

the combination of historical political thought atiteories with their concrete

examples in contemporary events, generally théioak of the ‘east’ and ‘west’

generated in the latest academic works which civanh these traditional

identities. The direction is towards a new sen¢diinational relations theories:

a) The Loss of Authority: Present-Day Sole Reliancd?ower Politics

b) Globalization of Justice and Authority: Adoptingltdernational Judicial
Necessities

c) Psychological Analysis: Religious and Ideologic@luses in Friend-Enemy
Identities

d) Environmentalism: Ancient-Contemporary Initiatives.
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5.2 Turkish Politics with Its Comparative Survey of the Middle East: a
further analysis of the uniqueness and difficuloé3 urkish politics:

a) The Geographical Importance of being between ‘East’ ‘West'.

b) A Study of Civil Society and the State.

c) A Comparative Study on the Conditions in NeighbogriNations of the
Middle East.

5.3 Spiritual and/or Psychological Crisis an analysis of the roots of growing
political downfall, violence, and terrorism from amerdisciplinary combination
of political thought, literature, with religious @mpsychological studies. This
includes a return to the ancient in lessons frogapasm, shamanistic religions
as a means for understanding the contemporaryqareeint:

a) Use or Abuse of Religion

b) Study of Ancient Paganism and Politics.

c) Psychological Analysis of Terror Politics.

d) The True Meaning of “The End of History”

5.4 Politics and Literature: another combination of historical study of paolti
and social events in relation to great literary kgorThe well-chosen literary
works will demand concrete historical study of vallet material in time and
space, with reference to the different historicadiqus, the history of political
thought through a comparative educational approBeé.topics will range from
various literary genres and historical periods:

a) Ancient (Classical) Literature

b) Literary and Political Works of the Renaissance

c) Literary Theory and Criticism

d) Comparative Literature

e) Modern and Contemporary Literature

5.4 Sub-fields in Graduate Studies: 1Political Sociology, an@) Culture,
Ideology and Mass Communications

6. Courses Taught(This is a list of the courses taught)

International Relations Department, Economics and
Administrative Sciences, Hacettepe UniversityINR 101 & 102
Introduction to Political Science, INR 161 & 162sittiry Of
Civilization, INR 207 & 208 History of Political Tdught, KAY 135
Sociology, ECO 128 Political History.

English Unit, Faculty of Humanities and Letters, Blkent
University: PS

207: The History of Political Thought"®Term “Imperialism:
Devastation in the Ancient and Modern World.”
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Instructor, Cankaya University, Preparatory Schoot Courses
teaching the English language within the main tart other lessons
added.

Private Instructor : Courses teaching the English language with a
focus on speaking and listening, reading and vgitin

7. Research and Publications
7.1PhD. Dissertation:

History, Religion, Power, and Authority:

The Relevance of Machiavelli’'s Educational Approaah
Contemporary Political Though2008 (publishable)
Political Science and Public Administration Depagtiy
Faculty of Economics and Administrative Sciences,
Middle East Technical University, Ankara, Turkey.
Circa 266 pages. PhD Advisor, Prof. Mehmet Okyayuz.

7.2M.A. Thesis:
Modernity in Decline: Politics and the Modern Novel
(publishable) Political Science Department, Fgaof Public
Affairs, Carleton University, Ottawa, Ontario,
CANADA. 1990. 184 pp. M.A. Advisor, Prof. Tom Ehyy.

7.3 Articles (including extended and revised term papers anddor
submissions)

“Nietzsche’s Historical Confrontation with Hegel: The End of
History’?” Submitted to: Journal of Economics and Adminigte
Sciences, Hacettepe University, December, 2007.

“Reflection on Language In the Works of Martin Heidgger.”
Will be submitted shortly to SSCI or AHI. Formerrtepaper for
SOC 634 Advanced Issues in the Sociology of Knogéed
Sociology Department, Faculty of Arts and Scien&esf. Unal
Nalbantoglu, Middle East Technical University, AnkaTurkey,
2005.

“Presence and Absence: The ‘Destining’ of Technology
according to

Heidegger! Presentation at th&Xlst World Congress of
Philosophy, August 10-17, Istanbul, TURKEY: Contemporary
Philosophy Section,
ICEC-S4. Will be re-submitted toterpretation: A Journal Of
Political Philosophy Queen’s College, Flushing NY.
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“A Re-Examination of ‘Judgement’ in Hannah Arendt’s
Speculated

Completion of The Life of the Mind” Former term paper for PS
534 Power and AuthorityPolitical Science and Public
Administration Department, Faculty of Economics and
Administrative Sciences, Middle East Technical msity, Ankara,
Turkey, 2005.

“The Contest of Poetry and Political Philosophy: ArEncounter
During Nihilistic Times, with reference to Plato and Nietzsche'
Presentation &orm and Discontent: A Symposium of the
Problem of Categorizability, The Third Annual Interdisciplinary
Symposium, Bilkent University Program @ulture, Civilizations,
and ldeasBilkent University, Anakara, Saturday, April 3005.

7.4Books (unpublished or awaiting publication)

New Youth: Friulian Poems of Pier Paolo PasolinAccepted
(2001)

but later denied (2003) by Guernica editions, Tayddntario,
Canada. Will be re-submitted to appropriate pulklisf2007)

Plato’s Gorgias: A Renewed ReturnA careful interpretation of the
dialogue, with its similarity to contemporary copteand their use,
as well as on the nature of education. Almost cetepl and will be
submitted shortly. (2008)

Contemporary Politics: A Critical IntroductionTo be co-authored
with a colleague, Dr. Bicafahin, Political Science and Public
Administration Department, Economics and AdministeaSciences
Faculty, Hacettepe University, Ankara, Turkey.gmocess, 2008)

8. Memberships

8.1Association of Liberal Thought, Ankara, Turkey (meetings, conference
for Middle East studentgresent.

8.2 Centre For Liberal Arts Education and Public Affair s, Carleton
University Ottawa, Ontario, Canada (meetings, camfees, editing)
1988-90

8.3 Executive Director: Ottawa Independent Writers (OIW) (Meetings,
co- ordination, editing) Ottawa, Ontario, Canati295-1997.
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8.4 Publicity Coordinator: Editor's Association of Canada (EAC)
Ottawa, Ontario, Canadi995-1997.

8.5 Canadian Mediterranean Institute (CMI) (Meetings, organization of
conferences in Ottawa) Ottawa, Ontario, Can&€82-1997.

9. Languages:
9.1English: (excellent; fluent)
9.2ltalian: (advanced)
9.3Friulian: (advanced)
9.4French: (upper intermediate)
9.5Turkish: (lower intermediate)

10. Hobbies:

10.1Sports: Baseball, Basketball, Badminton, Squash, Tennis,
Water-Skiing, Swimming, Jogging, Tkiglg

10.2Music: Guitar, Blues, Jazz, Dance

10.3Films: Educational films, Documentaries, Films of Histor
Shakespeare, Works of Art, (use of educatiotakfin department
lessons)

10.4Tourism: ancient historical sites, accumulation of histariornaments,
books of historical knowledge, photography.

11. References

11.1 Prof. Dr. Tom Darby, Political Science Department, Faculty of
Public Affairs, Carleton University, Ottawa, Canada
Phone: (001)-613-520-2600, ex: 2778; fax: (0Q13-620-4064,
e-mail: tdarby@ccs.carleton.ca

11.2 Assoc. Prof. Dr. BicanSahin, Political Science and Public
Administration Department, Economics and AdministeaSciences
Faculty,

Hacettepe University, Ankara, Turkey.
Phone: (+90) 312-297-87255; fax: (+90) 312-299-8740
e-mail: bican@hacettepe.edu.tr

11.3 Assoc. Prof. Dr. Mehmet Okyayuz, Political Science and Public
Administration Department, Economics and AdministeaSciences
Faculty,

Middle East Technical University, Ankara, Turkey.
Phone: (+90) 312-210-3012; fax: (+90) 312-210-7982,
e-mail: okyayuz@metu.edu.tr
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11.4 Dog. Dr. Ali Murat Ozdemir , International Relations Department,
Economics and Administrative Sciences Faculty, Hape
University, Ankara, Turkey. Phone (+90) 312-297-Blfax: (+90)
312-299-6740,
e-mail: ozdemir_alimurat@yahoo.com

11.5 Yrd. Dog. Dr. Emel Oktay, International Relations Department,
Economics and Administrative Sciences Faculty, Hape
University, Ankara, Turkey.

Phone: (+90) 312-297-8111; fax: (+90) 312-299-6740
e-mail: emeloktay@hacettepe.edu.tr
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