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What has happened to the basic principles of politics? It is
not necessary to state, but merely examine the deveolpement
of Aristote and St. Thomas.

In the present we have a deviation from traditiomal political
philosophy.  Yith the advent of the moderns ( Machiavelli,
Hume, Locke, etc. , we find a certain ambiguity; they are
slightly unintelligihle. - :

We will consider the history of political thought ( and if things
can hapoen to iceas, they can be said to have a history).

The course will begin with a consideration of what Father iic Coy
referred to as a highly significant book, The liyvth of t}
State by one Ernst Cassirer published by the Yale University
Press. according to Cassirer the history of political thought
may be read as a struggle against myth. Hyth is defined as
the irrational in human affiars: anything that is above or
below reason. Cassirer is reférred to as a Neo-rationalist.

=

e that iristotle recognizes that ths contemplative.
is to be preferred to the active, the practical
The contemplative is not proper to man as man
he sense that it is proportioned to man's intellect
% it is that for which he should strive. Nan should
ive according to what is best in himself.
Professor Cassirer, on the other hand, exalts the practical
1if2 to a primary position.
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We notice in Plato that he relegates the gods to metaphysics;
excludes them from politics because he maintained that no
social reform could be obtained if they were considered.

And so we Find Cassirer referring to Hetaphysics and Haturad Phil.
as myths that are not to be condidered. :

Survev of tne thesis of Cassirer:

Thomas Acauinas: Cassirer sees St. Thomas as confronted by a greater

myth than Plato was, namely revelation. Speaks of Thomas'
emphasis on humen reason. Cassirer quotes Ztienne Gilson as
saying that St. Thomas said that the human mind could not

of itself arrive at the existence of God. He also completely
omits iristotle in his relation to Plato and St. Thomas.
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k " Author of The Prince and The
Discourses on Living. There are-many, especially in the
-U.5. who defend kachivelli today. Machiavelli was the first
deliberately to advocate the use of evil means. His defenders
explain that he merely placed the common good before the good
of the individual. This opinion is based more on the Discours- '
es in which he was much concerned about the common good of the
Ttalian people. Cassirer wonders how kachiavelli, " a man of
great and noble mind-became the advocate of such splendid
m wickedness. However, he sees Machaivelli as at the gateway
m of the modern world, pointing the way to freedom of myth.
| Cassirer admits that the man was evil, but he calls him a
necessary evil, necessary to free the state from the myths
of the old obligations. He took the most dramatic way of
freeing man from traditional morality and external governings.

Machiavelli ~ §lways a problem.

. Thus with Machiavelli Political Philosophy lost its bond with
” . religion and metaphysics, as well as with all mihmnxsoeial .
W bonds. .
Today Western civilization is forming a new moral code indevendent
of any natural law - its political thought is away from
nature. After the turmoil of the 16th century, the Natural
law remained the same, but men's attitude towards it had changed
radically; there were now no longer any externals laws to
which man was bound. Rather, every law that bound him was of
his own making, imposed .on by himsagaf.

17th Century Politicgl Philosonhsers )
-they took their theories from the Stoics. They were secsking
: a universal philosophy that would appeal to every country.
” The Stoic " did not Help man to solve any mxsh¥em metaphysical
| riddles, but they did promise to restore man to his :
| ethical dignity."m
Now according to Cassirer this human dignity consists in the
worth that man attributes to himself,
Is be not, then, making operable what is essentially inonerable?

ﬁ Art - man is free to determine both the end and the neans.
]
|

korals - here the and is not operables, it is fixed. Some
” would like to make both the end and the means
M operable.

The political freedom of the 17th century was merely a symbol and a’
sign of the intellectual freedom and emancipation.

The last portion of the book is entitled: The iyth of the 20th Cent.
~-this is the century that should be absolutely myth-free. Para-
‘doxically enoughf the emancipation of all that breeds myths

gave birth to the greatest mybth of all: totalitarianism, This

« . Cassirer cannot explain. -

"If pan's intellect is the measure of all things, then the logical

order becomes identical with the real order. This is found
in Plato also; this equation of the logical and real orders., -

0

In specific sciences Cassirer maintains that species are identical
. in their differences . From the point of view of politics, &kis

S L U

is the destroying of specific differences {e.g. family, man etc.)

that leads to totalitarianism. . Cassirer is opposed to totalitarianisn
To the Tationalist the presence af myth in a century of te h-
nicological processes is. confusing.

{ homo magos (magician)
Primitive -
(- homo faber

FModern politician is both. The complete wmﬂwobwmmﬂmos of szuww.wwﬂm
has subsFituted man's mind for Divine Providence. aven responsible
for the fortuitoos. : .

19th and 20th Centuries - perversions anddeceits. Rational,

technical and scientific. - . . el
Hegel-great champion of rationalism. Zxaltation of man.

20th cent. adds new dimensions to myth. How ammm myth find its
place hers? Prof. Cassirer gives no reason; only gives an account.
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not oproduce identical houses.

¥an has in common with all things an intrinsic principle of motion,
but unlike other things he has knowledge of his end. He can
distinguish -objects of pursuit and avoidance other than things
natural/ to him (e.g. mating) also things proper to him as a
rational animal {e.g. founding a family).

There is an order, there are degrees, in what is natural to man.
_it is natural to man to be a social animal.
_it is natural to him in a different sense to construct an
elaborate political society.
Tt is very important to distinguish between the various uses of
this term, "natural®. -
- -]

Two basic principles of Political Science ( they are 5mdﬁdwwvf

1. It is natural for man to go from the simple to the
complex. i

2. It is natural to things complex that there be an order of
the parts to one another and to the whole.

Art imitates nature. : : -
-if the principles are related to one another, so too will their
effects.

Divine Nature-------- Divine Arte——eemm——n—- Speculative Sciences

Art
_things operable by man imitate nature.

(In Metaphys. Bk.X: The Common Good is primary in the
uyniverse and in society by reason of imitation of nature.

Hature is not perfected by art, nor vice versa. Altho
nature makes art possible.

God's knowledge is to nature as the mind of the artist is
to what he makes.)

see S5t. Thomas Metaphys. bk. XII,.cap. 10. The good of xk=m
nature, is it the order?

-in this passage he gives the order of natureal things and one
can see as it were in embryo his Polities. From his conside~
ration of the order of plants, animals, etc. to one another
one can foresee his insistence on-the order of master to
slave, members of family to ruler, etc.

It is very important to keep in mind this imitation of nature
when studying the Politics of Aristotle. ’ .

Haeture stands between God and Art.

Humowmmu ow wwm cbw<mwmmdmwmmouﬂwm.mmvmodommwmz.
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The ordering of all parts of theuniverse to the common good is
mwmowmmw< the notion of government. The notion of govermment also
involves the notion of law.~-thad by which a thing isinduced to act
or restrainedfrom act. : -

The eternal law or natural law differ according to aspect:
As the m%mswwmﬂ in the Divine mind=the eternal law; as existing in
things directed, measured and ruled by the Divine mind= natural law.

St. ebaaww.mm%m that the law exists in the law-giver as well as
the HﬁHwa..:HP things measured by the divine law are necessarily in-
cluded in eternal law as directing them to their end. ;

i
i

Cf. Ia, Ilae, g. 91, art. II

- | s < os
L Eternal {directing specific natures to their prover acts.
av ) ) ' i

Natural ering in subjects accordingto natural inclin-

Han: three orders of precepis:
2. substance .
b. animal
c. rational --- Yirtues:
' ~intellectusl
-moral

Considering now.specifically the ravional vart of natural lawu:
}an not only shares.in the execution of Pivine Providence but & shar-
ing in the very dispoaition of Frovidence. Since man having intell-

igence, acts for himself,

Man's self-povermment consists in the fact that he shares in the
disposition of Poovidence. He choses well the means adapted to the
end of his nature.

Spiders build the same webs; swallows the same nests but man with
reason isdifferant as respect to the end.

Man hasto. acquire the intellectual and moral virtues.

Zthics (Arist)-what is the nature of man, what isthe end towards
which man (rational animal) moves? P
Individual men is made up of:

sensible element- .

rational element-  this combination, this subjecting of the

- sensible to the rational, is to aAristotle
as the principle of governance of all
society. :

Athics, Book I-iristotle:
The end of man is what?
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For vhat end does rational animal act? Happiness; the f£ood life; the
1ife in accordance with moral and intellectual virtues and the
highest virtue, contemplation.

Twofold end of man:
1. ppoportionaie to his whole nature-practical virtues.

L2 proportionate to his formal elemen t-contemplation, cultivation of

rational principle.’

For the majority of men thelife most proportionate to his whole
nature is best but- this is not best in itself. Contemplation is
quasi-divine, - :

The analysis of parts of the soul in the De Anima suggests to -
Aristotle the pypes of government. So as the parts of the man are or-
dered to the good of the whole man, so all individual men are ordered
to the good of the whole, '

Two relations in the household:

1. the good of man and® woman-this relation is for the generation of

the species. . )
2. the good of the father andson.
POLITICAL ORDER

-rule of man and woman--constitutional or a@opwdwomHv rule.=democracy
_rule of father and son--royal rule. =monarchy
—also rule of master and slave-~despotic rule =tyranny

These have an anelogy to the soul: o )
rule of rational principle over sense appetites (political and reyal)
_rule of the soul over the body (despotic rule) .

A husband ruges over wife as equal over equal (therefore a dem-
ocracy). This, though, is not true constitutional rule for man and
woman are not strictly equal. The woman does not become the man nor
the man the woman, whsre in true constitutional Bovernment the rulers
pecome at times the ruled and the ruled become the rulers.

So is there a certain equality and independence in "pational prin-
ciples over sense appetites"; the rational principles direct the sense
appetites to their proper good. .

e/g. temperance in Tood {(not gluttony nor obstemiousness)

The rule of maen over woman is not true oodm@wﬁﬁﬁ%oﬁmw womw&uamdﬁ
nor is the rule of reason over sense. For the ideal is not for sense

appetites to rule at times 2ud the rational at other times, as do
ruler and subject in true constitutional Bovernment.

To Aristotle, the royal rule is best, for as @ father rules with
perfect control and yetv with love and concern, SO should rational

. principles rule over sense mwwmﬁwﬁwm.

The Despotic Rule of master over slave is different really from
tyranny. Tyranny is naturally unjust in the political order for it 1is
not for the good of the free nature of man. . .

-‘*
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But, the rule of the master over the slave is just by nature accord-

ing to Aristotle.
.Hw comparisen, ﬂsmw. slavery is just and tyranny unjust. The master
rules over the slave "per accidens” for his good.

Yho isthe natural slave accordingto Aristotle?® .
.HH one can mwwn a man who is to another men as brute is to rational
animal, then, that man is called a natural slave.

man : man : '
wwsdm"wmﬁwozmwmhwamw

But the slave is a rational animal, butis defective in his_comparise
on to him who has full rationality. So, according to Aristotle, whoevs
er is so defective in prudence as not to be able to govern Fwﬁmmww he
is a natural slave. : ’

. *
(a question asked) . o
reply: according to Aristotle also, for ons to Tulea comaunity he

" would have to be qualitatively better than anyone in the community,

but not this only. Ee would have to be better than the whole community.

ioned above as just simplis
mouwwqﬁmdmmosdmcaonma.

The zsal relation of man to slave is ment
citer, while slavery as institutionalizad i

Tn human affairs.we can only hove best to achieve the intention of
nature. e.g. as in war.

3 . -

. .

Saint Thomas, asking what isthe natural slave, points out that it is
not the barbarizn, but it signifies the barberian for thers is no

communication for the barbarian with the native andtherefore he does
not speak logic or grammar (a certain defect of reason).

The naturalness of thisrelation of &

mastaz and the natural slave is
no primary naturalness but secondary naturalness. Hatural slavery is
not brought in by mature; if not brought in by nature, how is it a
part of natural law. The natural law can be changed by way of addition

through the positive law and "jus gentium¥.

2ll men free andequal

Lo

Watural Lew -- changed

sl

addition
-..positive law
-..jus genthum

to be continued;
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‘ Netural Lew ) .P,daww.md ..unv.m head.is a Eommwmw‘wow he alone has perfect fresdom. He
- A3 . T : alone has prudence perrfectly as-was explained yesterday. From
i stotl 1 t} ral of the Natural Law in . PP . “pblalned yesu . !
( W.H.Hm.no.nxmmwmwommvcmm naturalness “ X our considerations up until now, we can see that Aristotle has
the jus gentium. ) . many analogies on which to draw when he comes to speak of the zak
. state. - :
: . He has, too, an answer to the jecti hi tandinz of
Absolute : as for example the commensuration . slayery - for th e h objection to his understanding of
S otueen man and wife for procreation. lavery - for there are those whol will assert in opposition
] etween Ik ek ] that all men are free by nature. Aristotle will immediately
Hatural . consult his above-outline understanding of "aatural’.
Non-absolute : the commensuration between owner - o o
i and propervy. Amwmﬁwwaw is )
natural in this sense. Origine of Political huthority
. ° . . % R s s .
. On this point many questions arise. How is it natural? Political
: : aunthority is not like ¢l 1 rity of the m i
Another Division of Hatural: MMM.,‘.QH.. 7 like the authority of the master of of the
’ - . - . . The political community includes onls i £ 1 ~ t}
T. Hatural only in the sense that lature doesn't bring . . D lons ave citizens. The stat .\rmmmpm.ox WOSmmnwu..mm :d.mm%
in the contrary. e.g. Nakedness, universal free- : a-or sed 1o the I S Wcm, then, is a community of iree
dom, and common possession of things are all : me as oww._uomm Lo the nouse old. s s
0 o) to man. ut if all are free and capable of ruling themselves, how can
naturaz . ) a ruler be natural? : :
. . . . On this question Aristotle is obscure and St. Thomes remains
I, HNatural i Y n that towards which Wature voss Q4 O A = nd ou. Lhon Lalns
Ii. zmc%w?wwmdg sense on that tow : silent. There are, at least, no clear texts to reveal their
- . . . s . ition. o
But Hature inclines in different ways: position .
a) As in the procreation of the species. There are, woim,\.mww two theories:
As in th feguarding of the species D - . . _— :
b) .Pwowmnwmm MWHWMMMA Hmww I E 7 . I Translation theory. -
neaiy i I L . X TT agd anati 7 - .
¢} As in the Tformations of governmencs. 1L .ummpobwcwow tneory.
' 5 = , Bothm of these theories agree on the fundamental voint that the
g2 i % nd b more m tural e = . 4 g iy mhes 2F v
( now & wm more natural than b, 2 political authority is originally in common 25 there is pre-
than ¢ supvosed a community of free men. -Iven S%t. Thomas zives us
s 3 his much.o
1 sell that a mere passing union \  this zuchs ‘s . . - - .
Hm .b,. HmmMoM Mmmw Mm.mmww; ent to m.mmmn.cmmm the How is it that the political authority passes from the multitude to
of dm.m se: ws . .PHcJ. Stle calls man by naturs a . one men or to a smaller group of men? Here it 1s that ©h
mwwmim.m.”_. imal. But this is less natural than . o two tneories differ. According to I it is transferrad to
wOle.wOm zmmmww._.mqm.qbu.%:wM “he says, necessary the one men; and this is a formal transfer. &Hccording to II
8 oF .mw.r_. beine of the femily and therefore . the political authority is designated ia 2 quasi-natural
wS.a_ mwm Mnmmm ,o.r “Thus m._m<mu.wn“.rm natural in 2 : ruler, but he doesn't become naturally the ruler until desig-
elo b. 1 A ir s 3 y it
’ mmwmmcmm universal freedom is natural in a mwmmm..f : nated such by the Uﬁchchm.. , )
%t th is i more negative group than tnhe . — . . A . . ’
H.W.d.c ch ku.wmw.hmﬂ.mb?wdm ﬁm.ﬂﬁ.ww mwu.ow Aristote Tn considering these two theories, we must, as it were, approach an
Hmu.ﬁmwﬁ M<mﬂwm4 Freodom alrezdy overating state, and then we ask how the ruler obtained
than uvniversa-s - - Crae ) - 3 uwthority. By a transference? Or bscauss he was designated
The household is necessary that man may live; the state w.n.mﬁm.p.c. o me 1:ibude b £ his merit @ ~slley
is pecessary that he may live well ( i.e. virtuously). such by the multitude because of his merits.
° two ‘theories is more in harmony with the other
theory of Aristotle?
my Tan £ o= 1 hold A T al il ch . P e - . - .
The Head OM che mommmmOHp . AJ.M.? atural Honarchy) , re and Functions of Authoritv by Ives Simon. In this
Hmamﬂvouwmwu.m, ,om.mmn6| S ife = political . @ . work tae aughor distinguishes two fanctions of authority: a)
mv e T Teon = monarchic . essentisl and b) substituticnal. The substitutional is found
,ov father |....||..Amoﬁ . al vhere one persong governs another in the line of the zood of
c) mester ---- slave = despotic. Lot saverrod N Qs . L
) > ‘espotic ) that governed person. - _.Huwm. says Simon, is not the essential
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function. In the example of the father-son relation, as the son
matures he becomes the equal of his father - then who runs the
Woﬁmm@ QSHm‘HmAmmHm the essential function of authority, selon
Simon,: to achieve unity of action in any multitude. Liberty
is increased as (b) disappears and leaves only {(a) according to
Simon. Thus he traces an historic progress - from Honarchy to
Democracy, from-b %o a. Simon, therefore, supports the Trans-
lation theory (I) .of page two, these notes.

they are all

ies,

T T e e . . ° B .
aquality - applies to free men. Above the fact that
- free there are, of course, other inequali

T

How is authority in the multitude? Because (a) Nature doesn't assert
the contrary, or {b) because Hature inclines thereto. Aristotle
says (a). Nature doesn't set up, say, a king - but reason selects
one of suverior excellence ( even if its merely a superiority of
sheer force).,.

. o

Contrary to the household, in the state the consent of the governed
is necessary. Because in the state, all the citizens are free.
Their consent must be a orudent and rectified consent. The con-
sent may be demanded by prudence, because the ruler is just, etc.

The Designation theory seems to be the best.

o+

Royal rule is naturdd ( selon iristote)

Democracy ( the rule of equals) enters into Aristotle as a sudsti-
tutional type of authority. ‘here there is no naturally supsrior
ruler and 21l take turns ruling. According to Aristotle, this
isn't as natural as monarchy. ’

a) Father ——-————eo Son -
: --+----become
b} Man e—mmmm—em— ian
In a there is a natural authority. It remains in b, but in order to
attain unity of action democracy is substituted. Simon is opposed
to Aristotle. Simon: democracy is essential and primary authority.
Aristotle: monarchy essentizl and primery.

If one doesn't want to completely eliminate Aristote's Royal rule as
utopian, keep it for a criterion. Other constitutions will be good
insofar as they approach it. Democracy, selon Aristote, is an ap-
proximation of monarchy. Imitates it in the same way as the conti-
nent men imitates the virtuous one.

How, in the beginning, does tze multitude pass on its authority? They
use a cormon political prudence. One doesn't need a virtue to ap-
preciate it in the one chosen to rule. R .

How determine the best kind of government? (a) absolutely best =
nonarchy (b) generally attzinable = democracy (c) best in a
particular case { may even be tyranny). This is according %o
Aristotle. ) :

ctest fini.
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The State is natural in a different sense in which the far
natural. . E]

Cf. Bk. III Politics; Aristotle holds that there are three poss-
ible forms of Government:
2. by one
b. by few
- c. by mam
The government for the cormon zood of many=good form o Zovb.
g " U sake of the ruler=perverse form of govt.

Traditional distinction of governments: ’
lionarchy--- opposed to----=Tyranny = (one)
Aristocracy---— « —w-0Oligarchy (few)
Denocragy——-r ---llob Rule (meny)

These are specified according to the end, the purpose of the 3ase
o s T o PN -
{wealth, virtue, freedom, equality, and nobility of birth,) State.

HWm.ducwmanowm&wowwdwomwooaacuwdwwm<wwﬂco. H@ﬁmdew vmmﬁ
claim to power, but seldom present. & political community may be based
on wealth and vroperty; equality also is a good basis.

Hdemwﬁwmowamw%wo%ﬂmedWmmmaoowmowowmw owwmmdor<mcm¢mwww
the rich are only few, so it is usually an oligarchy. .

The nerversions of govi.
1. rule of one man for his ovm sake-tyranny
2. fev rich Ffor the sake of wealth-oligarchy -

3. meny poor, Tor freedom and equality-mob rule

Which is best? the rule of one best man or rule mooowmwsm.cm.wmﬁw) R
‘here many rule it will be in mosnwoﬂwob.ﬂwdr wmﬂu a mommmydﬁcwobm for
many necessarily implies rotationm in office and so a fixed order is

. ; .

somMMMWdOdww says in answer that it is alway dewm% to ﬁzww by fﬂq,

which is nassionless, and has a Wmdwww degree of justice dwmﬁ any man
hes, no matter how virtuous. But Aristotle continues to say that Mﬁd
there is one man more virtuous than the #bowm.oomaﬁuwﬁwm hm.mﬁm@p e
made ruler for life and in respect to everything in strict justice.

But after the third book of the mowwﬁwom muwmmOﬂHm Mmemmm mww mdozd
‘the royal rude and gives various conbinations oH.umEoono% and Olig-
archy. Polity=best form of govt. and most obtainabdle.

iccording o Prof. Sabine, Aristotle's Mm<owwﬁm-ow the wa%mw rule ¥
was purely theoretical and only loyalty %o wwmﬂOu rmﬁrmMOWHn wm wwm
ultimate sovgreign (but this =5 cannot be said absolutely) and the g
ideal monarchy is purely academic; wﬂwmeﬂHm woutd not have mentione
this if not for the authority of Plato.

Another question: whether rule of law was absolugtely opposed to the
sule of best man according to Aristotle?
. . } P T 2 oo e
rristosle makes the contrast but it 1S only similar to the contrasv
of the rule of the many and that of one man.
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cf. Miasters of- Political Thought" by Prof. Foster. ‘ . 7 wt._m..cck
9 Both Foster and Sabine have this interpretation: : . . But Aristotle in supporting the royal rule (i.e. of one man) does
The royal ruler according to Plato is above the law.and does not rule ‘ y  nob necessarily exclude rule according bvo law.
according to lew. If Aristotle has repudi ated Plato here then ~ristotle ) o . . ) .
has chempioned the rule by law. . - The virtuous man, in a remote way, is said to be the rule and meas-
e - - ure of other men. Then heis above law and does mot rule according to
Politics, bk. 3, chap.l13: Foster ignores this reference to the roval .  law in the sense that he is not under the constraint of law.
rule claiming that it is an isolated passage, unsupported by the gemer- '
al doctrine of Aristosle's whole work. i . ) - %b@ yet wm rulessaccording to nature; he rules according to reason.
Fost Sabi R c s : The continent man, however, rules according to law; his rule over him-
_Foster and Sabine are typical of modern political thought. They say . self is by constraint of law. 3y a certain contrivance, the continent
* Aristotle leaves beHind Plato's ideal State and moves toward the study : man perforns the acts of the virtuous man. The continent man must de-
of actual constitutions. - . vise certein means to live according to virtue.
Democracy=the unigue politicazl expression of cultural relativity. ' : , : ‘
i The comparison of the <virtuous man ancé the continent man is to ariss
The measure and rule of practical actions is to be found in the cus- < otle the parallel to the royal ruler and democracy.
toms and habits of any community=the rule of law in which direction . b o .
aristotle noves {according vo Foster and 3abine) ) Rule
The ethical and moral norms of society should not lag behind the continent man----~--derocracy
tmores® of the comwunity, norms found in the expressed desire of the . virtuous man---------royal rule *
majority. e.g. the Kinsey Report. BT .
. - . . o The roval ruler, as the virtuous man, rules accordin’ to law in the
Tn "Hastory of Politidal Thought! by Sabine, there is evident signs perfect sense, so that he is above it. The rule of the many is rule
of Socizl Relativism. Tais is the expressed purpose emen of the book. . acc. tQ law in a derived er imitative way.
(ef. the preface). In regarding this, one should observe how this affeb
affects the wuestion of the rule of the one andthe rule of the many. | Tn the ontinent man there is somevhat equality between rational
principles and the sense appetites. )
Charles Z. Ferian- MJhet is Democracy?" he says, egen those hacking Continent men
at Democracy cannot deny its implications." The fascist regime was Rational vrinciple -- oense aapetites -
one expression of this emancipation of the pecple evenj note thab . T T
they still vote under dictators, etc. Respect for the populer vie. Because of this equality thecontinent man nust set up certain device
. R . whereby thes end of a virtuous 1ife is geined by a specizl restraint
Merian-"Dean of American Political Thinkers™ (constitution in govt.) This equality is true in democracy; there is
||||| - - Atttk i the employment of special devices as well {law).
\
So they (Foster and Szbine) say that Aristotle in the division of ’ Virtuous men: perrorms good acts whith with ease and oleasure.
the speculative and practicel sciences held that truth in practical . .
matters was dependent on what man was competent to do. Since practical - - Man of vice: performs bad acts with ease and pleasure.
science deals with what is operable to man, SO it depends on the com-
petency of man in concrete matters. ' Continent man: with difficulty and reluctance.
Rule in political society will be by law; depends on the espressed Tncontinent men: fails with reluctance and repmorse.
purpose of the many, SO law is supreme. This is the Mﬁdmﬂ@ﬂwﬂmﬂwob of - | -
meny modern scholars. 1t is one way to avoid the difficulties in the - .
texs of Aristotle. ) :
Qur answer to this: the fact that Airistotle in holding royal rule -
to be wwmwmmﬁouﬂq is only because of fidelity to Plato is untrue. In : . -to be continued-
the IT book written irmmediately after Plato's death, Aristotle 1is ] .
sharply critical of Plato's doctrines, mmwmowm“ﬂ% oOu.EEE..mH of property | : .
igain, after maintaining that lew is passionless in comparison to o : .
@ man in whom passions are nasural, he asks what if the law is bad. !
Thirdly, the fact remains-Aristatle prefers royal rule in the con- @
clusion of the IIIrd book. Thereading that modern interpreters give ’
 Aristotlets works therefore must be re-done. '
b




tates are judged in the following manner:
a) the best state absolutely.
b) the best state most generally.

c) the best state for a given particular situation. .

Ye have seen that although many modern interpreters say that Aristotle
mentioned Royal Rule only as a token of his fidelity-to Plato, or
that it was merely a theoretical or academic concern, their reasons
and arguments are rather weak. The rule of one man or the rule by
iaw are discussed in Book I1I; and iristotle says that the generally
most practical state is what he called the Polity.

Tt does not follow that because Aristotle opposes rule by one to rule
by law that law is excluded from the rule by one. He uses the com-
parison of the continent man to the man of virtue to illustrate this.
Democracy, which is comparéd to the continent man, lives according
to something less than virtue or law. Whereas the man of virtue, to
which monarchy is compared lives in accordance with the law so per-
fectly that he is said to be lezibus solutus, frae from the lawv.

So the two can be opposed, but with this understanding:

HMonarchy ( man of virtue) = perfect rule according to the law.
Democracy ( continent man) = imitation of this perfect rule.

Discussion of (b) above: the best state most generally.

_ there is an assumption of an equality among men according to
their natural disposition to virtue. :

- there is a vproblem of organizing the proponent elements and the
functions of The state. :

e.g. what proporiion betwesn the legislative, judicial and
execubive elements of govermment?

_~ost of the wolitics is concerned with the various different ways
or arrancing these proponent elements and functions, i.e. different
constitutions. : ’

- <he main concern of the many will be to avold extremes; it is a

sort of compromise for thoss who can't atbain perfect virtue.
Thus, in this second-best state must avoid the extremes of
oligharchy and mob-rule. :

¥

In placing Royal Rule first, Aristotle defended it in a much more
.. logical way that Democracy is defended today by its owmawwomm.
¢ Coy has often brought in the modern method of judgning
history from the viewpoint of social-relativisnm.

David Bume's analysis of the Natural Lew ammounts bo a destruction OM
it. For nim the criterion of human behaviour was the fluctuating
norm - the majority opinion. ( ¢ Coy advanced the opinion ﬂwmm
the -recent Kinsey Revport in the U, S. indicates the same type oI
reasoning. JIs the Freudian polymorphite %o be the standard of
modern morals, is perversion to be the measure of morals?

Also cited: Oliver Wendell Holmes, jr. and Brandeis of the U. 5.
Supreme Court of yesteryear. Should law be in agreement with
the majority opinion? :

. o

Virtuous  ----- Royal Rule . .

Continent - Democracy ( imitation of perfection by those .
= . . incapable of attaining it.)

x
x

So also the polity will

O

-

Coy
le 3 Juille
page 2 .

meOnwmo%xuomﬂmmamwmwwqﬁrmmeﬁ%oquwmﬂmﬂmzﬁmuoobmwmmwm@mm
a2 closer imitation of Royal Rule. I

But Royal Rule ( the virtuous man) always remains the exemplary, th
: remote ideal for Democracy ( the continent man) . )

The polity, the rule of the middle class - the mediate betieen two
extremes. The success of this state denends on the nuubers and
political strength of the middle class. .

Qlizarchy - sometimes good as, par exeémple, when it is the ohdy form-
that can keep a state in order. An example of (c¢) on first vage,
these notes. An oligarchy can pervetuate itself, paradoxically .
enough, by stressing principles oontrary to its own nature.
Although founded on the basis of wealth, it should militate against
an exclusive concentration of wealth in the hands of one who would
then seize the government and institute a perversion of rule by
one, i.e. tyranny. HNor should oligarchs oppress the poor for fear
of revolution. This is Aristotle's advice. S

Polity - coatinent man doesn’t live by virtue precisely, so rule by ke
middle class prescinds from right appetite of tle good as such.-
Iike the continent man, it will attain good not by aiming at it,
as such. And just as the actions of the continet man are refifered
to those of the virtuous man, so too will the actions of the polity

~ be refzrred to those of the Royal Ruler. .

Middle Class -

Aristotle considers vroperty as a certain sign of virtue insofar
as one seldom finds a man who lacks industry, temperance, etc.

wno has oropsriy.

somenat o a one.

This is not the bsst sizgn of virtue, but it is
Th the polity is that when many of

equal virtue, and their iadividual virtue will not be too awesome,
unite they will orofit from the sum total of all their virtue.

The polity, says Aristotle, is in the majority of casss the best
rpumumiEs guarantee of virtue. .

The continent man imitates the intermediats of virtue by avoiding one
) extrene (e.sz. self-indulzence) and striving for the other extreme
(total abstinence) and achiewd@s the mean of temperance.

strive to move away from vpassions altogether
and this will be more or less accomplished by the middle class,
whol will rule by turns and in the same fixed manmner.
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The two features which chatacterize the Political world
after Aristotle: : -
1. the disappearance of the Jity-State as.a vital force. :
2. the emphasis of the individual. -

Hs.dwmmm developments itis customary to make two observations:
Aristotle's short-sightedness; he submerges the individual in the
dowwmz mwo1ﬂmwmwcm@bmmm i.2. in the development of a larger govern-

ment than the City-State and his neglect of the universal men.

. aro ) . PP .
Sabine szys, "If Plato had been zs closely associated with Hacedonia
failed to see the epoch-making imp-

as Aristotle, he would hardly hawe 7
oscmwmm of mHmeA:mH.= wm%owp the Uo£m1 of Aristotle's dmagination to
ee the necessity of the City-State to be absorbed into some more self-

mcm.woMmUd State,
ww The 9m<mW0wﬁmmH.ow something larger than the Greek City-State, i.e.
tre concention zlien to the CGreek mind of individual rights and the self
gufficiency of the individual. IndifFduel's independence of Political
Socieby.
trange: the ;*c%aMdmdm lozas it self-sufficiency to the wrld empire
znd the usmg<w0¢m4 gains his. Hommwa Sehe scholars look on Aristotle's
doctrines as an OOmcanQ to individuzl freedom.

Han as a fraction of the "polis' ended with Lristotle.
—orld of Alexander began man =s an individual.

a. must nov consider his oim life; hence the wbwwomOUWMmm of conduct

b. his relation with Ocdmsfu mo wa new. ideas of universal brotherhood
is though Aristotle never ision of Practical
Philosophy into Zthics as

Uith the

well 2s Fowmw and & Polit

qu

This view is u1mmmdcwp

in same way in the § volume work of the
6 Carlyle brot!

hers, J.7. and A.J. Carlyle. Total emancipation of man

being common to modern Democracy and tetalitarian doctrine.

The Post-Aristotelians, ess. the Stoics, initiated this mmwwmmwm on
man's sufficiency. The "Lib wwuwu Beuality, and Fraternity!" of the
French Revolubior is only the modern expression of this philosophy.

ifith the Stoics etc. the conception of bm Hatural Law undsrgoes a
change, i.e. Hatural Law=man himsel? is the author of himself.

If germinally in the Stoics, then it was revived in the 17th Century
and mwvwmmmm@ in the doct®ine of "3tate Contract” (Rousseau and Lacke).
Zut although there is hailed a new wﬂmmmwcdeOS of the Natural Law,

there is not
i.e. vhat is

agrsement among authors what
s

the difference oI

this natural law consists in,
:meﬂ telizn and Post-lirist. liat. Law.

One difference: i new doctrine of equality of men. ﬁﬁWm% say Arist.
not have equality of men Ambiguous. ‘
mmooﬁo difference: »soﬂm the Romans for the time dUm% under-
AmimamnocwmfwchmﬂmHBmo_ocmdm.

and State in the terms of
quw@ difference: new sense of human brotherhood and benevolence.

did
first

and aristotle,
stotle put man in
ve, #11 were men, even

Hone make the difference ofthis
the equality of nen, clear. Aristo
ans.-50-28d+ the differentiae mw umcerJ m4¢

the naturs N 1

answer to first:
his statement of

ie.

sizve. Equal in Hmm@m t to species,

)

~—plc Coy =2~

-

Answer to 2nd: this idea of the Romans was not sbsent from
He divides States in terms & their conformity or lack
% to the natural law.

aristod

Answer to 3ré: in BEthics Aristotle mm%m
als and so more in man. "Je may find
of man for man." quote.

in

even

Cicero and Penatifis are found though T
and sristotle. The moderns insist that th
Aristotelianism and these men are isolate
the individual. :

Tyo paradoxical considerstions of koderns worthy of attention.
1. it aristotle did fail to’see cwm common good of an -mpire as
f,ﬁfms the cormon good of the City-State, he did not fail to look
ommon good of the whole universe as containin ng all other goods
nwm army and the leader). :

*
concept of the csw<m%mnw Zmpime and oﬁchmiwooa of men
ftier conception ofthe common good in fact emphasiz ed

independsnce of the individual person.

2. The new
seening a H
primacy and

wm individual as owmiimp.

T# Aristotle had sought to submerg
th more sw embracing in whic

could have sought the Zmpire as some
submerge his

'3" ('D
1
L’-'r cir

1ts of man to

as less conscious of th Zh
considerstion tl
t

e T
21l rf;ﬁim dmwmu into

e.3.

Granting that he
(implicitly) the order of
of those who are ordersd:
omd aoﬂ at random. :eta.TAll

the
he

as

1
5

g )

cswwmm ardé hoa cOMm h

soneho «

Separated substances

are to the universe as pwmmwms in
natural slave is conbared to the n

free man,

le,

of conformity

that friendship is even in anim-
our travels the lovs

better
upon the
(e.z.

althoulr
the

W

h to

"oolis

1

the house.
in some bond-

1wﬂm

a house where &all dnwum
ar but not all

As

age to the most JdeHHmncr94 beings, mumn1nﬂor mﬁomcmsomm. -
Slave=rendom freedom; the most T mariabke characteristic of the Post-
iristotelian Phihosophy of -Conduct.

omﬁ,om indifference to marriage, famiiy, property and citizenship.

TFree from all nouqmdcdownA deternminations.
Stoics=mester of his soul and maker of nis fate.

According
in man happiness is by wnnwwowumcwonv
mw<4:m mwuwwddz@m.

o w1Jmc0chu perfect happ

iness is in separated.sudstances;
but man should deJ<m to obtain

The Condition of Bondage produces in man & tendency to revold and

Aristotle reali umm this and that is vhy Aristotle saw

that good

escape. 3
1ife was only possible by custom, language, laws ete. to :wwoz he could
becone accustoned in time.

For dWm Stoics it was to rise above the netural inclinations which
Aristotle held as the conditions of human ﬁww@oa Indifference to all

but morsal inclinations. o
The "generic being of man® acc. ©o the Communists (Larx) comol

drwm conception of man as the author of awﬂmmwl. iian completely se

et
el

8s

o
T -
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m o o s - : “-0th da \ ’ Y -
The Post Aristotelian Philo . 9tk day . . —
+ ia losophers, esp. Roman S5t HModet 2 + + : - . caa
. upon by modern scholars as: i 3 D. an Stoics, are looked . .,Bmammdm MMH:mm.u to mmm &m,m real awwwmwmﬁom in political thousht after
1. the self-sufficiency of ; + ot . Aristotle; they insist on the complete greaz, but refuse to see Bk
3 tiotherhood of :mmf. of man, his total emancipation. . clearly in what the essentizl difference lav. They prefer to accept the
erh £ man. . A " : R - i
3. stete dependent onllaw ) \. very «boor,mh..mbmwmm.:wdﬂosd judging them.
Yo saw this judjment as Bt J.mmmﬂ aribic : . This ambiguity.:is also due to the past representation ol the Stoics
2 1 sbiguous. ) - with Christians as cultural phenomens of the same kind. This wasg a
- P - . : : de identification. . ’

. wwﬁwwuwwwwcwoa of Aristotle: he conceives the state not in terms . e = vron - .

i ; Thevy . I avr 1 + o4 PRIy T At e T o o : : )
Mmm wﬂwwﬂwﬂmu.cwww.w wwm. Wms oy veras ot the state. in dristotle one % The formal doctrine and difference of the 5Stoics from iristotle:
S amony. a3 primary in spite of his insistence on tne wehe self-dependence of man to assert his own independence”. Is this
Christian? )

If any strict meaning is to be given to iristotle, © arbisuiti : : CL -

S meaning 15 TGO n Aristotle, the ambiguities 5% . Augusti reall Stoi i 5 in hi +
and incoherency of the Post-Aristotelians have to dmwwomo._bxom.ms : Mmmwmﬂ.. wmw.m.wmwsm Feall the JLoics, esp- Gicero. St. Thomss in nis treats
Tmp. for test: Eoder S 2 . . o ot 7771, cites St. Augustine's opinion that the Stoics and Peripatetics’
or,.mmwsruwu.._w Mc. .w.ommh.ww say that there is a complete break with ariss differ more in vord then in fact. There is little depth in their doc-
ov1e ¢ t_fail to show what constitutes the formal difference of the . - grines slthough they are accestable -

Dolitical thought of Aristotle and the Posf-Aristotelian school ’ T5 states that th (s some diff

] 0~ ) 2. states that there is some difference.

“That is the essential @ifference? Ul N - .

- R e e5s ial dif nce? the assertion of the self-indep- . -8 T aa dntermrets © Rom Uhymonitas?t i 1ati iri 1
endence of man. Germinally all Post-Aristotelians are all philosophies : o *_%auwmamwwwnm interprets the Roman Thumenitast = relatiop to ATISTORSe
dwwc revolt and escape that bondage which characterizes all of human : - = -
mnmcﬂmm %,:.Mc wwmwo.mowwm of H.m<oww_., H.mmummwps dwm.mmu.waumﬁwwwmwmwg of men : Cf. epistle to Titus, "Gratia Domini Dei ipparuit Nobis Ut Humanitas
and the. independence of reason. Tt takes the form of freeing human T4 Benignitas Salvatoris Hostri etc.” o :
1ife mwoﬁ 211 conventional determinations-family, politisal life, morad Tren - B N
mrn- Mlm T 3 S : -1 ..n.. “ ~ e 3 S . ‘ , l

v T dymswmwmwmcMmUM mwmwwm.mw.w,m uuommwwocmu.Wden.;. R . Tn the 17th Century we see a clear and precise drawing out of what

I7 then th rplete break it must consist in the above. was ovigina only germinally in the Post-iristotelain Philosophers.

Il
. 2Ly
3 3 L] . 1, ) . o N . X, i 1 2! 22! .
itude is proven bv the ap .;UDM.H.NBOD of ._Wﬁdﬁ)ﬂJﬂ)m: in Roman Grotius, TOUUmm. Nd@. oGNers

This att
Stoicism. In Aristotle, we have ar mati +udy of R ; L o e . .. - !
irtues but in his d g Mo ned 2 MHmn- and w%m#mr,wdwm.mcss of the : . Cassirer "the equality of man in Stoics =s only the Liverté, iSgquali®
MHMH, .r.bmi.f |m)mwwoommmh w.w.nmmm. :.wm ww oy all Greex wnwwomowwu; mw& and Fraternité of the French Revolution in a modern expression.” If he

en their lanzuag itereture, there was & note ack of mention N e T . rad dnko T - P
of Mhumenitas'. . says this he should have lookad in®o tae 17sh and 1&6th centurles.

—_ .= a LS - . )

Zu_lb Bmmm.w wwﬁvwwmw mewm,mww Bumm,wm,.wwm ?.5 <mnm.¢m oonomwi ; 1t Bmmwﬂﬁoum - Sabine: "The vpassing importence of Grotius' theory of natursl law

> Tal ou esthetic raeal .e. g 3 ; e Ihe passills b e e L - .
only a thetic kdeals, i.e. language, conduct, style, b a5 not according vo the conteat ol naturel law as Grotius concelved

bl

a e
ihy it missi i i i ¥ hrd it Dt it gave i chrough its precision given ©o the Hatural
hy was it missing in Aristotls? the answer should bring out the - it but-as 1t gaxs an appeal through H,H_. .mwul. -3 md.m s U
essential dif ¥ these two schools of Philosonhy. : Tew such as it had not had in gt coual degred in antiquivy.
Cassirer: Natural Law of the 17th Century possessed no nev content

or principle; merely a new methodology.

stotle says in the Zthics thab if man were the best in the univ-
erse, then not wisdom bub prudence and practical wisdem wisdn would
est k vrl 3 . 3 1 Yo - 2 o adom 3 e e . . A
S :osﬁ.ow.wbﬁm .lﬂpmm. mmm ch mOhS-mc wmmmmmwwmw.:a “..wumpmm.._wm wom as Yhat is the method of the 17th Cent. Political Philospiiers accoraing
progervionavs o hunman neture as the pracuvica life. ¥We stlll mus to Cassirer: 1The doctrine of 'State Contract® becomes in the 17th Cent

strain to live according to the Dbest in us, the rational principle - g . 2 Pa1its + This fach 1

(the weakest in man); man's humenity is the strongest in man but less - ... a self-evident axiom O: © olitical thought. 1kis 1acv marxs a mH..mwa mmﬁ‘.

zo0d i P T . ST s : : . Gecisive step, for if we adopt this ¥iew, 2 we reduce the.social order

S he Roman "humanitas" could be cultivated if man was the best in to a free and individual act, then all mystery in gone. o

the universe. It precisely emohesized those elements of man most pro- . L 5 Y ing iristotl yv
: T T nen  men T s = 5 ; ing Airistotle, but

porcionate to his nature, and as practical knowledge concerns those . Hmmb deod%m.mm dbmg. m@mocwwc.+«mrwmwm.pmmw1mwmowwmdwwwwm u.”._.m.w izm.m

things operable by man fnomanitas® included not onl moral but the to the Postwiristotelians man is the autnor OO vhole lite. -

..... hetic id E: "2 Aomans e iy 1o found its climex in the ugeneric being of men of Marx and Fueurbach.

aesthetic ideal. So the Romans emphasized the Political life. ) R .
S Tt mey be strange zgp for teontract? to be 2 natural relation? The

e nmmmﬂ.ww.mwmmwmwomadwe. omits any reference to a 1life too high for PR paturalness of this Political philospphy-leaves only a natural law
men. Tthere is a certvain peradox here, 1.e. iristotle, though submerging f Q . which the moral subject gives to himself, only if they setisfy reason.
(as said) the individuel, hes wisdon as the highest end; the- Roman ) : e - . S . e
Stoics, though freein the individmal, has prudence and art highest. . " Grotius, sa Sabine says, does make an zppeal to reason as never
R - : . L e done before. It was a tendency in man to afford primacy to practical
i T : S . .peason. The intellect is to vmho.w_,m measure of the object; the precision




therefore given to reason in the 17th Centuryg
3 « 11T} 311 ] A) a. . ) . .
Cassirer: memMMW¢Mwﬂmeob mn Stoical Philosophy restored man to his’
-ethi ignity. Mot ethical i : i nich a
C g 1ical in the sense by which man:i
th ¢ R G ] ) 1 hich manzca
attain dbm.mma given hin by his nature, but the Bowmw kY fw
man gives himself.V : ’ . orsa
Tn this way we can get re indi .
thi Y n get some indicati T+
N LS 3 i TLon 0L %
thought: it 2ll seems to depend on a good or b

nv o) &e o - N . ..
The CGreat Germen Philosophical Revolution of the 19%th Century and it

outcome: .
. ) ) .
17th Cent. conéeption of Wat. Law  -—-e-- complete realization in
o ] R Kant, Hegel, Feurba 3
{Complete emancipation of man) mmﬂM“ ﬁmm5mMHo wmwwmrownmm
) .Emwv T )
David Eume's (destruction of —————— also the emancipation of

R Tavi 5 . .
human lav) man but there exists a

. . flux in human behavior.

that is good in the moral

) . s to be found i £
behavior. Customs and habits s to be found in thefacts of humen

i
are self-evident.

Hodern Democratic thought
empirical
ior.

is based on empirical positivi i
5 2 ot ry 1, o o ey < - Lsm ana
investizaticn of the facts of political and social behav-

,wodﬁ German (Xent etc.) and Znglish (Hume etc.) reject Aristotle
and seek emancipation of man, but in one case (Kent, Marx :mmquw man
becomes conscious of himself es the zutl:or of his Hmmm. MWWW10numm& ’
A:cﬂwwbsmwwmw and imerican Democracy) man is wmmnoum ﬂm an en n¢ T
political condition of "laissez-faire!, . mancipated

-to0 be continued-

N

The modernized conception of natural lew:

making it more precise in appeal to reason,
1aw under practical reason.

£5mﬂmaoamw
development of b
ural Law? .

In the
only with Zant, Hegel, and ilarx
reaiized. The traditional Greek

1

German Philosophical 3=

gx2eF 01

that the 17
concept was the hinging of the natural

ik

G Oy
10th and 1lth
- day.
(Sabine)
putting the entire moral

ind the most careful and profound explanation of the
he 17th Century Philosophy? The new approach to Hat-

Leeddeos

the 19th Century. It was
th cenbury revival was fully

1aw on the eternal lav. The content remains the same for 17th century

phil. but the method giffers (there called

methodology). The humen in-

tellect is the exemplary of the natural law (not eternal law as exen-

plery)-this destroyed et€rnal law.

Bternal law- point of view of
18%: w HJatural law- the same
- - vho are directed;
David Bume; destroyed even natural law.
in nis autarchy of
human Teason,

Kant;

man's intellect. Hen, is the

human reason nub 2 law

that which directs; God

law from the point of ;view of those

creztures.

into nature from
sourde of the laws of nabt-

ure. He saved the notion of natural law, although curiously enough, he

accepted
no necessity in nature and no science.

Hegel; insight .into 17¢h Century Philosonay.
the substence of what 18

Legel r
ory" he says that
and good comes

The "spirit itseli" pessesses the

done or. believed. "The consciousness
2

the laws of nature and

o o

ipre of political fabric.”

tjevar since the sun stood in the
around it has it been perceived that men's
head." This is supposed to be the
and the natural. ran is emancipate

e |-

b
4

3

If moderns ascribe the foundat
p e
) cne

io
not to Aristotle, it is curious tha

ct

from reason and has received
verdico
of the

Yume's analysis, but he said if it were true, there would he

Hist-
right
the name of ianlightenmanty
on that which is to be
spiritual hes becone the

In "Philésovhy of

firmanent andthe planets revolved

erristence centers in his

nal wedding of the supernatural

of Democracy to the Stoics and
7th century revival of Stoic-

¢ ism finds it logical fulfillment in the 19%h century German Fhilosodh-

ers, on whom Communism is based. The development

of their very ideas

in the works of Feyerbach and karxi &ppeEs znpears remerkably clear.

Stoics 2 K
\ the total emancipation of men
17th Century that he does not
/ (State Contract)ists are right
19th € m 1
(Hegel,
Marx

Eeinrich Heine

Eeinrich Heans; o & S
_volved in :etephysics; £ig for practical
philosophy vias understanding.

give himself,

"Religion and Philosonhy

-

T# the Democratic srocess 1is understood as

fron any law
taen the Comomun-

in claiming that Russian Cormmurn-~
entury “'ism is the last state of the Demacratic concers

Germany® - CGermany in-

5. The revolt against

of
thing

n;
Heine says that Germany wes wise in
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in working out h r philosophy before the revolution. He predicts the
Hm<owﬂﬂwmum Kantians who hate piety both in works and in theory (ideas)
mbm.dWm Feichteans and Philososhers of Hature who will be fearful in .
their owm wWay. ) ’

mmwmm says that the revolt in Philosophy would bs give birth to a
horrible revolt in reality. .

Can then Democracy be derived from the same principles? The whole
issue of this is to destroy nature as something extrinsic and foreign
to man. Russia is the heir of the German Revolution, and the Stoic idea
of emancipation is the source of the whole modern concept of Democracy.

Aristotle has said that there is this natural urge to revolt azainst
human natural bondage. If it is true that the 17th Century Philosovhers
cleimed there was a tendency of man to escape and revolt against the
bondage of nature, it is very curious in fulfillment that in the reverse
man is under a grezter bondage. ' )

Cf. Aristotle doctrine on the Fatursl Slave

W

The natural slavs lives
whole world seems to live

Intellectual Substance

- Pree
*. (Slave) Zen -

Slave

, A revolt against the Human Eondage of all men reduces all men to
less than the position of the latwral Slave.

Royal WﬁwmIme¢ mmﬂsme Slave

Polity Legal Slave

It is lmrd to see that whereas Aristotle accepted the fact that the

polity, which is an approximation, imitation of foyal Rule, istthe gen-
erally most practical system because man is not generally rencime for
virtue and the polity is the vest safeguard for virvue, yev he insists
on legal slavery which is an agproximation of natural slavery, yet just

because of the lack of virtue in man "ut in pluribus® there would be

‘many instances of injustice.

The Political Philosophy of Hicolo Hachiavelli-~ .

Te is hailed by many as the rounder of modern political sciences.
co

Eis chief contribution: the severancs of the conngction of Sthics and

Political Life. And he is the "founder of modern Jemocracy”? Lristotle's

natural slavery, which so repsls the iioderns, is easier to taize for he
at least based the vwhole thing on EZthics.
Hachiavelli-how to practice periidy, cruelty, etc. mm.dWw neans to
political successi So he was haileé as the freer ow,@wm.Hdav<wnﬁWPu
“ Only recently, in the past 20 or 30 yedrs, has this ingerpretation
£ Iachiavelli been so widesprsad. Formerly, he was an evil genius.
Allen Gilbert-Miorks of Hicolo Machiavelli' best expresses the mod-
ern view. Long introduction: The common good was the chief political
concern vith Machiavelli, ) s : .
There is certain justification in this aspect. Only in the past

_ few years have his books been read by students of political thought.

iy ki
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. t is EmwdeMMm@ and HHmwﬂwﬁ.ﬂwmw *The Prince™ be read in view of the

"Discourses on Living." The "Prince" is a manuel for tyrants; the “Dis-

courses” .is for the common good of the Italian people. If one reads the

Wiscourses in thelizght of the Prince there will be o nfusion.
Reuls-Result-lfachiavelli recognized the common zood as the
political means. This is gleaned from his very texts.

aim of all

There remains, though, great difficuli

ties in the text which one cannot
solve by the text alone but by a2 comparison of his terms with past tradit-
ion of political thouzht.
His basic premises in both books:
i. man is anti-social

2. essentizlly evil

These notions are found both ing the Prince and the Discourses. ~
“hat is there to be done to places iachiavelli in the history of political
thought? To compare his use of terms common to past tradition 25 used in
the past tradition. "virtue, justice, liberty, etc.” retain traditional
force even vhen they have lost their traditional being.’ *

The Discourses force us to believe, to concluds, that ilachiavelli's
chief interest was the common good. The conclusion of Prof. Gilbert was
she traditional odliticcl conception of the common zood." Je shall see
this cannot be true later.
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- three chanters on Machizvelli in fzssirer's

“Jaccues iaritain YThe-End of iachiavellianisn,
B Review of Polit {dan. 19.2)

velli in Politica

omHmoMmuome4Hmﬂ

i
~IcCoy "The Place-of Hachia
i

The Amer. Polit

1. Jacoues Maritain: (old view-up To 30 years ago!
. 1, oA - Y o

o interest &t all in the common nommw.ch @mpwmwwunmm of th 0
were real but remain secondary-ascribea LO und ligerary genius &
works only.

He states there are S : 2
a. Hachiavellianism of Hachiavelli=as stated mWOMm... L e .
b. Moderate iachiavellianism=zs on the Suropean Continent in the 15th and

* 37t%h Century; Machiavellian means Sor the fommon good. .

c. Bvil lachiavellianism=evil as an end.

books
the tvo

ot
et 10

three forms of MHachiavelliznisn

. e vreos o oar s via -
2. Prof. Gilbert:"The laris of . menhn<mwww s ; o
Chief political concetion of Hachiavelli was the traditional one or tae

common Z00¢.

niiyth of State

3, Cassirer: 5y ) ) . e . od. then
Unicue and obligue. If liachiavelli was interested in ths common good, then
the common zood was for Hachiavelli a comnon evil, .




The lMachiavelli of modern political writers is a new Machiavelli, diff-
erent from the estimate of him in Fformer times.’ This is due to a
more thopough reading of all the works of Mach., the Discourse on
Living as well as The Prince. . :

We have concluded that, although Professor Gilbert asserts the contiary,
Mgchiavelli could not have used the term Yecommon good" in the same

way &s that same term was used in the traditional political thought
of Aristotle and St. Thomas. One of the results of this new estimate
of Hach, is that he is no -longer looked on as % g purveyor of Medi-
cean evil."

However, the conlusions that the moderns make are hard to ascribe to -
for so often in their judgements of politcal matters they fail to
consider the moral implications. Though it would be permissable to
hail Machiavelli vezuely as a champion of human freedom and tie
comzon good, one cannot abstract from his immoral bases.

The traditional understanding of the common good:

1. Rule for the good of all and not for the good of the ruler alone.

2. The good of the view has its root in the view of man as a rationd
animal. The notion of the common good depends of the whole
structure of the moral and intellectual virtues which are based
on the proper relation of the ratiomal to the animal in man.

41though Machiavelli may have agreed with (1) above, he departs radically
rrom (2). Therefore Hachiavelli is outside of the tradition as far

25 the foundation of the virtuss is concermed. Lence his concarn
with cirtue, etc. is meaningless according to the tradition.
idea of the relation of the rationmal to the animal:
There are two ways to fight:

a) by lauws

B) by force.

2) is proper to wman (rational). .
b) is droper to animal

Machiavelli says that because the laws often fall short, we must
resort to.rorce. The Prince nust be both a beast and a man.

Machiavelli did not recognise the proper relation between the rational and
snirmal in nman: for him man acts either like an animal or like a man.
_but to know how to act like a beabt require the rational part.
—to be 2 beast and to be clever at being a beast requires the
rztional, to out-beast abeast and to be many beasts at once. For
lizchiavelli advises the nrince to be both a fox and a lion.

But in men the animal is dependent on reason. There is a right use of
force, of fear for man qua man. These are not strictly of his
animal part. .

Re: Maritain's article cited yesterday: ) :

2l es because of imchiavelli's inadequate knowledge

of moral order. .

. Machiavelli sees moral laws as proper to a separated Platonian

world, says Marisain. . : .

t TRV
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Emowwm<mwww omﬁwd see a fear, say, that would be rational and rigat.
For him the animal nature is to be

N . e a served by the rational nart.
Baw is rooted iA force. Yet Hach. says the law is proper to :an and
force is vroper to animal.

Machiavelli's fox = prudence put in the service of the lion.

Virtu = skillfal force. (combination of cunning and pysical power)

In tradition virtue is z mediate between two extremes:

cowardly ==s-—e—=mmmmefomemeee—o—e- rakh

courage
However, virtu, a habit which enables one to turn in the direction to
‘which the winds of fortune-urge. Machivelli's definition.
Virtu, as an imitation of virtue, show itseli most artistic as an inita-

3

tion in that it enables one to practise of the two extremes of a
virtue at different times, to go from one to the other. 5Ly Thus

. hitting the extremes, it cen be said in a way to imitate the nediate.

Hachiavelli's essential departure from the tradidional psycholozical basis
of virtue enables us to size up his view of ths common good.

Gilbert says that Machiavelli's doctriné is to be looked for not in the
Prince, but in tle Discourses. This is more flattering to lachia.

. .,

Mach, says: the prince must in his own life be willing to drop all de-
votion to morality. ’ ’
0f which Gilbert says: there ars two patiis open to the nrince: -
a) devotion of ths principles of morality
b) ot devotion to the ¢ on good of the peonle.
Are these two oovosed as Gilbert implies? If so, how can Gilbert say

b
that Machivelli's comnon good was the raditional one?

- o -

“hy does Prince sacrifice tais personal morality?
people may have “he moral goodness t .at he is sacri
-if so, he gives a bad example.

r that the
i ?

_nor would this be prudent or clever if he values moral

goodness as the word Tsacrifice"

implies.

Machiavelli says that man is by nature radically evil. . -~
_this differs absolutely with Aristotle's view.

The Prince is the exemplar of the common good. But the cormion 5004 is
higher than-tle moral laws. Therefore the real exemplar of the
comnon good, -selon Machiavelli, is an indifference to to morality.
superficially, Machiavelli can be said to be in the tradition; he
uses the same terms ( but with different meanings) and for him,too,
_the prince is the exemplar of the cormon zood ( but what a cormon

mooaq.

Nowr,

The ancient lovers of freedom, says Machiavelli, were charzcteriged LY
vigorous action; they were savage in their devotion to freedon.




Speculatively, Machiavelli doesn't deny Christianity ( it hds showm us
. the sw.&. - nor-does his blame the church for the plight of the

) Italian people; rather the empire,

He does complain that the Church is unable to inculcate this savagery.

From one of his letters: " I-have not for meny years believed what I
said or said what I believed, 'or if I have told the truth I have

0N

concealed it among so many lies that it can't be found." i -
~what can one make of a man like tlat? . i )
. X . . ) o ».ilosophy of ncture
Bzd Prince: acts the role of fox and lion for his own good. . b= o0 ¥ -
Tomst . ™ = D oo . o 2 o - - i N . . o s PR . .
Good Pr ince: acts the role of fox and lion for the good of the pecnle, A ...princinle of individuation
for their betterment and education, etc. ; ’
Professor illen, Political Thought of the 16th Century = at bottom theé i , v - charles de koninck
. Prince is consistent with the ideals that Hachiavelll expressed : BRI ' '
fragmentarily in the Discourses. ; - .
Allens conclusion: the Prince was only necessary to obtain the .
e s - . . - J v
good that was desired in the Discourses. ; .
tic Coy asks: Is the Prince consistent at the bottom with the views
’ expressed fragmentarily in the Discourses or is the Prince at :
the bottom of the Dascourses? They both have the same premises. 1

Eitler said: human rights are above staie rights. His words seem to have
as much vaelue as Hachiavelli's.

RAR R

lussolini is thought o have been influenced very much by the
Prince. - Always nad a copy in his desk drawer. ' : -
The exen: will be based mainly on © e consideraztions made of aristotle's - K
Politics. . .
ypdea )
...curtain. E .
A
faculte de philosophie
. upniversite laval
. cours d'ete -~ 1950
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