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AUTHOR’S NOTE

By its very nature, this work will always remain somewhat unfinished. There are several rea
sons for this. No doubt the most prominent stems from the limited abilities of the author,
but other factors must be conceded as well, among them the character of political ideas
themselves. Reaching back to the ancient world, political theory and ideology range over
a vast tradition, and thus to bind the whole of the tradition within the covers of any book,
encyclopedic or otherwise, is a task that necessarily guarantees its own incompletion. On a
tangible note, space limitations require abridgment of the number of topics covered, which
is generally undesirable but preferable to alternatives such as the dilution of all entries. It goes
without saying that this encyclopedia, while it is designed to be comprehensive, will no
doubt omit entries some readers hope to find; the selection will appear puzzling to some
and reasonable to others. In some cases a topic that appears to be omitted will in fact be
covered elsewhere in the book, while in other cases the omission must unfortunately be
acknowledged as a real shortcoming, the result of a deliberate decision or of space limita
tions, perhaps to be amended in a later effort. Having admitted these imperfections, it is
hoped that the many entries, numbering over 250, will prove to be of some benefit to the
overall instruction of students who are only now encountering political theory for the first
time as well as to those who have engaged in political ideas throughout their lives and, in
turning to these pages, find material sufficient to refresh memory and reignite interest. The
entries are devoted to major thinkers, principal concepts and ideas, memorable phrases or
maxims, and enduring ideological strains. Where appropriate, cross references of related
entries are provided, knowing all the while that by its very nature political concepts are
prone to definitional overlap and ideational similarity. Modest bibliographical information
is also provided to help spur further inquiry into the many issues and questions that naturally
arise from within the human conversation regarding the nature of cities and citizenship.
These entries will only wet the toe of those who test the waters, but they should provide
enough exposure to prepare the more thorough investigator for endless explorations that
always remain just ahead.

While it is the goal of this volume to supply readers with a sound and reliable introduc
tory reference work, it is admitted that it will bear its own imperfections. Above all, may
the reader find this reference book a serviceable gateway to a new and exciting field of study,
sparking the more curious to explore ideas at greater length and in the spirit of open inquiry,
with the hope of gaining a deeper understanding and a higher purpose.






PREFACE

Ideas matter. What we think, the values we embrace, and the principles we affirm all help to
shape and reshape the contours of life within the human community, in ways that can either
illuminate and ennoble the human spirit or drive us toward unspeakable and soulless inhu
manity. Not every idea is so marked, not every ideal lies at the pole of a dichotomy between
hope and despair. Without hesitation, one can suggest that many and perhaps even most
ideas are for the most part neutral, their consequences benign and easily forgotten. But it
only requires one great idea or one twisted design to elevate communities toward the reali
zation of their highest potential or to ensnare the whole of humanity itself in a cruel and
meaningless fate. Political ideas are capable of being so decisive, of inspiring us toward the
realization of the truly good city or tempting us toward tyranny and death. Although the
adage has become a cliché, the power of the pen indeed exceeds the power of the sword;
the pen can turn the blade aside or tilt it back against ourselves. At the confluence of large
ideas and visionary politics, we become aware of the importance of the principle, the neces
sity of values—of the right kind of love.

Therein lies the problem. To say that principles are important, values necessary, and some
things more worthy of love than others is not, in itself, likely to provoke dispute. But to say
that my principles are more important than yours, that your values are more reflective of what
is necessary to human living than mine, or that love is more than a subjective response is pro
vocative and will, more likely than not, stimulate dispute. Political life is marked by such dis
tinctions at every turn, and it is here that ideas, great and small, come to influence and
motivate. This is why, as Isaiah Berlin once admonished readers, referring to the German poet
Heinrich Heine, we must be wary ‘“‘not to underestimate the power of ideas: philosophical
concepts nurtured in the stillness of a professor’s study could destroy civilization.”” Ideas do
have consequences, and this is why it becomes a matter of utmost concern which ideas and
values we adopt and which ones we recognize as less worthy of our embrace. In many cases
it is not a difficult decision, for there is an obvious, and one can say with confidence, objective
preference for the “dedication to the proposition that all men are created equal” on the one
hand over the assertion, on the other hand, that “the greater the lie, the greater the chance
that it will be believed.”” For the most part, however, we seldom are afforded a choice
between such clearly disparate alternatives. To understand what principles and values are
important and why one may be good and the other bad usually comes with greater effort
and may never be fully resolved even by the most penetrating of intellects. Perhaps this is
why philosophers “love” wisdom, for under the spell of such a love, it might be possible to
stumble upon the secret of what it really means to love the best things in the right way.

In a sense, such a stumbling through the love of wisdom constitutes the real distinction
between political theory, characterized by its openness to transcendence and its affection
for conversational inquiry, and ideology, crisply delivered to us as a set of conclusions that
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serve as the final word and the answer to all our questions. This is not to say that an ideologi
cal system is incapable of answering questions and, with the right kind of luck, arriving at
some great truth. Yet it is to say that such good fortune is unlikely, and that the student of
political theory who engages in the love of wisdom, politically directed, remains fully aware
that, as Socrates once observed, “human knowledge is a poor thing.”” Theory does not aban
don knowledge because of human limitations, but, on the contrary, courts wisdom in
humility. With ideology, it is certainty that is courted, but not the certainty of the objec
tively right choice between freedom and totalitarianism, for such certainty is self evident
and in need of neither theory nor ideology. Rather, the certainty of the ideologue is shaped
more by pride than recognition of self evident truths. Whereas the theorist must always
maintain an attitude of modesty in the pursuit of wisdom (which is itself a requirement that
likely eludes all of us), the ideologue is the product of the marriage of conviction and pride.
To stand by one’s convictions on a personal level requires a steady soul, a character trait
always to be recommended to the serious person. Ideology, however, tends toward the
prideful, distorting a virtue into a vice and corrupting the rightful love of wisdom through
a lower orientation that now directs one’s love toward power. Whereas theory always
remains aloof to power, as Plato observed long ago, ideology, even when reasonable, seeks
power, and typically finds it through the compromise of the very certainty that it claims.

And yet our proclivity toward the comfort of ideological affirmation is something that we
are unlikely to outgrow, if indeed it is something to be outgrown. The love of wisdom is
always frustrated: hence the appeal of the ideological system that enables us to draw readily
on the answers that we need and the programs for change that we instinctively know must
be proposed, contested, and applied. Because ideology deals with ideas, it does not always
steer us toward the wrong kind of life, but the element of pride and the closing of inquiry adds
that risk, which in turn causes the theoretical approach to become even more vital in our
times. If we are “‘spinning through cold space,” as Nietzsche feared, then our desperation
for certainty—our certainty provided by us on our terms—causes extremity of action, and at
the extremes, the borderlines at which our humanity touches something more savage, vio
lence becomes the only tangible certainty—that is, the only thing that is certain to follow.
Ideas, those ideas that are better for human beings to hold, can pull us away from such
extremes, but only if the ideas are held with humility, having been discovered through the
pursuit of wisdom rather than spurred onward by the desire for power or the need for control.

Students of ideas already know this, and come to their studies in the recognition that even
objective truth is not absolutely known. The love of wisdom is always partially unrequited,
but never abandoned, and always ennobling. It is an arduous journey up and out of the cave
that Plato described, but a journey that is to be eagerly undertaken in the full knowledge that
one is always arriving without ever having arrived. This encyclopedia is meant to aid in the
departure and hope for the arriving, but even should every word be read, memorized, and
understood in a way that surpasses the author’s poor powers, the reader will yet be far from
having arrived. This volume is at best a first step, and perhaps not even that. From here all
lovers of wisdom will quickly move on and up, and ultimately beyond this compendium
of fragments and hopeful introductions to the world of ideas. If this text is to serve any useful
purpose, it will be to provide a framework and reference from which longer and deeper
adventures can begin. It is hoped that this text can provide auspicious beginnings and
encourage all students of ideas to consider the possibility of values and principles that are
worthy of the right kind of love.
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A

absolutes (universals, objective principles,
moral realism)

Absolutes are fundamental principles or values
that are held to be true independently of
cultural context, historical development, or
human determination. An absolute value
or principle is not a function of human will,
judgment, or reason, nor is it true only within
the context of a given time, situation, or social
framework. Rather, an absolute is true in itself,
whether it is held to be true or not, and
whether it is applied within a given sociohis
toric framework or not. Absolutes are essential
concepts and normative ideas that exist objec
tively and are not considered true or correct sit
uationally, but are discerned as true or correct
because they are principles that exist beyond
human enactment. In essence, to embrace
absolutes amounts to a kind of ““‘moral realism,”
or the notion that moral values are objectively
real and are right or true independent of subjec
tive judgment or exertion. For political theory,
absolutes are particularly difficult to affirm or
recognize. Mathematical absolutes, such as 7 +
5 = 12, are not easily discovered in the social
and political world. Nonetheless, the tradition
of political theory includes just such an effort
throughout the balance of its development.
Attempts at finding transcendent moral and
political principles are as old as civilization itself,
as evinced, for example, in the Babylonian Code
of Hammurabi, the Egyptian principle of Ma’at,
and the Hindu Law of Manu. The ancient
Hebrew Scripture, or Tanakh (identical with

the Old Testament of the Christian Bible), pro

vides a timeless moral code of conduct that
applies to social and political action as well as
serving the faithful in their quest for a relationship
with the Divine; this moral code is reaffirmed in
its essence in the Christian New Testament. In
Greek political philosophy—the conceptual
foundation for Western political theory—we
can see this same attempt at least as early as
Antigone, part of the familiar Oedipus cycle of
dramas composed by Sophocles (495 Bc—
406 Bc). Antigone’s appeal to a law that resides
“even above Zeus’’ represents the pursuit of
transcendent justice, a pursuit that reaches its
philosophical apogee in Plato’s theory of the
Forms (eidos; consult his Republic, Parmenides,
Phaedo, Phaedrus). For Plato (427 8c—347 Bc) the
Forms—including the Form of justice—are the
eternal and essential reality behind all things, the
things that are in contrast to the things that come
to be and pass away. Thus, in Plato’s political
theory, it is clear that there are objective absolute
principles that hold true across time and culture,
and that what is just for an Athenian in his day is
equally just for us in ours. While skeptical of
Plato’s theory of Forms, Aristotle (384 Bc—
322 Bc) in his Metaphysics nonetheless recognized
the existence of “‘first principles and basic rea

sons,”” which he describes as that which ““‘is most
intelligible’” and ‘“what is best in all nature”
(Metaphysics; Nicomachean Ethics). Discovery of
the first principles as a form of inquiry is “‘the
only one of the sciences that is free, since it alone
is for its own sake.” First principles are expressed



2 ABSOLUTES

as primary factors that account for being, and are
ultimately objective with regard to human
understanding.

Stoic political thought affirmed natural law
as an absolute repository of universal principle.
Stoicism, particularly in its middle and late
developments, grounded political and juristic
thought on the premise that there is a justice
and a law that is in itself and exists by nature.
For the Stoic, this was often associated with
divine wisdom, or “‘right reason’’ accessible to
every sentient mind. “Law,”” the philosopher
Cicero (usually associated with the Stoic move
ment) affirmed in De Legibus, “‘is the primal and
ultimate Mind of God,” and is thus ultimately
only the transcendent and noncontextual prin
ciples of reason that are the ground of both
law and justice. The ideas of both Aristotle
and the Stoic philosophers were easily folded
into the comprehensive philosophical and
theological structure of St. Thomas Aquinas
(1225-1274), who, along with his predecessor,
St. Augustine (Aurelius Augustinus, 354—430),
worked toward a synthesis of theological
revelation with the universal affirmations of
rational philosophy. For both St. Thomas
Aquinas and St. Augustine before him, all
moral values are established upon the eternal
truths as promulgated by God. According to
Aquinas, human beings are guided by the natu
ral attribute of synderesis, which is a disposition
toward the natural habit of following the moral
principles of natural law in spite of the ongoing
problem of Original Sin. As St. Augustine
argued, even sin cannot obliterate our original
nature, which is good as a result of our status
as God’s creatures. For Aquinas, all human
beings retain the disposition toward goodness
as grounded in the objective moral principles
of both divine and natural law. In this way, it
is possible for human beings to share common
moral principles and engage in the same type
of moral action regardless of their own situa
tion. Additionally, thinkers such as the Islamic
philosopher Alfarabi (c. 870—c. 950) recognized
that political and moral values must be attuned
to the First Principles of Being in order to

establish the groundwork for the virtuous
regime. Throughout the Middle Ages, thinkers
of all faiths and philosophical persuasion
assumed the fact of such principles, and
affirmed their applicability to the actions of
human beings in general, particularly empha
sizing the need for political regimes to build
upon principles and values that transcend any
particular political order.

For classical and Medieval theory, natural
law (along with divine law) provided the
groundwork for a moral realism that informed
the ethical choices faced by all human beings.
The attempt to discover such principles contin
ued into the development of early modern
theory as well, often with a reduced emphasis
on the religious dimensions of objective values.
Natural law as a foundation for objective moral,
political, and juristic action continued to draw
the interest of political thinkers after the
Renaissance. The Spanish neo Thomists of the
Salamanca School (such as Francesco de Vitoria
and Francisco Suarez) carried forward the natu
ral law traditions previously developed by the
Stoics, following, above all, the principles dis
covered by St. Thomas Aquinas. As Christen
dom in the West fragmented, non Catholic
theories of natural law as the basis of an objective
moral order were promoted by thinkers such as
Hugo Grotius (1583—-1645), Thomas Hobbes
(1588-1679), John Locke (1632-1704) and
Emerich Vattel (1714-1767), among others.
As modern political thought grew increasingly
distant from the theological aspects it had
inherited from Medieval philosophers—to
a large extent as a result of Enlightenment
rationalism—natural law as objective moral
ground diminished in importance. Yet moral
realism remained a compelling conceptual
framework well into the nineteenth century.
Immanuel Kant (1724-1804), through his con
cepts of the thing in itself (ding an sich) and the
categorical and practical imperatives, and his
reflections on the moral will and the common
human membership in a “Kingdom of Ends”
(or realm of ends), provided a potent argument
for the continued assertion of moral and



political thought informed by objective values
(Groundwork for a Metaphysics of Morals). Kant’s
influence on subsequent philosophy has proved
nearly ubiquitous, and a good portion of philo
sophical developments after Kant were in direct
answer to his overall project. It should be noted
that while Kantian philosophy incorporates
objectivist principles, certain elements of Kant
(particularly his emphasis on the role of the will)
can be construed as pointing toward systems of
thought that challenge moral realism.

While Seren Kierkegaard (1813—-1855) is
arguably the first major modern thinker to chal
lenge the assumptions of moral objectivism, it is
only with Friedrich Nietzsche (1844—1900) that
we encounter from a major intellectual figure
an exhaustive and thoroughgoing rejection of
absolutes. Moral realism would continue to be
challenged by conventionalist/relativist views
such as legalism, positivism, utilitarianism, prag
matism, existentialism, certain variants of Marx
ism (although Marxism can be said to adhere to
its own version of objectivism), and postmod
ern constructivism throughout the twentieth
century. Nonetheless, the writings of a diverse
array of thinkers throughout the twentieth
century continued to affirm the legitimacy
of political and moral thought and action
grounded in transcendent principles. Thomistic
political theory experienced a revival through
the writings of Pope Leo XIII (Vincenzo Pecci,
1810-1903) and Jacques Maritain (1882-1973).
G.E.M. Anscombe (1919-2001), C.S. Lewis
(1898-1963), Simone Weil (1909-1943), and
Eric Voegelin (1901-1985) are just a few political
and moral theorists who engaged in the reaffir
mation of transcendent truth. More recently,
scholars such as Alasdair MacIntyre (b. 1929)
and Martha Nussbaum (b. 1947) have further
carried moral realism forward, arguing for a
return to classical first principles as a way to
reinvigorate modern liberal democracy with
moral purpose and meaning.

Even though moral absolutism is often
regarded by public opinion as presumptuous at
best and dangerous at worst, several scholars,
critics, and prominent public figures alike
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persist in their attempts to forward first princi
ples in opposition to moral and cultural subjec
tivism. A recent representation of such efforts,
for example, has been offered by Pope Benedict
XVI (Joseph Alois Ratzinger). In a homily
delivered in April 2005, just prior to the con
clave that elected him to the papacy, Cardinal
Ratzinger spoke of a “dictatorship of relativ
ism’’ that rejects all objective certainty and
serves only the purposes of the independent
ego. Later that year, in June 2005, during an
address to the Ecclesial Diocesan Convention
in Rome, His Holiness stated

Today, a particularly insidious obstacle to the
task of educating is the massive presence in our
society and culture of that relativism which,
recognizing nothing as definitive leaves as the
ultimate criterion only the self with its desires.
And under the semblance of freedom it
becomes a prison for each one, for it separates
people from one another, locking each person
into his or her own ‘ego.’

This position, while compatible with the teach
ings of the church and a continuation of the leg
acy of his predecessor, Pope John Paul II (Karol
Wojtyla), nonetheless provoked a degree of
controversy that established an ongoing tension
between the Pope and the general public
regarding moral issues and cultural sensitivities.
This tension further illustrates the nature of the
debate regarding the possibility of objective first
principles and, more importantly, the implica
tions of such a possibility.
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Adams, John (1735-1826)

One of the most important theorists in the tradi
tion of American political thought, John Adams
in many ways embodies the aspirations of both
liberal and conservative strains in American
culture. By and large, Adams is regarded as a
conservative thinker, yet it is nonetheless not lost
on students of political inquiry that Adams was a
major figure in the revolution against the British
monarchy. As with most great minds, Adams is
far more complex than either his champions or
his detractors tend to acknowledge.

‘While the writings of John Adams are con
siderable and his role as a founder is inestimable,
his basic political principles revolve around four
concepts: a reading of human nature that
emphasizes the role of pride and the “‘passion
for distinction” in the quest for political power
and social influence; a conservative respect of
tradition; an ardent belief in constitutionalism
and, in particular, in the notion of mixed
government; and a notion of a natural aristoc
racy that can more capably serve republican
government than a naive reliance on the people
as a whole.

Adams, like other political theorists (such as
Thomas Hobbes, Jean Jacques Rousseau, and
Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel), discerns in
human motivation an abiding desire for dis
tinction, that is, a love of public esteem. While
this is a source of greed and conflict in society,
with the correctly balanced institutions guided
by the intelligent enactment and application of’
law, the passion for distinction can benefit

public endeavors, bridling ambition for a
common purpose. Hence, men of talent should
be encouraged to engage in public life for the
sake of duty and honor, and it can be expected
that their thirst for acclaim will drive them to
excellence. In autocratic regimes this impulse
can easily (and inevitably will) turn tyrannical,
but in a balanced republic abiding by the rule
of law, it can be channeled in a way that pro
motes virtue rather than succumbing to vice.
Thus the best regime is one that mixes ele
ments of monarchy, aristocracy, and democ
racy, as endorsed by classical theorists. For
Adams, each of these elements is necessary for
a healthy republic, particularly one that simul
taneously checks ambition while drawing on
its energy. Moderate governments are the only
ones that can be fueled by ambitious men with
out risking immolation. To this end, a “‘natu
ral” aristocracy (see also Jefferson, Thomas)
provides the character and intelligence to guide
popular government toward not only just rule,
but also greatness. Like many of his contempo
raries (such as James Madison and Alexander
Hamilton), Adams believed that government
based on the idea of popular sovereignty is
preferable to the irrational hierarchies of the
autocratic past, and yet the people as a whole
are to be kept at an arm’s length from the
mechanisms of power. Because the people can
act as tyrannically as any despot, institutions
must be constructed that not only balance
power among those who hold it but also pre
vent the inconstant and often irrational multi
tude from gaining too much influence. Good
laws and time tested traditions, dispersed
power, and the fostering of a natural aristocracy
are the necessary instruments to both solidify
the principle of popular sovereignty while
subduing its more dangerous inclinations.
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administration of things
Writing in his Anti Diihring (1878), part of which
was later republished in 1880 as Die Entwicklung
des Sozialismus von der Utopie zur Wissenschaft
(Socialism: Utopian and Scientific), Friedrich Engels
(1820-1895) indicted traditional politics—par
ticularly in the form of the state and attendant
legal and governmental institutions—as instru
ments of oppression stemming from deeper
subjugation resulting from class conflict over the
means of production. The state is but a tool of
oppression, wielded on behalf of the ruling eco
nomic class and employed merely as an expres
sion of power. Come the revolution, however,
and the resolution of class conflict through the
reconciliation of the ownership and the opera
tion of the means of production, and the histori
cal forces of power— namely, political things
such as the state—will no longer be necessary
and thus rendered obsolete. In reference to uto
pian socialist Claude Henri de St. Simon (1760—
1825), Engels describes a postrevolutionary con
dition wherein “political rule over men” will be
converted “‘into an administration of things,”
which amounts to, in Engels’s view, the
“abolition of the state.” Later, in the same piece,
he writes famously, ““As soon as there is no longer
any social class held in subjection.. . . State inter
ference in social relations becomes. . .superflu
ous, and dies out of itself; the government of
persons is replaced by the administration of
things, and by the conduct of processes of pro
duction. The state is not ‘abolished.’ It dies
out.” This phrase is also referred to as the “with
ering away of the state,” the state no longer pro
vided with its coercive function, becomes a relic
or “antique’ of the past, for human beings will
no longer need to be “governed;” all that will
require our attention is the simple administration
of the things that we need to gratify our material
needs.

The St. Simonian connection is of interest
here. St. Simon, an idiosyncratic figure who
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envisioned a reconstituted human society pat
terned after the industrial factory, was regarded
by Engels in Anti Diihring as an expansive
thinker well ahead of his time, whose encyclo
pedic understanding of humanity exceeded that
of his contemporaries, matching even Hegel’s.
With St. Simon, according to Engels, we
encounter a forthright identification of politics
with production, and the foretelling of a “com
plete absorption of politics by economics—a
state regarded by Engels to be the end of class
antagonism. Engels’s ssociation of his no
tion of the administration of things with
St. Simon’s techno industrial collective reveals
a decidedly different concept of social direc
tion, one in which politics is not simply stream
lined and rendered more efficient and
responsive to the community, as in the case of
public administration, but rather a notion of
control that closely reflects the factory image.
Such a vision is poised against the ancient
notion, stemming from Plato and Aristotle, that
political governance is a singular kind of rule,
unlike and in most respects superior to direc
tion and management in other endeavors (such
as one finds in the household, market, or battle
field). For Engels, political rule is by necessity
but an extension of and preservative for class
oppression, and thus needs to “wither away’’
so that a more rational and mechanistic process
of administration of resources will be brought
forward. Thus, for Engels, the demise of the
state and the various aspects of politics and
government will usher a new age of rational
direction, modeled after the organization of
mass industry, and reconciling the production
of things with their fair distribution. Hence,
the administration of things, in Engels’s estima
tion, will rightly provide a more intelligent and
efficient reorganization of society along the
lines of a new scientific socialism.
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advantage of the stronger

In the first book of Plato’s Republic, Thrasyma
chus defines justice as “‘the advantage of the
stronger,”” in rebuttal to Socrates’s assertion that
justice is a human virtue and that a just person
when confronted with injustice does not
respond in kind. That is, a person not only
engages in just behavior (such as paying one’s
debts and telling the truth, as Cephalus had
earlier stated), but even more importantly, a
person is just, and thus will always act justly
even when wronged, regardless of the case. In
stating this, Socrates implies that justice is ulti
mately an objective principle, rooted in our
being rather than provided for us by social or
political convention. It is at this point, very
early in the dialogue, that Thrasymachus stren
uously objects, arguing with an intimidating
confidence that justice has nothing to do with
virtue, but rather is and should be a function
of power (the advantage of the stronger).
Hence, justice is situational and variable, and
so it follows that one can even speak of “tyran
nical laws”” and hence tyrannical justice, as
Thrasymachus does at Republic I, 338e. This
notwithstanding, Thrasymachus does state that
justice ““is the same in all cities, the advantage
of the established rule,” thus even Thrasyma
chus’s attempt at what we might call a relativist
account relies on a general rule, that is, that
justice is always a function of power.
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advice to princes

In Niccolo Machiavelli’s The Prince, several
points of advice are offered as reliable strategies
for successful princes. While The Prince is much
more than a “handbook for princes,” the

advice provided is nonetheless of interest to
students of Machiavelli as well as to any reader
interested in a close study of political skill.
The substantive teaching in The Prince is con

veyed through such principles as learning
“how not to be good,” the emphasis on
appearance and reputation, the recognition of
the need for both strength and cunning, and
the willingness to use well placed cruelty for
the greater good. Nonetheless, a survey of the
specific examples is informative, filling in to
some extent the details of Machiavelli’s murky
intentions. These specific suggestions include
the following: (1) In seizing new territory, the
conquering prince must quickly win the sup

port of the current inhabitants, but must be
wary of potential enemies within. A prince
who seizes territory where the inhabitants
speak the same language and hold similar cus

toms will find it easier to curry the favor of
the populace, but if the case is otherwise, more
stringent policies are in order. Machiavelli con

tinues by suggesting that a new ruler reside in
recently conquered territory, the better able to
monitor the events, control lieutenants and
ostensible allies, and familiarize himself with
the population. (2) Additionally, a conquering
prince is well served by sending colonists from
among his own people into the new territory,
otherwise a “substantial army’” will be neces

sary to ‘‘garrison your new territory.”” (3) A
prince who governs a newly acquired territory
where customs and language are heterogeneous
to his own must be careful to strike an alliance
with weaker neighbors for the sake of dominat

ing them, and to devise ways to weaken more
powerful neighbors, and in so doing, set him

self up as the most important influence in the
region. (4) A prince should not prefer disorder
to war. (5) A prince must never allow another
country to become more powerful than his
own. (6) In governing, a prince must rely solely
on his own servants for assistance or employ the
aid of traditional barons. (7) For those who
have earned their realms owing to their own
skill (virtu), they should emulate the magnifi

cent ancient founders, namely, Moses, Cyrus,



Romulus, Theseus, and so on, or a more con
temporary example, Francesco Sforza. (8) Fail
ing this, and given the difficulty of actually
following these examples, a ruler who comes
to power through good fortune must find
other examples, specifically, Cesare Borgia.
Borgia’s swift and thorough elimination of his
enemies through his lieutenant, Remiro
d’Orco, who himself was gruesomely elimi
nated by Borgia after d’Orco had completed
his atrocities, is praised by Machiavelli as an
example of inflicting necessary cruelty all at
once, to execute ‘‘all the crimes you have to
commit at once.”” (9) Princes are better served
by citizen armies than mercenaries, a subject
to which Machiavelli devotes considerable
enthusiasm. (10) The prince’s first obligation is
to learn the art of warfare. (11) A prince must
avoid fomenting division among factions
within areas under his control. (12) Having
successfully led a rebellion, the wise prince does
not trust other rebels once the rebellion is
complete, even if they were allies in his cause.
(13) The prince avoids hiding behind fortresses,
for ““the best fortress is to be found in the love
of the people.” (14) A prince understands the
uses of religion for the ends of the state and
appears to defer to religious observance.
(15) The ruler must endeavor to keep his sub
jects either confused or amazed. (16) A prince
should eschew alliances with those more
powerful than he is, but also avoid neutrality.
(17) A ruler should occupy his subjects with
all manner of entertainment (what the Romans
referred to as “bread and circuses”). (18) With
out pandering, a prince should show himself to
be a friend to craftsmen and the guild workers.
(19) The prince must surround himself with
intelligent advisors who are not disposed to idle
flattery, but are nonetheless loyal beyond
reproach. Finally, above all, (20) A successful
ruler does not make a practice of always being
good, but rather learns how not to be good so
that he will not come to ruin among so many
who are evil.

Some readers of Machiavelli regard these
strategies as examples of his project to advance
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a realpolitik, in contrast to the more abstract
philosophies of the past. Others, most famously
Leo Strauss, consider Machiavelli’s advice as
illustrative of his pernicious doctrine, uprooting
the Great Tradition of classical theory and its
moral foundations, while others see a cynical
attempt to regain patronage by giving to
Lorenzo de Medici, to whom the book is dedi
cated, exactly the kind of advice that Lorenzo
would approve—for the sole purpose of
obtaining office for Machiavelli himself. Still
others see only irony in Machiavelli’s guide
book and mark it among the great works of
satire. One interesting interpretation is oftered
by Mary Dietz, who, in her article “Trapping
the Prince,” argues that Machiavelli was being
particularly ““Machiavellian” by offering bad
advice disguised as sincere in the hopes of
actually undermining the Medici and thus
stimulating a shift back to republican govern
ment, which, according to Dietz and other
commentators, is the only true regime that
Machiavelli admired. Machiavelli’s motives will
perhaps always remain hidden, but the advice is
explicit for good or ill, even if the actual teach
ing may be less so.
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Afrocentrism (afrocentricity)

A term coined by Molefi Asante (né Arthur
Lee Smith, Jr., b. 1942) in 1988 to define a
new approach to the study of Western culture
and World history, Afrocentrism repositions
academic inquiry from within an African per
spective. While the term is new, the origins of
this approach to scholarship can be traced to
the early twentieth century, when scholars such
as W.E.B. Du Bois (1868—1963) advocated a
closer study of the true nature of African
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culture independent of European influence.
According to this approach, the study of
human culture at various levels has been
shaped by the domination of European culture
and its legacy in the United States, and thus
excludes important contributions to human
civilization from cultures distinct from the tra

ditional “West,”
been referred to as the “Near East.”” Focusing

namely Africa and what has

on the contributions of ancient African cul
tures to the development of Western ideas as
well as reexamining the nature and importance
of the African diaspora in the shaping of
Western civilization, Afrocentrism is both a
critical reexamination of the moral and cultural
foundations of the West and an attempt to
restore the prominence of Africa in the
unfolding of the human story. By shifting away
from a Eurocentric view of history and focus
ing on the role of Africa, scholars who practice
Afrocentricity hope to reclaim the lost legacy
of a neglected continent. In so doing, they
seek to provide alternative ways of thinking
about culture and society, ways that are
detached from what is perceived to be a cul
tural narrative premised in its foundations on
the domination of one type of civilization over
another. Hence the Afrocentric approach seeks
to challenge “cultural hegemony’ and political
imperialism, and to offer an alternative review
of history as well as a distinctive approach to
understanding current global phenomena.
One element of Afrocentric history
involves scholars in a reexamination of ancient
Egypt and its influence on Mediterranean
societies. Some argue that the legacy of
ancient Greece, traditionally the crucible of
Western civilization, is simply a by product
of earlier Nilotic/Egyptian accomplishments.
This emphasis is accompanied by the assertion
that the ancient Egyptians held more in
common with Nubia, ancient Kush, and sub
Sahara Africa than with the various ancient
cultures of the Near East, thus promoting a
new understanding of the role of Africans
in constructing the cultural foundations of
the West. Ancient Egypt, in this view, is an

African civilization, and not Middle Eastern
as it is traditionally depicted. Given this, the
ancient Greeks were heavily influenced by
Africa, receiving much of their cultural herit
age from Africa through Egypt and Phoenicia.
George G.M. James’s Stolen Legacy (1954) was
among the first attempts to reject the Euro
pean nature of ancient Greek culture, arguing
that Greek thought in general was simply a
diluted summary of the thought of the ancient
Egyptians. Senegalese historian Cheikh Anta
Diop (1923—-1986) was another early proponent
of the view that the Nile culture of ancient
Egypt was in fact predominantly Black African
rather than Mediterranean. In his three
volume work Black Athena (1987-2006), Mar
tin Bernal (b. 1937) focuses on what he argues
are the Phoenician origins of ancient Greek
language and culture, asserting that this lineage
is a direct challenge to the traditional view
that connects Greek civilization to northern
(Aryan) peoples. This claim has proved con
troversial, with many scholars rebutting both
Asante’s and Bernal’s claims regarding a cul
tural debt owed by ancient Greece to Africa.
Mary Letkowitz (b. 1935), in particular, has
spearheaded a critical dismantling of the
notion of an Afrocentric Greece, arguing that
the African Greek connection is based largely
on poor scholarship and even fabrication.
James’s book in particular has not withstood
critical examination, but the debate continues
over the claims forwarded by Asante and
Bernal, with Letkowitz continuing as the lead
ing critic of the Afrocentric depiction of the
ancient Greek legacy.

An additional criticism of the Nilotic focus
comes from within Afrocentrism itself, arguing
that a fixation with Egypt undermines the
diversity of African cultures and thus commits
the same error of Eurocentrism, that is, devalu
ing other centers of African civilization while
exaggerating the African character of Egypt,
which has been proved to have been a com
plex, multiracial society.

Anthropological and cultural debates aside,
Afrocentrist approaches have also been directed



at an appreciation of Africa for its own sake,
presumed Greco Nilotic connections notwith

standing. The point is to recover African
culture as such, regardless of its connections
(or lack thereof) to the development of ancient
Mediterranean societies such as that of the
Greeks, or even the Egyptians. Africa bears its
own legacy, ancient Egyptian civilization
being, at best, just one element among many
of Africa’s contribution to the rest of the world.
The focus here, therefore, is not so much on
ancient civilizations and their interactions as
on the African diaspora and what it has meant
to the growth of civilization, both internally
on the African continent and externally.
African civilization is not homogenous, but
owing to the diaspora, there is a connection
among all African peoples, a connection that
suggests a unique role for African traditions
in the shaping of the West. Some argue that
while this is a basically healthy approach to
understanding the contributions of the real
Africa to the greater world, discussion has
nonetheless been dominated by a tendency to
understand this diaspora in terms of the United
States, neglecting the diversity of the African
experience in places such as Brazil and the
Caribbean.

Afrocentric approaches to history, philoso
phy, and culture have become visible perspec
tives in the academy. While criticism is still
directed at certain aspects of Afrocentricity,
by and large, the products of Afrocentric schol
arship have proved beneficial to a broader
understanding of ancient non Nilotic African
civilizations and of the global effects of the
African diaspora. Shrill claims are still voiced
on both extremes of the issue, but overall the
African studies programs that have emerged
have joined the family of credible academic dis
ciplines. Afrocentric perspectives will likely
gain more influence in political theory and
ideology in the future, particularly among those
thinkers who are concerned with the nature of
erstwhile marginalized discourse and with
perspectives that offer alternatives to more
“traditional” ways of thinking.
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al-Afghani, Sayyid Jamal al-Din
(1837-1897)

A truly syncretic thinker, Sayyid al Afghani
promoted a vision of a universal Islamic com
munity that would rival the influence and
power of the West without wholly rejecting
modernist ideas as would fundamentalist/
traditionalist thinkers who came after him. Al
Afghani envisioned a pan Islamic movement
that would reconcile the Sunni and Shi’ite
branches of Islam, weaving elements of both
traditions into a new Muslim synthesis. For
al Afghani, the original principles of Islam must
be revived, and done so in a way that recog
nizes the benefits of both Sunni and Shi’a inter
pretations. In this way, the intrusive and ever
increasingly present influence of the West
could be thwarted, and the glory of Islam
asserted once again.

Unlike fundamentalists such as Sayyid Qutb,
al Afghani recognized benefits in different parts
of Western culture. Modern science was a pos
itive legacy of the West, and for al Afghani,
thoroughly compatible with the spirit of Islam.
Islam is at once mystical and rational, simulta
neously revelatory and philosophical. If one
considers the grand history of Islamic culture,
one is reminded of the intellectual tradition that
characterized Islam at the apex of its political
and cultural influence. Hence, Islam is not to
be focused on tradition alone, but must incor
porate the kind of philosophical and scientific
inquiry that once accompanied Islamic scholar
ship, and can do so again in a fashion similar to
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the best of Western science. The spiritual heart
and the inquisitive mind must be merged in the
discovery of truth and the reaffirmation of
Islamic faith. In a word, Western philosophy
and science are to be emulated, Western poli
tics and economic power defied.

Antony Black has noted al Afghani’s impor
tance to and influence on both modernist tend
encies within Islam (for example, in the vision
of Turkey’s founding hero, Mustafa Kemal
Ataturk) as well as the initiating and growth of’
Islamic fundamentalism (as seen in the Muslim
Brethren and Qutb, among others). As Black
remarks,

His [al Afghani’s] influence is everywhere.
From Egypt to Afghanistan, he “‘has become
almost a mythical hero.” To the Muslim Breth

ren, al Afghani was “the announcer.” In [Mus

lim] India, where his works became popular
from the 1880s, many regarded him with
“something like worship”’; the Caliphate
movement of the 1920s and the poet

philosopher Muhammad Igbal used his ideas.
The special relationship between Shi ite politi

cal theology and Western constitutionalism in
Iran also reflected his approach.

Hence, through his blending of Sunni with
Shi’a, Western science with Muslim devotion,
and nationalism with a revival of Islam as a
transnational political force, al Afghani serves
as a pivotal figure in the development of
modern Islamic ideological attitudes and
aspirations.
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Alfarabi (al Farabi, Abu Nasr al Farabi;

c. 870—c. 950)

Alfarabi’s importance to political philosophy is
demonstrated by the manner in which he con
tinued Plato’s inquiry into the nature of the
ideal city (for Alfarabi, the “virtuous regime”),

as well as by his attempt to blend reason and
faith, as St. Augustine and many of the church
fathers had advocated before him and as
Maimonides and St. Thomas Aquinas would
do after him. For Alfarabi, a Muslim thinker,
as for the Christian St. Augustine, reason and
faith are fundamentally compatible, and thus
in the discussion of political truths, the first
principles upon which society rests are both
open to the intellect and received by faith
through divine revelation.

Knowledge of the First Principles of Being is
the foundation of the virtuous regime. Like
Plato’s City of Speech, the virtuous regime
is based on true justice (found in objective
reality) and aimed at the creation of conditions
wherein citizens can practice virtue. The virtu
ous regime, like Plato’s Form of the polis,
would be divided into three classes—those
who know and thus rule, those who hold right
opinions and thus rule and are ruled, and those
(the many) who can only imitate (or accept
“similitudes”) the true beliefs and are thus ruled.
As with Plato’s hierarchy (philosopher rulers,
auxiliary guardians, producers distributors), the
ideal state is placed in harmony for the greater
good, one that is not arrived at by consensus or
the exertion of power, but that is attuned to
the nature of things as discerned by the wise.
For Alfarabi, philosophy such as the kind
practiced by Plato and Aristotle is a kind of
revelation, and thus the prophet is also a philoso
pher of a sort.

Alfarabi’s virtuous regime is comparable to
Plato’s City of Speech (which is the Form of
the polis). In addition (and likewise similarly to
Plato), Alfarabi comments on the various
imperfect regimes within which human beings
tend to live. There are three general types of
imperfect regimes: (i) erring, or incorrect,
regimes, which recognize that there are higher
principles but are in error about their content
or meaning; (ii) ignorant regimes, or regimes
unaware of first principles or the possibility of
transcendent ideals; and (ii1) wicked regimes,
which do recognize first principles for what
they are but then willfully choose to ignore



those principles, or perhaps distort them for
their own lower purposes. Additionally, Alfar
abi identifies six lower goals, or ends, of cities
(the perfect city aims at virtue; the imperfect
ones lower their sights: base regimes pursue
pleasure; vile regimes, wealth). Following
Plato, Alfarabi recognizes timocratic regimes
motivated by the virtue of honor and despotic
regimes concerned with power and domina
tion. “‘Indispensable” regimes are simply cities
that seek only to provide the necessities of life,
a task that in itself concerns any political com
munity. Corporate associations are, for Alfar
abi, democratic cities, containing elements of
all the other cities (including the virtuous city
of the wise), and thus characterized by a kind
of pluralism. All of these regimes are imperfect
and fall short of the ideal, yet unlike Plato,
Alfarabi is optimistic about building the virtu
ous city on earth, for democracy and the indis
pensable city are the most promising media
from which virtue can be cultivated.
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al-Ghazali (Abu Hamid Muhammad

al Ghazali, 1058-1111)

Al Ghazali, like St. Augustine and Alfarabi
before him, understood political questions to
be best framed within the context of the reli
gious community and the transcendent princi
ples that inspire it. For al Ghazali, however,
this relationship is even more tightly drawn than
for St. Augustine, who understood church and
state to be decidedly separate. In al Ghazali’s
view of politics, the state and religion are
inseparable. It is the responsibility of the politi
cal regime to produce the temporal community
that best serves the transcendent. Politics is not
simply a means to ensure social order but is an
important means toward attaining Paradise in
the afterlife.
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For al Ghazali, the political community is
based on the pursuit of fundamental human
needs. Thus institutions must be structured in
a way that most effectively satisfies those needs
within the boundaries drawn by the law. This
requires a division of functions along an organ
ized hierarchy. Thus some level of authority is
needed to properly administer the communal
gratification of basic needs. Al Ghazali empha
sizes the economic dimensions of the state, rec
ognizing their importance in the achievement
of a just and ordered society. Production, com
merce, and a sense of overall economic interac
tion is vital to the life of the community, and
thus the economic dimensions of the state are
understood in social terms rather than reserved
to the gratification of private desires. This is
not to recommend an expansion of the author
ity of political power into the economic realm;
commerce should be free trade rather than cen
tralized distribution. Nonetheless, for al
Ghazali, a relationship must exist between
political community and economic associa
tions, for they both provide the temporal order
necessary to the acquisition of basic needs and
requisite to the direction of souls toward eternal
happiness.

Al Ghazali’s view of justice can be summa
rized as follows: *“ treat people in a way in
which, if you were subject and another
were sultan, you would deem right that you
yourself be treated.”” This is strikingly like
the Golden Rule, and a doctrine not in any
sense foreign to the natural rights tradition of
the West. Justice is a matter of balance for
al Ghazali, an attempt at equilibrium between
individuals seeking a harmonious interaction
based on equity in giving and receiving one’s
proper due.

For the most part, al Ghazali seeks a kind of
spiritual brotherhood within the community—
a sentiment that he values above all else. The
desire to place the interests of one’s brother,
or fellow member of the community, ahead of
one’s own interest, is what al Ghazali regards
as the essence of the political order. After all, it
is the charge of the temporal government to
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prepare humanity for the eternal government
of the Divine, and such a charge can only be
fulfilled through a sense of mutual care and
commitment to a greater good.
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alienation

Generally, alienation refers to an existential
condition of estrangement from both the social
and political order, one that is characterized by
the person’s disaffection, entrapment, and
haunting realization of impotence owing to
the oppressive and exploitative situation cre
ated and sustained by the established order of
things. One feels as a stranger within one’s
own society—a sense of community and
belonging is absent from human interaction.
Such a condition either produces a social lassi
tude accompanied by political apathy within
the society as a whole, or it can lead to a violent
reaction to any perceived injustices of the state
or the basic economic order.

More specifically, alienation is a prominent
concept (and perhaps the central idea) in the
Marxian critique of capitalism. Man in capitalist
society is deprived of any connection to one’s
own productive capacity as well as any authen
tic relationship with society as a whole. Capi
talism alienates human beings from their labor
power, the product of their labor (through the
fetishism of commodities and the exclusive
pursuit of profit for its own sake), other human
beings, and from their own “species being’’ or
awareness of their universal humanity. For
Marx, we are free because we are universal
beings, but under capitalism we are deluded
into believing that our liberty is a function of
our individuality. Marx insists that this is a

delusion primarily because any sense of the
freedom of the self masks the hidden subjuga
tion caused by the existential fact of alienation.
To surmount this, society must be radically
transformed, and the revolution that accom
plishes this will change at the deepest level the
relationship between human beings and their
productive power as well as among human
beings themselves. Only through the rehabili
tation of the labor power of humanity through
a classless society can the human community
be free. Hence the only solution to alienation
for Marx is communism.
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allegory of the cave

The “allegory of the cave” stands at the heart of
Plato’s Republic, an undisputed masterpiece not
only within the tradition of political theory and
philosophy in general, but also as a triumph of
literary artistry. The allegory opens Book VII
of Republic, initially as an extended metaphor
shedding light on Plato’s theory of cognition
as sketched at the end of Book VI through his
divided line analogy. The allegory, however,
while an epistemological exercise, is evidently
far more than that. Full of meaning, the alle
gory is employed by Plato as a means to deliver
his essential teachings not only on the nature of
knowledge, but also on the very essence of
being itself, while revealing in addition to these
epistemological and ontological lessons the
process of education, the need for the rule of
wisdom in the polis, the difference between
true (objective) justice and shadow justice, and
the difference between the love of wisdom
and the attachment to opinion.



The divided line analogy in the previous
book demonstrated the levels of human knowl
edge and how they are related to the reality of
being. Eikasia (image making, imagery) repre
sents the lowest stage of cognition, or sense
experience. The are but images of what is truly
real; in other words, for Plato, that which is
most accessible to our sense and thus our
immediate experience of the world is that
which is also least real, at best a reflection or
shadow of the true reality remaining to be dis
covered. Pistis is a step above eikasia, represent
ing perceptions that help us form opinions
(doxa) about our experiences and yet remains
an incomplete comprehension of the nature of
things as it is still riveted to our own subjective
perspective and framed by the visible and
material phenomena. Through the efforts of
increasing intellect, detached from experience
and perception, we are able to ascend into the
higher stages of cognition, namely dianoia and
noesis, the former referring to reasoning of the
intellect (such as logic, mathematics and geom
etry) while the latter, the highest stage of
knowing wherein we come to discover the
Forms (eidos) themselves, the essence of eternal
reality that cannot be fully grasped through
phenomenal perceptions nor completely com
municated even through the language and for
mulas of the intellect. We can talk about a
geometric shape, such as a triangle or circle, at
the level of dianoia, and draw these shapes and
make them visible to us, and yet neither the
strict reasoning nor visual representation can
reveal the true essence of the Forms of the tri
angle or circle. These are known only at the
highest stage of cognition, and are entirely
grasped only as pure concept.

The allegory of the cave further explains
Plato’s epistemological teaching. ““Imagine a
cave”” Socrates muses at the beginning of Book
VII, wherein the inhabitants are unwittingly
bound by chains in such a way as to force them,
without their awareness, to always face the wall
at the far back of the cave. Unable to turn, they
are fixed in a position wherein they can only
face the cave wall. Behind them a fire burns,
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casting a dim light on the wall that they perpet
ually face, but as far as the troglodytes know,
this is the brightest kind of light possible within
their experience. Unknown to the bound
inhabitants, puppets and facsimiles of objects
pass before the fire, casting shadows on the cave
wall, and the noises of the mysterious puppe
teers echo off the cave wall as the shadows pass
before the constricted vision of the prisoners.
Socrates states that these cave dwellers are “‘just
like us,”” our very own experiences of the world
are but shadows of the ultimate reality—we are
bound within a phenomenal trap that prevents
us from widening our vision of things and see
ing beyond shadows or hearing anything other
than echoes. This is the stage of eikasia, wherein
we mistake the appearance of things for the
things themselves, the phenomenal for the
essential. Those who manage to slip from their
bonds and peer behind them, and then eventu
ally move about the cave, are able to perceive
(pistis) the cause of the shadows and echoes
(the fire, puppets, and puppeteers), and thus
have expanded their cognition of the cave
world compared to their fellow troglodytes.
The opinions held by these cave dwellers are
sounder than those who think the shadows are
the whole of reality, but nonetheless woefully
incomplete.

These cave dwellers moving about the cave
are becoming experts at perceiving the move
ment of shadows and sounds of echoes corre
lated with the procession of puppets. Should
one, in noticing that there is another source of
light and a path leading to another part of the
cave, commence a journey away from the fire
and puppets and toward the actual entrance of
the cave itself, far from the inner wall, she/he
will eventually discover the truth that the cave
is but a minute part of a vast and boundless
world, a mere pocket of air in the great expanse
of the earth. The journey up and out of the
cave is the upward journey of the soul, led by
the intellect, discovering the intelligible reality
beyond and above the visible reality, and draw
ing the soul closer to an awareness of what is
truly real. For Plato the turning away from the
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cave shadows and toward at first the cave fire
and then ultimately toward the light beyond
the cave is in effect a turning of the soul away
from appearance and toward what is real. Upon
leaving the cave and now being exposed to the
brilliance of daylight, the eyes need time to
adjust, lingering in shaded areas and focused
on reflections in water in order to adapt to the
bright and endless world around it. This is the
stage of dianoia, the exercise of the intellect in
dependent of experience and perception (the
visible, material realm of the cave). Eventually
and with great effort, the eyes adjust and can
step out of the shade and look at objects
directly, not simply at their reflections. In so
doing, the soul comes to know the Forms
themselves, and ascends to the highest level of
knowing, or noesis. At this level, the highest
and most essential of all Forms, that which is
“most prized”’ (even above justice) and both
the ““cause of and object of all knowledge,”
is the Good (fo agathon), analogous to the
resplendent sun that provides light and warmth
to the entire world. It is the sun that enables the
eye to see the world above the cave and all its
forms; hence the sun is to the eye as the Good
is to the soul, without which all knowledge
and virtue would not be possible. At this level
of cognition, the noetic discovery of the Forms
and the revelation that it is the Good itself that
is the foundation of all reality and purpose, the
philosopher acquires the kind of wisdom that
is the ground for truly just leadership in the
polis. Reluctant to go back into the cave, the
philosopher nonetheless again descends into
the cave (in the same way that Socrates ““goes
down to the Piraeus’ to open the Republic),
compelled to apply wisdom to the just naviga
tion of the ship of state.

And yet, the eyes of the philosopher must
readjust to the darkness of the cave, an adjust
ment that causes the philosopher to stumble
and grope about in the darkness, and appear
foolish to those who have never left the cave
and know no greater light than the fire they
take to be real. The philosopher’s wisdom is
thus rejected by the people; and the philosopher

is also reluctant to descend. Once the philoso
pher’s eyes do adjust, it becomes clear that
she/he is the only true ruler of city and soul,
but few will accept this. It is more likely that
the philosopher will be rejected, as Socrates
was rejected by Athens. But the one who is
rejected is the only one who knows justice, a
knowledge that stems from the discovery of
the nature of the Good.

The allegory of the cave illustrates many
principles that are affirmed throughout Plato’s
overall philosophy. Knowledge (discerned in
the intelligible realm) and opinion (held in the
visible realm), being (the eternal realm of the
immutable and immaterial Forms) and becom
ing (the transitory realm of mutable and material
experience wherein everything is in flux), true
justice (found as an eternal and transcendent
Form) and interpretations of justice (the shadow
justice familiar in the cave), the philosopher
(lover of wisdom who knows of the Good)
and the sophist (lovers of opinion who claim to
possess wisdom and believe they can dispense it
as a good), the educated (enlightened by the
light of the Good or by those who have beheld
the light of the Good) and the ignorant (who
go about their lives thinking that what they
experience through their immediate senses is
all that there is to know), the truly happy (who
know the nature of things) and the content
(oblivious to the possibility of a richer life).
One could go on with further examples, but
for our purposes here, the political question of
why the philosophers should rule in the ideal
city, or in effect, why reason ideally should
always guide power, is answered by Plato
through Socrates in this stirring parable. The
wise should govern because they recognize that
the principles that must guide a just community
are not of our construction, but rather transcend
our narrow, shadowy perspective. And that best
state is a state that, as closely as humanly pos
sible, attempts to ground its laws upon princi
ples that are not the product of our will or
judgment and thus contingent upon our inter
ests and desires, but rather are in fact based on
the nature of being and the eternal principles



that are independent of human determination
and yet intimately and essentially present within
the human soul.
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all men and women are created equal
The Declaration of Rights and Sentiments was
the product of an 1848 convention organized
by Lucretia Mott and Elizabeth Cady Stanton
advocating women’s rights. The preamble of
this document recapitulates the Declaration of
Independence almost verbatim, and the phrase
“‘we hold these truths to be self evident, that
all men and women are created equal’” drew
direct attention to the early women’s move
ment and its expressed desire to advance equal
ity between the sexes. The Seneca Falls
Convention was initiated in response to male
domination even among the reform move
ments that appeared during the Age of Jackson
and developed throughout the antebellum
period. This became painfully apparent at a
world antislavery convention in 1840 when
Lucretia Mott, an American delegate, was
refused a seat on the main floor and was
required to sit separately from her male coun
terparts. This revealed additional injustice to
women involved in the antislavery movement
as well as other reform movements and ignited
at least for a time activists in behalf of their cause
as well. By going back to Jefferson’s text for the
Declaration of Independence, Mott, Stanton,
and their compatriots attempted to illuminate
the cause of women within the conceptual
language of American liberty and revolution.
Following the Jeffersonian preamble, the
document enumerates several grievances before
a ““candid world” as did the original Declara
tion on Independence, addressing in this case
examples of women’s subjugation at the hands
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of a patriarchal society. The Declaration of
Rights and Sentiments thus directly attacks the
unjust position of political, social, and familial
subordination thrust upon them by a male
dominated culture, and does so by effectively
emulating a revered document in the political
mythos of America.

In the short term, the Seneca Declaration
had little impact. After the repeal of the Mis
souri Compromise, followed by the Kansas
Nebraska Act, the abolition of slavery almost
exclusively dominated the American reformist
mind. It was not until well after the Civil War
and toward the end of Reconstruction that
the women’s movement began to gather its
strength again, slowly building momentum in
the later part of the nineteenth century and
successfully enfranchising all American women
voters with the 19th Amendment ratified in
the summer of 1920.
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all men are created equal

““We hold these truths to be self evident, that all
men are created equal, that they are endowed
by their Creator with certain unalienable
Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and
the Pursuit of Happiness.”” This famous phrase
from the American Declaration of Independ
ence (1776) as originally written by Thomas
Jefferson encapsulates the sentiment of a new
era and illuminates the essential principles of
the American founding.

The notion of natural equality among
human beings was not new to the eighteenth
century, the principle that human beings are
essentially equal having been a part of Western
culture since the emergence of Stoicism, Juda
ism, and Christianity. However, it is in the
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political ideas of the eighteenth century that
equality became a viable political principle.
With the American and French Revolutions,
equality was moved to the foreground of politi
cal ideals, becoming a realistic aspiration
attached to the promise of democracy. While
the actualization of equality would still require
generations of reform, revolution, and civil
war throughout Western societies, the idea
was now irresistible. It is in this passage in the
Declaration of Independence that the hope of
equality is not only expressed, but set firmly
within the consciousness of the ongoing devel
opment of the liberal mind in the West.

Of particular interest to students of political
thought is the deep connection between equal
ity (“‘all men are created equal’) to liberty
(“endowed by their Creator with certain unal
ienable Rights, that among these are Life, Lib
erty and the pursuit of Happiness’’). Equality
and liberty are thus not only compatible but,
according to the doctrine affirmed in the Dec
laration, inextricably bound together. One
stems from the other—our natural liberty is
the consequence of our natural equality as
designed by a Creator and thus rooted in a tran
scendent principle. It is not human convention
that defines and divides the notion and extent
of equality and our liberties, but rather equality
and liberty exist prior to the social and political
order within the very structure of our nature.
We come to the political sphere already estab
lished as possessing equal dignity, and the liber
ties that we thereby claim are inherent to all
human beings antecedent to the origins of soci
ety, let alone the formal establishment of a par
ticular political order. Hence equality and
liberty are the ontological principles upon
which self government is founded, and are set
as the dual principles animating political life
itself. It is only through democracy that both
of these principles can be simultaneously
applied.

That said, the distance between principle
and institutional practice has prevented the full
realization of the ideals of the Declaration of
Independence throughout American history.

This is not to say that the ideals themselves are
unrealistic or that the American founding was
an act of hypocrisy but only to recognize the
tension between transcendent ideas and the
limitations imposed on human beings by their
conditions and circumstances. This was under

stood by the abolitionists of antebellum
America in their efforts to fully realize the ideal
of equality for an enslaved population. The
early women’s movement that emerged in the
1840s expressed the need to ensure its applica

tion to men and women alike. At Seneca Falls,
a declaration and set of resolutions was to
include the phrase “‘all men and women are
created equal,” thus drawing awareness to the
problem of cultural bias against the interest of
women. (It should be noted that the term
“men’’ in fact and by definition denoted all
human beings, not just male persons. The term
“man,” when applied generically, did imply
men and women together. Whether or not this
is what Thomas Jefterson and his colleagues
were thinking at the time is open to debate,
but at least in the linguistic sense, “‘men’” was
defined in general as including every person.)

Abraham Lincoln, perhaps more than any
nineteenth century statesmen, affirmed the
notion that the American founding is fully
expressed in Jefferson’s 1776 declaration, and
that liberty and equality are the essential ground
for the practice of American democracy. This
was fully understood by the Rev. Martin
Luther King, Jr., who, like Lincoln before
him, insisted on the realization of equality and
liberty together as the only logical and just
practice required by the American creed.

The history of the American polity, and,
indeed, the development of Western political
thought as a whole, is intimately related to the
ideals expressed by the flawed human beings
who drafted and endorsed the Declaration of
Independence. And, along with the French
Revolution, the American aspiration for a soci
ety of equal, free, and self governing citizens
initiated the great movement toward liberal
democracy that continues to seek full realiza
tion today.
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all other contentments

In Chapter 30 of Leviathan, Thomas Hobbes
(1588-1679) opens with a summary of the
“office of the sovereign,” stating that “‘the end
for which [the sovereign] is trusted is the
“procuration of the safety of the people.”” This
trust binds the sovereign under the “‘law of
nature’” and to “‘render an account therefore
to God, the author of that law, and none but
him.” In this way, Hobbes recapitulates a good
portion of what has been said in previous chap
ters, that is, the sovereign duty is to be defined
in terms that involve the security of subjects.
However, Hobbes makes it clear that safety
and security, while necessary and foremost, are
not in themselves sufficient. Indeed, the term
safety encompasses more than mere security
or, as Hobbes phrases it, “‘bare preservation.”
Rather, the safety of the people also implies,
for Hobbes, ‘“all other contentments of life
which every man by lawful industry, without
danger or hurt to the commonwealth, shall
acquire to himself.” Other “contentments,” or
those things that make for a contented, felici
tous life, are thus required for a stable political
order. This implies that Hobbes does not
understand sovereignty simply in terms of order
and protection, but also in terms of a public
good that includes more than the basic neces
sities. One cannot infer from this that Hobbes
advocated an activist state that would guarantee
or supply citizens with a certain standard of liv
ing, to do so would be anachronistic. Nonethe
less, by taking care to draw our attention to the
nature of “‘safety,” Hobbes does indicate that
the sovereign has a duty to somehow provide
basic support for his/her subjects in the pursuit
of a felicitous life, the elements of which are
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already stated in Chapter 13 as those things that
would be absent a “common power to keep all
in awe.”

Hobbes is often perceived as a political theo
rist more concerned about the use of power to
shelter human beings from the state of nature
(which is unequivocally defined as a “‘war of
all against all”’), but such passages indicate that,
while protection against the state of nature
remains paramount, such protection does
involve more than the wielding of power in
the attainment of order. Hobbes understood
the pursuit of felicity to be an irresistible fact
of human activity, and thus appears to under
stand “‘safety’” of the people at least in part as
the safety of the people to freely prosper in this
pursuit. This attitude is of some help in leading
us to a more thorough understanding of the
Hobbesian notion of the duties of sovereigns
and the purposes of sovereign power.
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Althusius, Johannes (1557-1638)
Somewhat overshadowed by such seventeenth
century giants as Hobbes and Locke, Althusius
produced a political theory that in at least two
ways proved innovative with respect to the
political ideas of his time. First, Althusius pro
posed a theory of federalism that some regard as
more farsighted than both Hobbes and Locke,
and, second, his notion of popular sovereignty
stands as one of the more forthright expressions
of this doctrine in the seventeenth century as a
whole. Additionally, Althusius also contributed,
perhaps less innovatively, to theories of both
natural law and the social contract—the former
emphasizing the strong link between first princi
ples and the Mosaic Decalogue (de emphasizing
that part of natural law identified with “‘right
reason’’) and the latter more of a descriptive
account in comparison to other contract theo
rists who were interested in tracing the origin
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of and need for government. For Althusius, the
state of nature does not figure into his under
standing of the social contract. Given this, the
social contract is not so much a discourse on
human nature and the possible condition of
humanity outside politics, but rather a legal
explanation of the inner mechanisms of the
political community.

In at least one aspect of his political theory,
his concept of the consociatio symbiotica (the
natural consociation, or community living
symbiotically), Althusius looked back toward
the ancient theorists, and in particular Aristotle.
For Althusius, as indicated earlier, politics and
society are natural to human beings (the former
was not natural in Locke’s view, neither were
natural to Hobbes). Consociatio symbiotica is the
root form of human association, the basic pat
tern underlying all variations of community at
all levels of size and sophistication. This root
community contains two general kinds of law,
the first producing the basic framework within
which citizens interact and the other establish
ing and regulating authority within a given
group (political or otherwise). In this sense
Althusius breaks from Aristotle, as he discerns
in the root community of the consociatio symbio
tica the same basic principles of authority and
interaction, whether the community is familial,
corporate, or political. It is in the contract that
we find the essential relationship within all lev
els of community; additionally, Althusius
understands that contracts are formed between
groups as well. Family, corporations (voluntary
associations such as guilds, collegia), local politi
cal institutions, and communities, provinces,
and states are all dependent on a contract
understanding of mutual rights and obligations.
Indeed, for Althusius, the most encompassing
political association (the state) is in reality more
of a contract between lesser groups than it is
between individual members (as in Hobbes
and Locke). Thus the grounding of federalism
is the unifying notion of a series of interrelated
contracts. In this way Althusius attempts to rec
oncile the reality of federalist decentralization
with the desire for a binding political unity.

Thus, Althusius manages to combine the
pluralistic aspects of federalism with the need
for a strong unified sovereign.
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amor Dei/amor sui

“Two cities,” St. Augustine affirmed in
Book XIV of his monumental City of God,
“have been formed by two loves; the earthly
city by the love of self, even to the contempt
of God; the heavenly by the love of God even
to the contempt of self.”” With this statement,
St. Augustine marks the distinction between
concern for temporal affairs, which is always
tainted by egotism, and the perfection of the
eternal City of God, which is always drawn
upward by the love of the divine. Amor sui, or
love of self, is the spring of selfishness that leads
to cupidity and violence, known to St. Augus
tine as the fruits of worldly interests. Hence
the political will always “fall short of the glory
of God,” and it is incumbent on citizens to
remind themselves of the limitations of ordi
nary politics. Only in the City of God, distin
guished by amor Dei, which produces the fruits
of charity and peace, can we find justice and
goodness under the authority of Christ. Only
by abandoning the love of self that results in
the contempt of God and embracing the love
of God even over the interests of the self can
we begin to secure a just society. But for St.
Augustine, no temporal regime will ever
achieve such a state. Rather, the best that we
can do is to recognize that the City of God is
both transcendent and partially immanent,
and, as such, we can approximate without fully
acquiring the perfection of the City of God
here on earth.

St. Augustine’s two cities, born from two
conflicted loves, is reminiscent of Plato’s dis
tinction between the perfect regime found in
the form of the polis and the multitude of



imperfect regimes that are found in temporal
reality. For both Plato and St. Augustine, per
fection in the phenomenal realm is ever elusive,
but by looking toward the “heavenly patterns”
of (for Plato) the form of the polis or (for St.
Augustine) the City of God we can seek to
govern human beings justly. Both thinkers
understood such governance in terms of the
proper orientation of one’s love—the love of
wisdom and the love of God, respectively.
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amour de soi/amour propre
French philosopher Jean Jacques Rousseau
(1712-1778) employed two types of self love
to help clarify the distinction between the natu
ral person and the inauthentic individual within
society. Amour de soi, for Rousseau, describes a
healthy love of self that is natural to all human
beings and is the primary internal affect experi
enced in a “‘state of nature.” A natural person is
well disposed to the self, needing only one’s
own self judgment in measuring a person’s
worth and the value of one’s actions. Natural
self love is independent of the conclusions of
others, free from the demands of reputation
before the public eye, and thus unfettered by
the constraints of social conformity. Amour de
soi is an indication of a radically free person,
one who is not enchained by the expectations
of others, one who is able to feel content within
the limits of one’s own comfortable sense of
self. It is from the absence of dependence upon
others to develop a sense of self that we see the
beginnings of freedom, thus Rousseau finds the
roots of true freedom within the ego of a natu
ral innocent, indifferent to the external factors
that would otherwise impinge upon us within
the interdependencies of polite society.

Amour propre, or love of one’s own, is con
trasted to the more natural, innocent love of self
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that characterizes a free person. Amour propre s a
vain self absorption, a desire to consider the
rest and to “‘wish to be considered in turn” that
robs the natural person of their inwardly shaped
identity and produces a dependency on the
assessment of others for one’s sense of self.
Stemming from the intellect’s tendency to
compare, amour propre creates a condition
wherein natural trivial differences are exagger
ated in importance, ultimately causing human
beings to not only accept, but actually to seek
and embrace inequality. People compare and
then compete, hoping to become the best at a
variety of things, and in so doing, win a reputa
tion for being faster, stronger, more agile, more
beautiful—in a word, better—than others. But
this sense of superiority depends on the recog
nition of that superiority by others; recognition
needed and wanted in order to develop a sense
of self importance. Far from the healthy self
regard of natural amour de soi, amour propre ini
tiates within individuals a reliance on others at
the expense of a reliance on the self, deprives
the person of the indifferent innocence of the
state of nature, and ensnares the self within a
net of social illusions and dissembling vanities.
Rousseau considers the shift from amour de soi
to amour propre as the origin of both social
inequality and moral corruption, and thus the
loss of the kind of freedom needed to ground
a truly free person. Hope remains for Rousseau,
however, as the right kinds of institutions
formed by the social contract can restore
human beings to a state of freedom in spite of’
the abiding presence of dependent and prideful
inauthenticity and conceit. The desire for rec
ognition that Rousseau connects to vain self
love is anticipated in Hobbes as well as further
developed in Hegel, and it is not unreasonable
to see similar conclusions drawn by Plato,
Epictetus, and St. Augustine as well.
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analogy of the jars
In Plato’s Gorgias, Socrates answers a challenge
from Callicles by resorting to a metaphorical
image of two jars. Earlier in the dialogue, Soc
rates asserts, when conversing with Polus, that
it is better to suffer wrong than to commit it
(although it is important to remember that
one would hope to avoid doing either). When
forced to choose, one cannot choose the com
mission of an immoral or unjust act, and then,
if no other alternative is available in that situa
tion, one must choose to suffer the wrong or
the injustice. Callicles argues that such a posi
tion is ludicrous and unmanly. A superior per
son would never choose to sufter, and indeed,
would ultimately remain indifferent to the
suffering of another if it is for the correct pur
poses, that is, if it is in the correct interest of
the superior person. A person of great soul, by
nature, must command others, and the interests
of the inferior must serve the interest of those
who truly are superior. Additionally, Callicles
argues that a superior person, knowing this,
does not constrain the appetites, as Socrates
prescribes, for to do so would be to turn oneself
into a slave. Such statements by Socrates are
tantamount to the use of social convention,
framed by the mediocre, to restrain and
suppress the urges and drives of the naturally
superior. Law, in other words, is used by the
mediocre to rule over the superior, and ensures
that they do not become a law unto themselves
and dominate society for their own purposes.
Rather than the self mastery that Socrates
endorses for the just soul, Callicles argues that
the natural (and naturally superior) person
should set his or her own standards and in prac
tice “‘enlarge their appetites’ in defiance of the
common standards of the less capable masses. A
person of great ability should not bear the same
restrictions as the rest of us, but rather should live
and love large, and accept no rule, even the rule
of reason over the appetites as Socrates teaches.
To rebut this argument, Socrates speaks of
“two jars,” one jar that is “tightly closed”” and
one that leaks. One pours liquid into the tightly
closed jar, fills it, seals it with its lid, the task

being finished, and moves on to the next thing.
Yet if one is trying to fill a leaking jar, the fluid
constantly flows out; thus one is never able to
seal it and move on, the leaking jar never
reaching a point where it is full and the individ
ual filling it never coming to a point when the
task is finished. For Socrates, these two jars
are analogous to two kinds of soul. The jars
represent the appetites. In the case of the tightly
closed jar, a person is able to fill their appetites
with little effort, seal the jar, and move on to
other things. Simplicity and self control are
represented by the sealed jar. One does not
serve one’s appetites, but rather addresses them
and, once completed, is able to regard other
things. But the intemperate person, the person
of expansive and multiple appetites lacking
any self control or self mastery, constantly
serves the jar itself, that is, constantly serves
one’s own appetites. Thinking that they are a
law unto themselves, always indulging in any
pleasure that passes their way, they are in reality
like the poor person attending to the task of
filling a leaky jar, never finished, never satiate,
always attending on the lower part of the soul
without any rest or any chance of moving to
other things. For Socrates, this is the fate of
the intemperate, and even a “‘superior person’
who thinks they are doing whatever they want,
and indulging any appetite on their own terms,
is in reality a slave to the basest part of the self.
This analogy is related, politically, to the
depiction of the tyrannical soul in Plato’s
Republic. A tyrant is in fact a person driven by
fear and lust—one whose appetites are so
insatiable and restless that one’s whole life is in
slavish service to the worst kinds of pursuits.
The tyrant, through fear of others and incessant
lust, is the most slavish of all human beings,
appearances notwithstanding. The tyrant and
the tyrannical city are condemned to a life of
perverse injustice. Thus in the tyrannical city,
because of the conversion of persons into
slaves—both the tyrant and the subjects of
tyranny—the polis is lost and all that remains is
the one master who is in truth a great slave,
and the many slaves who serve the endless lust



and who must suffer the consequence of the
nagging fear of the tyrannical soul.
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anarchism

As with most terms and concepts in the political
language and culture of the West, the words
anarchy and anarchism stem from the ancient
Greek, an arkhe, which means without ruling
principle or without rule or authority. In
essence, anarchy simply means a condition
without formal authority or government lead
ers. It does not necessarily mean, as it is often
construed, a chaotic and especially violent con
dition absent any authority whatsoever,
although one could argue that certain (but not
all) anarchistic methods do encourage social
disruption. Anarchism certainly can involve
violence as a revolutionary method, but it is
not an elemental part of its essential definition.
Anarchy only means the absence of institu
tional, formal, and fixed political rule, but it
does not mean in every case a condition of law
less disorder. While anarchism certainly entails
a critique of and at times a direct rejection of
conventional law and politics, it is not in itself
antipolitical, but it is what has been referred to
as acephalous—literally without a head, or
without a designated permanent leader.

As the term anarchy stems from the Greeks,
there is a tendency among some students of
political ideas to search for ancient examples of
anarchistic theories. In the Western tradition,
the ancient Greek Cynics (not to be confused
with the modern usage of the word cynic or
cynical) owing to their defiance of custom and
their refusal to accept the political and legal
norms of their times, are often described as
early anarchists of a kind. Their focus on indi
vidual self sufficiency and independence from
political rule seems to anticipate modern liber
tarianism. Moreover, their indifference to
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common worldly concerns is often viewed as a
an example of active refusal to participate in
public affairs, replacing such activity with a
vague affiliation to the cosmopolis, or universal
city, a concept of a stateless association of
the free, wise and unattached. However, as
the ideas of the Cynics are known mostly
through fragments and secondhand accounts,
the actual nature of the Cynics protoanarchist
attitudes remains unclear and for the most part
extrapolated.

Others regard the ancient writings of the
Taoist sage, Lao tse, as an example of antique
and formative anarchism. Certainly Lao tse
and other Taoist writings can be so read, but
in so doing other questions are raised. As Tao
ism is seen by some to be not only a philosophi
cal approach but also properly numbered
among the world’s great religions, the suitabil
ity of assigning a political prescription becomes
problematic. While one can certainly draw
connections between religion and politics, it
raises difficulties when a religious worldview is
by necessity described in political terms alone.
Hence it might be accurate to argue for a rela
tionship between certain anarchistic strains and
the Tao te Ching, but it may be inaccurate to
regard early Taoism as programmatically and
intentionally anarchistic. One could also
advance the same argument for early Christians,
as Christianity can also be read in ways that
might encourage an anarchistic response to
political and social order; but to do so would
again risk an extrapolation that is possibly inac
curate and, in the end, misleading.

Hence anarchism, perhaps more than liber
alism, conservatism, and socialism, owes its
intellectual lineage to more modern thinkers,
beginning in particular with the latter part of
the eighteenth and early part of the nineteenth
centuries. Additionally, it is necessary to recog
nize that there are at least two disparate strains
of anarchistic thought, one that is decidedly
libertarian in form and thus resembles classical
liberalism, and a second that is strongly com
munitarian and thus, significantly, is closely
identified with certain strains of socialism. Most
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modern variations of anarchism are included
within one of these two main groups, that is,
the libertarian or the communitarian. It should
be noted that such a division is not the only,
or even the best, method for categorizing
anarchist thought. Andrew Vincent adeptly
identifies five types of anarchism: individualist,
collectivist, communist, mutualist, and anarcho
syndicalist. Additionally, Vincent identifies
nihilist anarchism, eco anarchism, and feminist
anarchism as specific subcategories but does
not regard them as wholly separate from
the five principal types mentioned above.
Whether we are looking at five or eight kinds
of anarchism, such a more detailed classification
can be helpful to those readers who seek to
explore further. For our purposes, we will
examine anarchism as falling under two appa
rently conflicting subtypes, to wit, libertarian
(or radical individualism) and communitarian,
while noting the inadequacy of any firm or
fixed schematic.

To begin a focused history of anarchism,
three thinkers draw our attention as represent
ing “founding’ influences in the initiation of
anarchist thought: William Godwin (1756—
1836), Pierre Joseph Proudhon (1809-1865),
and Mikhail Bakunin (1814-1876). Each of
these figures has been identified as a “father of
anarchism,” even though in the case of both
Godwin and Proudhon some difficulties are
attached to that designation. In any event, these
three figures, along with Josiah Warren (1798-
1874), militant individualist Max Stirner
(Johann Kaspar Schmidt, 1806—1856), Ameri
can transcendentalists Ralph Waldo Emerson
(1803—-1882) and Henry David Thoreau
(1817-1862), Lysander Spooner (1808—-1887),
Leo Tolstoy (1828-1910), and Petr Kropotkin
(1842-1921), are of considerable historic and
intellectual importance as among the earlier
advocates of some type of anarchistic approach
to politics. Later figures such as Errico Mala
testa (1853—1932), Benjamin Tucker (1854—
1939), Emma Goldman (1869-1940), Rudolf
Rocker (1873—-1958), Buenaventura Durrati
(1896—-1936), Murray Bookchin (1921-2006),

and Robert Paul Wolff (b. 1933) have all
emerged as important contributors to the
anarchist approach.

William Godwin, in his classic work An
Enquiry Concerning Political Justice (1793), pro
vided the first theoretical atfirmation of liber
tarian anarchism, and thus he positioned
himself philosophically as the first political
thinker representing an anarchic view of poli
tics and law. Indeed, Kramnick, in his intro
duction to the Enquriy, describes Godwin as
anarchism’s “prophet.” For Godwin, there is a
justice that transcends any political power and
a higher rationality that is above the influence
of convention and social conformity. In this
sense, Godwin resembles both Socrates and
the Cynics in his view that there are universal
principles of justice and rational conduct that
are independent of and superior to whatever
laws and judgments are provided within a
society or polity. Government, in Godwin’s
estimation, only impedes the development of
individual judgment, which, if allowed to grow
under the direction of sound education, is
inherently superior to government, which, in
the end, is more likely to corrupt than to civi
lize. As a child of the Enlightenment (and one
particularly influenced by Claude Adrien
Helvetius and Paul Henri Thiry d’Holbach)
Godwin firmly believed that through educa
tion and the cultivation of rational morality
within each individual, government and poli
tics would be replaced by self regulation absent
the coercion of state or society. This is not to
be understood as a liberty reconfigured in terms
of unrestricted license but rather a moral liberty
that can be achieved through reason (under the
proper guidance of education) and applied by
individuals for the good of the whole. Godwin
ardently believed in the Enlightenment vision
of the inevitability of human progress and
viewed the expansion of reason as the contrac
tion of the state.

In Tom Bottomore’s A Dictionary of Marxist
Thought, Pierre Joseph Proudhon ““was the
first person to use ‘anarchy’ in a nonpejorative
sense to refer to his ideal of an ordered society



without government.”” For this reason Prou
dhon is also a likely candidate for the appella
tion of “father of anarchism,” even though his
overall political thought is complex, and his
later political writings somewhat idiosyncrati
cally drew upon Hegel, a philosophical anath
ema to the anarchist worldview. Proudhon’s
anarchism is rooted primarily in two concepts:
first, his belief that in order to overcome eco
nomic exploitation we must abolish political
institutions and develop a purely economic cul
ture of voluntary exchange absent the state and,
second, that the new social organization that
Proudhon envisaged, deemed “mutualism,”
would be built from the voluntary associations
of local workers spontaneously directing their
own production, managing without interfer
ence their property, and operating through
natural exchange between mutually cooperat
ing individuals. No centralized political or cor
porate organization would be involved.
Proudhon believed that human beings could
organize themselves naturally around a system
that would reward needs according to one’s
own labor. “Property is theft,”” Proudhon
famously declared, but he was only speaking
in terms of property owned by the capitalist. If
laborers were allowed to control their own
property without interference from the state
or from capitalist exploiters, then the condi
tions for a genuinely free exchange of needs
and wants would be established.

Proudhon’s ideas are described as both anar
chist and socialist. Marx himself] in his early
writings, praised Proudhon’s economic obser
vations, but later in The Poverty of Philosophy
unequivocally disassociated himself from
Proudhon’s philosophical and bourgeois
abstractions. It is of interest to note that while
Proudhon insisted on abolishing political struc
tures in favor of autonomous economic rela
tions, he argued for the retention of other
traditional social structures such as the family.

Bakunin, a noted opponent of Marx and
champion of Slavic rebirth, is widely regarded
as the most important anarchist thinker of
the nineteenth century and perhaps the most
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important figure in the history of anarchist
thought. Bakunin’s conflict with Marx over
the direction of the First International, with
which Bakunin was for a time associated,
marks the break between early socialism and
anarchism, at least as organized political move

ments. Troubled by the centralizing tendencies
of Marx’s communism, Bakunin argued for a
decentralized organization resembling a federal
structure and stressing local autonomy. For this
reason, Bakunin openly rejected the party
organization and strategies of the communists,
certain that the only result from any political
system would be a new absolutism. Spontane

ous organization from the people themselves
was the only sure method of provoking the
kind of revolution necessary to dissolve hierar

chical structures and abolish absolutist tenden

cies. Any permanent political party would
simply deprive the movement of that sponta

neity. Additionally, while Marx, and parti

cularly Engels advanced the concept of a post

revolutionary “‘dictatorship of the proletariat,”
Bakunin bristled at the suggestion, arguing that
such a condition would guarantee the reinsti

tution of even more dangerous forms of power
that would ultimately further oppress the
workers.

Bakunin’s anarchism was based on the belief
that all traditional institutions—economic,
political, religious—were essentially coercive,
and that while they may have at one time
served a beneficial purpose for earlier societies,
they were now fundamentally obsolete. Every
government, and every form of centralized
direction, is inherently oppressive. Freedom
and power are irreconcilable opposites in
Bakunin’s view, and even power democrati
cally acquired and applied is basically against
human freedom. For Bakunin, it was a scien
tific truth that humanity had evolved to a point
wherein such coercion could be rejected, and a
new enlightened and spontaneous mode of
human association was near. Human beings
are by nature free, and a higher level of freedom
will be achieved if they are placed into har
mony with the true laws of nature above and
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beyond the phony laws of society. In Bakunin’s
assessment, Marx’s communism only impedes
our ability to live as free, natural individuals.

Godwin, Proudhon, and Bakunin are typi
cally offered as the principal founding anar
chists, but several important thinkers could be
numbered among the leading anarchist or
quasi anarchistic theorists. Kropotkin repre
sents the communitarian strain of anarchism
at its purest. Adopting a mutualist position,
Kropotkin concluded that anarchism is the only
natural organization, observing that all of
nature is based on a subtle and pervasive
mechanism of cooperation. Human society, if
it is to be both free and just, must resolve to
abandon its competitive, individualist habits
and return to the way established by nature
itself, a noncoercive social mutualism that will
elevate at once society and individual. Max
Stirner departs from Proudhon, Bakunin, and
Kropotkin, while even exceeding the libertar
ian strains of Godwin and embodying the most
strenuously radical type of individualist anar
chism available. In his provocative The Ego
and Its Own, Stirner rejects all ideas centered
on principles or values above the raw individ
ual. Politics, society, religion, God, for Stirner
are all empty expressions of the ““nothingness’”
of the self. The self is the “‘creative nothing
ness’’ from which all other concepts are pro
duced. Only the ego can be explained as
having any reality, beyond that is mere empti
ness and illusion. The ego is the only determi
nant of what is true, of what can be certain.
For Stirner, one should assert the ego without
stint, for ““all truths beneath me are to my lik
ing; a truth above me, a truth that I should have
to direct myself by, I am not acquainted with.
For me there is no truth, for nothing is more
than 1.”” This fact, for Stirner, places the ego in
a perpetual state of conflict with state and reli
gion, a conflict that must be surmounted by
the individual if one is to really live as a human
being. Stirner’s militant egoism is often con
trasted to Hegel and Marx, and sometimes
noted as a precursor to the egophilic elements
of Nietzsche’s philosophy.

Embracing a notion of the “sovereignty of
the individual,” Josiah Warren provides
one of the earliest examples of anarchistic
libertarian arguments within the tradition of
American political thought. Initially a follower
of the collectivism of Welsh socialist Robert
Owen (1771-1858), Warren broke from the
communalism that characterized much of the
nineteenth century utopian movements in En
gland and the United States, and asserted a
theory of the absolute autonomy of the indi
vidual based on the natural state of human
beings. By nature, only individuals, in Warren’s
view, are entitled to determine their own activ
ities, and this includes command over one’s
own private property. Hence the communitar
ian elements of the Owenites and other socialist
movements were, in Warren’s estimation, con
trary to the nature of things. Formal society of
any kind is artificial, preventing individuals
from their natural development, and thus nec
essarily unfair. Following from this, Warren
conceived of an economic system, dubbed
“cost as the limit of price,” that would be based
solely on the labor invested in the production
of commodities, a system that he put into prac
tice in his Cincinnati Time Store.

Two other American anarchists, Lysander
Spooner and Benjamin Tucker, furthered the
individualism promoted by their progenitor
Warren. Spooner argued for a Natural Law that
provides all individuals with the proper guide
to individual action. Spooner is of particular
interest owing to his fervent opposition to slav
ery. Interestingly enough, while Spooner is pri
marily known as an anarchist, he relied on
political institutions to ground his argument
against slavery. With Frederick Douglass,
Spooner argued that slavery is incompatible
with the principles of the Constitution, the
Framers’ intent notwithstanding. From this
position, Spooner advocated militant resistance
to the Peculiar Institution, expressing sympathy
with the efforts of John Brown. Spooner’s
attack on slavery through the Constitution
appears atypical of the anarchist vision, but ulti
mately Spooner remained consistent in his



reference to Natural Law as the only founda
tion for true justice in any society.

Tucker’s anarchism resembles Warren’s in
that both thinkers emphasized command over
one’s labor while rejecting the more collectivist
tendencies of socialism. In Tucker’s view, the
only controls that can be legitimately placed
on property would be restrictions imposed on
the accumulation and use of land. To avoid
land monopolies, one must use whatever land
they have, subject to restrictions from the larger
community. Beyond that, Tucker advocated
free command of one’s labor as well as an unfet
tered approach to personal and moral choices.
In the end, Tucker embraced a radicalized form
of individualism influenced by the egoistic
anarchism of Max Stirner.

Additionally, American Transcendentalist
thinkers Emerson and Thoreau both held
ideas compatible with anarchism, although nei
ther identified themselves as such. Emerson
regarded the state with indifference, writing
that traditional politics was superfluous. The
state’s primary function was to provide a struc
ture wherein wise men would emerge and
become educated, and once educated, the state
would be rendered unnecessary and thus fade
away. Emerson and other transcendentalists also
saw in the established political system the foun
dations of injustice, most notably in the institu
tions that supported the practice of slavery. For
Emerson, the poor beast that is the state can be
fed clover and left alone so long as it doesn’t
turn its horns on you, but the moment it hooks
you, one is justified in cutting its throat. Hence,
while Emerson deems the state a superfluity
and worthy of minimal involvement, a person
can and should stand against it in the face of
the injustices such as the political defense of
enslavement.

Thoreau is even more insistently anarchistic
in his views against the state. While acknowl
edging the need for minimal government, Tho
reau, a radical individualist, ultimately considers
the absence of governing power an ideal worthy
of aspiration. “‘I heartily accept the motto,”
Thoreau states at the opening of his essay
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“On the Duty of Civil Disobedience, ““‘That
government is best which governs least;” and I
should like to see it acted up to more rapidly
and systematically. Carried out, it finally
amounts to this, which I also believe, —‘That
government is best which governs not at all;’
and when men are prepared for it, that will be
the kind of government they will have.”” As
with Emerson, Thoreau celebrated the power
of the individual intellect, and in the compari
son, collective institutions such as the state and
its attendant organizations are in every case
inferior to the wisdom of an enlightened indi
vidual. The state’s only advantage is raw force,
intellectually and morally; the free individual is
in every sense superior, and, therefore, the best
society 1s a society wherein such individuals are
left alone to their own direction. Human
beings, for Thoreau, should consult the light of
nature, and seek the higher principles of natural
law rather than settle for the legalities of the
state. The laws of governments do not make us
just, Thoreau explains, but the laws of nature
do guide us in accordance with the natural cycle
of things and through the higher principles of
reason alone. When the state and the individual
are drawn into conflict based on such principles,
the individual is a majority of one, affirming
right over power, and acting on the principle
of sacred autonomy. Slavery, for example, is
the product of the kind of tyranny that is only
possible in civil society, and thus the individual
is not only justified in resisting it but required
to do so in accordance with the just and natural
principles of rationally discovered higher law.
Several other thinkers deserve our attention
in discussing the principles of anarchism, but
for our purposes we will focus on three: Emma
Goldman, Leo Tolstoy, and Murray Bookchin.
Goldman represents a resolute challenge to all
systems of authority—political, religious, and
familial. Goldman’s anarchism combines a
communitarian sensitivity, similar to Kropot
kin’s, with an ardent belief in the power of
the individual. Additionally, Goldman is note
worthy for her emphasis on women’s causes,
attacking not only authoritarian institutions
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but patriarchy at the personal level. She was
dedicated to the cause of women’s suffrage
and is often noted as an early apologist for
women’s reproductive rights. Her open resis
tance to America’s participation in World
War I led to her deportation.

Tolstoy is noteworthy for his fusion of
Christianity with anarchist principles, although
he never identified himself as an anarchist due
to the militant connotations of that term. Tol
stoy’s The Kingdom of God is within You devel
ops political principles based on the Christian
teaching of universal love, which, if applied
sincerely, Tolstoy believed would lead to social
perfection. A pacifist, Tolstoy advocated a form
of nonviolent resistance that would influence
the methods of Mahatma Gandhi, with whom
he shared a brief but profoundly important cor
respondence. Tolstoy also advocated commu
nal sharing of property, and rejected the
traditional notions of institutional marriage.
Tolstoy’s Christian anarchism is not singular in
its attempt to meld religion with a new social
vision. The Catholic Worker’s Association,
founded by Dorothy Day and Peter Maurin in
1933, based its sole purpose on developing a
society wholly based on the “‘justice and charity
of Jesus Christ,” has been described as a kind of
Christian anarchism. Another anarchist with
similar views, Gary Snyder, has advocated a
synthesis of the commitment to social revolu
tion typified in Western democracies with
inward enlightenment, which Snyder sees as
an important element of Eastern philosophies.
Snyder goes beyond the Christian tradition,
and his work typifies certain writings by Bud
dhist anarchists that bear close similarities to
the nonviolent, antiauthoritarian, and chari
table methods of Tolstoy, Day, and Gandhi.

Bookchin is familiar within the environ
mental movement and is often identified as a
leading figure in the promotion of a kind of
communitarian anarchism known as social
ecology or “eco anarchism.” All living things
are equal members of the larger community of
nature—a community that is radically antihier
archical. For Bookchin, nature is essentially

anarchy, and human beings, as a part of nature,
if we are to survive and flourish, must work to
reconcile our social arrangements to this deep
reality. While he was equally critical of Marx
ism for its tendency to promote new forms of
exploitation disguised behind false claims of
worker’s revolution, Bookchin embraced a
critique of capitalism—which he regards as
a “‘social cancer’’—and centralized political
movements, promoted spontaneous grass
roots movements, and is regarded as one of
the founding influences in the emergence of
green parties in the 1970s. However, his rejec
tion of the more militant biocentric ideas such
as ““deep ecology” has led him to disassociate
from the more deterministic strains of eco
anarchism.

‘While most variations of anarchism are not
of necessity violent, it would be inaccurate to
depict anarchism as thoroughly nonviolent.
Bakunin did recognize the need for violent
revolution where necessary, and some anar
chists based their ideologies on what is called
the “propaganda of the deed,” a term coined
by French anarchist Paul Brousse (1844—
1912). That is to say, it is in acts, not words,
that anarchistic goals are achieved—and the
deed itself becomes the end that is sought.
One must confront the state directly without
regard to social and legal prohibitions. Hence,
assassination, destruction of property, and theft
are legitimate means in the war against oppres
sion, and in a sense, become ends in them
selves. But in the final analysis, anarchism, like
any political ideology, contains its militant and
less militant strains, and while violence and dis
order are embraced by the extreme proponents
of anarchism, for the most part, the philosophi
cal principles of anarchism are not of necessity
dependent on such tactics.
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antifederalists

The antifederalists were a loose affiliation of
thinkers and pamphleteers who, for various
and at times disparate reasons, opposed the
ratification of the proposed constitution for
the United States that was the issue of the
Philadelphia Convention of 1787. Among their
cohort are numbered George Mason, Patrick
Henry, Richard Henry Lee, Robert Yates,
George Clinton, Samuel Bryan, and Melanc
thon Smith. Their abiding concern with the
new innovation proposed at Philadelphia was
the amount and nature of power inherent
within the structure of the Constitution as it
was drafted, a kind of power that was viewed
by the antifederalists as incompatible with the
principles of republican government and the
virtues of a free citizenry. This power, the dan
ger of which was further amplified by the
absence of a proposed bill of rights, to the anti
federalists promised centralization and tyranny,
not federalism and democracy. Indeed, the
antifederalists perceived only consolidation
of power in the proposed Constitution, and
regarded their own side of the issue as the truly
“federal” voice in the debate.

By and large the antifederalists regarded a
bill of rights as a premium element of any con
stitutional government. Without a bill of rights,
the antifederalists were convinced that the
principles of the Declaration of Indepen
dence would be seriously compromised, if not
altogether jettisoned, as the new Constitution
became more deeply entrenched. The vast
powers of the new government—typified by
the elastic clause and the supremacy clause as
well as with a more comprehensive power of
taxation—would wax as individual rights
would disappear. Eventually the government
would become so centralized and overweening
that the states themselves would be rendered
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superfluous, and a new political hierarchy
would emerge at the expense of popular sover
eignty. The scheme of separated powers would
either not be sufficient to check the expansion
of the centralized state, or it would degenerate
into a Byzantine structure remote to the peti
tions and the interests of the people.

As indicated above, the antifederalists did not
cohere around the same principles as effectively
as their federalist opponents, but they did em
brace certain common values. The antifederal
ists valued the protection of the liberties won in
the Revolutionary War, and saw themselves as
the true party protecting the principles of the
Declaration, namely, liberty, equality, popular
government, and the consent of the gov
erned. Additionally, to effectively advance self
government, the antifederalists preferred small
government, and thus were inclined to guard
state sovereignty with a degree of jealousy. The
antifederalists were suspicious of executive
power, and thus their response to the provisions
of Article II of the proposed Constitution was
often characterized by a sense of dread. The
proposed Senate was equally suspicious, as it
provided further proof of the convention’s aris
tocratic designs. Additionally, the antifederalists
raised concerns over the proportion of repre
sentatives relative to the general population,
noting that, again, the proposed scheme would
tilt heavily toward oligarchy rather than securing
the practices of republicanism. Finally, the anti
federalists believed firmly in cultivating the vir
tues of citizens rather than the erection of
intricate governmental edifices. The institutions
would only be as good as the citizens, who
should be encouraged at all turns to become
self governing and self reliant. But the propo
nents of the new Constitution seemed to distrust
the people and invest all their faith in the institu
tions themselves, which was for the antifederal
ists discordant to the ancient principles
connecting republican self government directly
with the virtues of the people and not with the
efficiency of their institutions.

The Constitution was successfully ratified;
thus the federalist faction emerged victorious.
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Still, the general framework of the United
States owes much to the legacy of the antifed

eralists. The insistence on a bill of rights was
persuasive; hence the antifederalists achieved a
significant victory of their own, evident in the
inclusion of a bill of rights within the first ten
amendments of the Constitution. Furthermore,
the spirit of the antifederalists endures within
the American distrust of big government, cen

tralized power, political ambition, and vigilant
regard for self reliant liberty. We live under
the constitution that they opposed, but it is in
their impassioned opposition that the emo

tional ideal of personal liberty challenges the
prudent realities of rational constitutionalism.
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antifoundationalism

Antifoundationalism describes any theoretical
approach or critique that rejects the possibility
of discovering or discerning objective first
principles underlying our understanding of
politics, society, morality, and human nature.
Antifoundationalism thus holds that there are
no absolute, universal and transcendent princi
ples. Instead, truth and knowledge, and by
extension, moral norms, are produced only
through social convention and culture. Anti
foundationalism is purely contextualist in its
approach to political inquiry, resisting at every
turn any attempt to establish or uncover a prin
ciple or value that stands independently to the
specific cases under examination. In essence it
is a kind of relativism, for lack of a better term,
meaning in this instance that ideas and values
are not objectively found but rather that, in
the final analysis, what we take to be higher
ideals or the eternal verities are simply concepts

that mask their contingent quality and subjec
tivist origins.

Antifoundational attitudes can be detected
quite early in the history of ideas. The expression
attributed to Protagoras that ““man is the measure
of all things”” (sometimes referred to in Latin as
the homo mensura) might serve as an example of
an ancient strain of antifoundationalism, or at
least it was for Plato in his Laws and Theatetus
wherein he contrasted the homo mensura with
his principle that it is ultimately “God who 1is
the measure of all things.” (Laws 716¢ d). The
Skeptics also provide an example of ancient phi
losophy openly critical of the search for objec
tive principles or transcendent law. Some
students of political theory in particular look to
Machiavelli as the first antifoundationalist, given
his apparent subordination of moral values as
well as religious beliefs to the uses of politics.
Some also detect precursors to antifoundational
ism in the works of thinkers such as Thomas
Hobbes, Bernard de Mandeville, and David
Hume—although in each case enough evidence
can be brought to offer a counterargument to
that interpretation.

While earlier examples of or tendencies
toward an antifoundationalist strain might be
evident in a minority of classical and early
modern theorists, the more explicit and inten
tional antifoundationalist critiques are fairly
recent, not older than the nineteenth century.
The more prominent nineteenth century fig
ures contributing to the ascent of antifounda
tionalism are Karl Marx (1818-1883) and
Friedrich Nietzsche (1844—1900), although in
Marx’s case one can argue that he retains sub
stantial foundationalist tendencies through his
embrace of a modified Hegelian dialectic. That
said, both Marx’s proposition that the ruling
ideas of any age are the ideas of the ruling class
and Nietzsche’s more sophisticated arguments
against transcendent and objective principles
are significant intellectual forces in the con
struction of an antifoundationalist strain. With
the twentieth century influence of Max
Weber, Karl Mannheim, Carl Schmitt, John
Dewey, Sigmund Freud, the Vienna Circle,



Martin Heidegger, and Jean Paul Sartre, the
ground was established for a variety of anti
foundationalist approaches to emerge. Hence
an antifoundationalist impulse ranges through
various schools of thought, from Freudian
psychoanalysis through logical positivism and
American pragmatism to certain variants of
existentialism. The rejection of transcendence
and objective principles became almost de
rigueur in these and other quarters. In the latter
half of the twentieth century, and particularly
from the mid 1970s onward, political theory
has been influenced by the postmodern mood,
preeminently represented by Jean Frangois
Lyotard, Richard Rorty, and Michel Foucault.
Postmodernism, a rather loose term to encom
pass a diverse array of thinkers, perhaps more
than any other strain of contemporary political
and social criticism is committed to the notion
that there are no absolute truths, and no real
certainty beyond the contextual frame that is
generated by nonrational cultural forces.
Today, the expressions “‘incredulity toward
metanarratives’’ (Lyotard) and “power/knowl
edge” (Foucault) effectively summarize the
postmodern rejection of foundations.

‘While some argue against the dangers of an
antifoundationalist tendency to accept all val
ues, even pernicious ones, as equals, and others
claim that antifoundationalism is in itself a per
verse kind of negative foundationalism, the
critical voice challenging the objectivity of
truth and first principles will continue, for good
or ill, to captivate both scholarship and applica
tion of political theory and practice. This is par
ticularly true as disparate cultures come into
more intimate and complex interaction, for
the quest for foundations, while certainly pos
sible in a multicultural context, is one that must
ever be made in sensitivity to the critics of uni
versal truth. It is in this role that the best think
ers in the antifoundationalist strain will offer a

service.
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anti-Semitism
Anti Semitism is a virulent form of bigotry
directed against the faith of Judaism and the
Jewish people as a whole. It can refer both to
anti Semitic (anti Jewish) laws and policies for
mally supported by a regime (such as the Nur
emburg Laws of Nazi Germany) or to more
ambiguous but nonetheless pernicious social
and cultural prejudices against Jews and Juda
ism. The actual term “anti Semitism” can be
traced to German journalist Wilhelm Marr,
who first coined it in 1879, referring to any
prejudice directed against Jews and Judaism as
well as bigotry toward social, political, and cul
tural values advanced by Jewish communities
or at least perceived to be associated with Jew
ish attitudes. Liberal political values that were
in fact advanced by Christian and/or secular
thinkers were often associated with Jews; hence
throughout much of Europe, liberalism, cos
mopolitanism, and both capitalism and social
ism were associated with Jewish beliefs, often
in a critical and negative manner. While many
Jews did embrace liberalism, it is not accurate
to say that liberalism is an outgrowth of Juda
ism. And yet antiliberal and antidemocratic
forces in European society made that connec
tion, and thus the divide between liberals and
conservatives in nineteenth and early
twentieth century European politics was col
ored by degrees of anti Semitism, conservatives
often adopting open anti Semitic attitudes.
These political social patterns continued into
the twentieth century and not only in the
insanity of Hitlerian Germany.

The roots of anti Semitism are ancient, reach
ing back to Biblical times well before the
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appearance of the first Christians who were
themselves, at least initially, a community of
devoutly observant Jews. Ancient Jews often
found themselves under the subjugation of a
great power, such as the Babylonians, the Greeks,
or the Romans, and thus found themselves vul
nerable to the whims of capricious leaders. While
it is not the case that every conqueror attempted
to suppress Judaism (some, such as the King
Darius of Persia, practiced tolerance toward their
Jewish subjects), nonetheless the pattern of sub
jugation against the Jewish people can be traced
to the sufferings of the ancient Hebrews in their
encounter with ambitious pagan empires.

In the earliest days of Christianity, as already
mentioned, Christians remained within the
Jewish community, even worshiping with
non Christian Jews in the Temple and syna
gogues. As Christianity drew adherents from
the non Jewish world (primarily Greek,
Roman, Coptic, and Syrian), divisions formed
between Jews and Christians, the latter the
minority and at least initially persecuted by the
established Jewish leadership. Saul of Tarsus
was one such prosecutor of Christians before
his conversion and spiritual rebirth as St. Paul.
But with the destruction of the Temple by the
Roman legion and the resulting diaspora, the
Jewish community was grievously weakened
and subject to new vulnerabilities. As Chris
tianity gradually ascended as a growing faith
within the Roman Empire, Judaism found
itself in the minority. While the Roman
Empire waned and dissolved, Christianity
expanded and deepened as the universal and
culturally unifying religion throughout
Europe, Northern Africa, the Middle East,
and Central Asia, remaining virtually unchal
lenged until the emergence of Islam in the sixth
century. While it is not the case that Jewish
populations were ubiquitously oppressed con
stantly throughout the Middle Ages, it is the
case that variously and with greater frequency,
Jewish communities became increasingly iso
lated, and on occasion targets of oppressive
actions by both state and society. Jews at vari
ous times were often collectively and unjustly

blamed for the death of Christ, and perceived
as stubbornly resistant to the cultural norms
growing out of Christian religious and moral
beliefs and practices. Furthermore, the scandal
of blood libel, or the accusation that Jews
secretly engaged in blood sacrifices of abducted
Christian children, became lodged in the con
sciousness of Christians throughout various
parts of Europe, even though evidence of such
crimes was never presented. The ““Christ
killer” stigma and the “blood libel” lie became
the twin truncheons against the Jewish com
munity and provided the worst and most
damaging ammunition against Jews by the
dominant social group. (It should be noted that
Christianity, as a faith, does not teach persecu
tion of any group, and especially the Jews who
are regarded as the Chosen People and the
receptacle of the Incarnate Word. It is not
Christianity that is anti Semitic, but rather a
cultural and social mind set warping Christians
against their Jewish neighbors, who are in real
ity their spiritual ancestors.)

While it is true that Jews and Christians coex
isted in comparative harmony in certain times
and places throughout the Middle Ages, Medi
eval Europe was marked by numerous instances
of anti Semitism, ranging from ghettoization
and social exclusion to murderous mob violence
savagely erupting at various times. During the
Crusades, Jews were often victimized by Chris
tian mobs even though these crimes were never
endorsed by religious authorities. Pogroms were
often declared against Jews, especially in Russia
and Poland, throughout the Middle Ages. Mille
narian movements (mob movements attempting
to force God’s hand to provoke the Millennium,
or the thousand year reign of Christ on earth)
often savagely victimized Jews. If not victims of
murder and torture, Jews were increasingly
excluded from the benefits of the larger society
and the protections of the state. This was no
more evident than in the Spanish Inquisition,
which stands as one of the worst episodes of
organized persecution against the Jews prior to
the twentieth century. While the number of
victims has sometimes been exaggerated, it is a



historical fact that thousands of Jews were either
killed or exiled owing to the cruelties of the
Inquisition. The Inquisition in Spain was origi
nally intended to ensure that converts to Chris
tianity were sincere in their faith, and thus was
only to be directed at dealing with Christian her
etics (including those conversos, or converts to
Christianity from Judaism, who did not genu
inely accept church dogma) and was originally
designed to militate against Muslim influence
still pronounced in the Iberian Peninsula after
the completion of the centuries old struggle
known as the reconquista, but it was soon manip
ulated by political leaders into a full blown per
secution of all non Christians, especially Jews.
In its attempts to strengthen Christianity in
Spain, non Christians or heretical Christians
were left with a choice: convert and be baptized
or leave, failure to do so could result in death.
The church never officially endorsed the actions
of the Spanish Inquisition (Pope Sixtus IV pro
tested its abuses from his authority in the Vati
can, to no avail), and yet, Spanish clerics, with
their civil counterparts, were directly involved
in and responsible for the death and exile of
thousands of their Jewish countrymen. Fueled
by the pernicious forces of anti Semitism viru
lent within the culture, the Spanish Inquisition
rapidly transformed itself into a shameful and
cruel persecution of Spanish Judaism that cost
over 30,000 innocent lives, many of them
Spanish Jews.

Anti Semitism diminished for a time without
altogether vanishing as the religious wars that
roiled Europe began to subside, and by the eigh
teenth century overt attacks against Jews were
less common (though not unheard of). How
ever, in much of Christendom Jews remained
marginalized, excluded from the political sphere
either by law or through social pressure, and fur
ther driven into their own increasingly insular
communities. Anti Semitism began to regain
its virulence in the latter half of the nineteenth
century, particularly in France (as the infamous
Dreyfus Affair attests) and Central Europe (par
ticularly in various parts of the Germanic states).
Additionally, conspiracy theories alleging a
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Jewish plot to master the world, fueled by the
lies contained within the spurious Protocols of
the Elders of Zion, reinforced anti Semitic bigot
ries normally hidden below the cultural surface.
Anti Semitism in the nineteenth century was
also infused with the benighted racialist theories
that were advanced as pseudoscience in the lat
ter half of the century; the ancient prejudice
was now further warped by the factor of race.
The ideas and attitudes that led to the hate
mongering of Adolf Hitler and his Nazi murder
ers were already in percolation as Europe was
thrown into war and depression during the first
three decades of the twentieth century, and as
the Nazi regime gained more power and confl
dence, the assault on the Jewish people became
more aggressive, and ultimately, horrific. Atroc
ities against Jews in Germany and other parts of
Europe, including Stalinist Russia, were com
mitted on an unprecedented scale, driving
Europe into the organized terror that would
become the Holocaust, the systematic genocide
of European Jews.

Today, with the Holocaust a recent memory,
a basic awareness of the injustice against Jews
throughout the world has mitigated somewhat
anti Semitic tendencies. Nonetheless, religious
prejudice remains a problem even in more tol
erant and liberal societies, reminding us of the
importance of sustaining vigilance against the
future reemergence of anti Semitic attitudes
and practices. The freedom to worship is as
meaningful as it ever has been, and the need
encourage tolerance is vital to the promotion
of civilization.
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apartheid (separate development)
Apartheid, or “‘apartness,” is a term from the
Afrikaans language that represents the political
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enforcement of the social, cultural, and legal
separation of races in Southern Africa that
began in the mid seventeenth century and con
tinued in various forms until its abolition in
1994. The term originated in the 1930s and
was eventually adopted as a slogan for the
National Party. In 1948, what was primarily a
social and cultural apartheid was formalized
under law and fortified by official government
policy and institutional support. Administrative
policies that ensued would eventually come to
be known as “‘separate development,”” but for
most of the world the term apartheid was fixed
in the consciousness of those who both opposed
and supported the policy of keeping the races
apart. In 1913 and again in 1936, legislation
was enacted that began to formally segregate
South Africans along racial lines as well as
restrict the nonwhite ownership of land. The
movement toward apartheid slowed during
World War IT (in which South Africa partici
pated as a Commonwealth nation), but shortly
after the end of the war the political and legal
entrenchment of apartheid was increased.
Following the formal legalization of apart
heid in 1948, the decade of the 1950s was
marked by numerous legal acts directed at fur
ther racial separation to the severe disadvantage
of the nonwhite majority. Under the Popula
tion Registration Act of 1950, all citizens of
South Africa were labeled according to race,
as follows: Bantu (or black African), Coloured
(racially mixed), and White. Later a category
labeled Asian (South Asian) was added to the
system of racial classification. In the same year,
the Group Areas Act designated specific urban
areas for particular races. One’s race deter
mined where a person could reside, work, or
conduct business. In the mid 1950s, the Land
Act accomplished the same thing on a larger
scale. The result of this was to create a near
monopoly of land ownership held by a single
privileged race—the white race—who repre
sented a minority of the population but owned
and controlled over 80 percent of the land in
South Africa. Further insult was aimed at the
nonwhite races through the segregation of

schools (accompanied by different kinds of
education) and public facilities, legal assign
ment of specified jobs to nonwhites alone, reg
ulations impairing the activities of nonwhite
unions, and severe limitations on the ability of
nonwhites to become involved in government
at any level. The final blows were delivered at
the beginning and the end of the decade
through the enactment of the Bantu Author
ities Act (1951) and the Promotion of Bantu
Self Government (1959). This legislation
reserved delineated territories within South
Africa as African (nonwhite African) home
lands that were to enjoy a degree of govern
mental autonomy. While the idea appears to
guarantee some political autonomy to non
whites, it proved the reverse, resulting in the
further exclusion of nonwhite representation
in the political structure of the South African
nation. The “homeland” territories themselves
accorded little in the way of economic oppor
tunity as they were resource poor and over
crowded. The homelands promoted economic
disadvantage exacerbated by political fragmen
tation and cultural degradation. Thus, by 1970
with the formal separation of nonwhites from
the white minority through legislation estab
lishing citizenship in the “homelands” for non
whites while retaining citizenship in the rest of
South Africa for whites, the majority was
utterly deprived of political influence, legal
protection, and economic opportunity.
Through decades of internal resistance com
bined with international pressure, apartheid was
eventually overcome. Domestically, several
nonwhite dissident groups exhibiting various
degrees of militancy became active, particularly
in the 1970s and 1980s but actually traced back
to the interwar period and perhaps earlier. As in
the civil rights movement in the United States,
white sympathizers joined in support. Nelson
Mandela, Stephen Biko, and Bishop Desmond
Tutu emerged as the more visible leaders of the
antiapartheid movement. Internationally, pres
sure was brought to bear on the minority
government. In 1961 the United Kingdom
forced South Africa from the Commonwealth



of Nations and in 1985 the United Kingdom and
the United States brought sanctions to bear
against the government. By the late 1980s and
early 1990s, the doom of apartheid became
increasingly apparent. Reformist elements
emerged in the once pro apartheid National
Party, and the illegal nonwhite African Congress
was recognized. Imprisoned dissidents were
eventually released from prison, and the
government of F.W. de Klerk began a process
of dismantling apartheid. By 1994, a new
constitution was adopted reconfiguring the
government of South Africa, now committed
to the principle of majority rule. Former political
prisoner Nelson Mandela served as the first non
white president of South Africa, governing over
a peaceful transition of power that eliminated
the remaining institutional residue of apartheid
culture.

Suggested Reading

Clark, N.L., and W.H. Worger. South Africa: The
Rise and Fall of Apartheid. New York: Longman,
2004.

Aquinas, Thomas (1225-1274)
St. Thomas Aquinas, known as the ““‘Angelic

)

Doctor,” was the most important Christian
theologian and philosopher since St. Augustine
(354—430) and the preeminent political theorist
of the Medieval period. Belonging to the Order
of Preachers (Dominicans), Aquinas contrib
uted more than any previous thinker except
Augustine to the synthesis of philosophical
inquiry and religious faith. One of the Doctors
of the Church, Aquinas developed philosophi
cal principles that have become central to
Christianity, in particular to Catholicism, and
his political thought has had a profound influ
ence on the development of Western theory.
In particular, his theories on law have helped
to shape the Western mind set, and he remains
one of the more important proponents of a
politics based on transcendent principles.

St. Thomas Aquinas lived and wrote during
the High Middle Ages, which is noted as a
period of philosophical revival in the West.
Through his teacher, St. Albert the Great
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(Albertus Magnus; 1206—1280)—who referred
to this extraordinary student as the “‘Light of
the Church” on receiving word of his unex
pected death— Aquinas developed a strong
grounding in the philosophy of Aristotle,
which at that time was undergoing a revival in
Western Europe. It was through this exposure
to Aristotle that Aquinas would generate a
complex and exhaustive philosophical system
in service to the doctrine of the church, and in
so doing, contribute more than any single
thinker to the growth of that doctrine. His
contribution is still prominent today.

With the meeting of Aristotlelian philoso
phy and Christian belief in the works of Albert
the Great and Thomas Aquinas, a synthesis of
reason and faith was accomplished that would
promote a conceptual system grounded in two
disparate traditions. Aquinas was not the first
thinker to recognize the compatibility of faith
and reason; this notion had been embraced by
various thinkers for centuries. But more than
anyone before him, Aquinas created a compre
hensive and exhaustive system drawing on
philosophy and religion, producing a volumi
nous written legacy. His Great Synthesis was
grounded on the premise that reason and faith
are at root wholly compatible, and that what is
true to the rational mind is consistent with the
truth of Divine revelation. Previous Christian
theologians also embraced philosophy as an ally
of the church—St. Augustine being the most
notable but not the only example—and hence
Aquinas’s synthesis was not novel. However,
his emphasis is on Aristotle rather than on
Plato, whom the church Fathers had regarded
as the greatest of the Greek philosophers and
the one whose thought was most compatible
with Christian revelation. In the writings of
Aquinas, Aristotle is simply referred to as “‘the
Philosopher,” in the same way that St. Paul
is called “‘the Apostle.” Aquinas’s own work
illustrates a concerted attempt to fuse the
rational principles and methods of Aristotle
with the spiritual authority of St. Paul.

A writer of considerable depth and extensive
learning, Aquinas was influenced by other
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thinkers as well. Along with his older contem
porary Albert the Great, Aquinas drew heavily
from the great thinkers of the past. Cicero
(““Tully”), St. Augustine, St. Isidore of Seville,
Plato, and—above all—Holy Scripture all sup
plied ample conceptual and spiritual substance
to his ideas, but it is his reliance on Aristotle
that distinguishes his achievement from that of
his contemporaries and that would help to lend
authority to his teachings throughout the
progress of the Western tradition.

In the Thomistic system, faith and reason
are the foundational pillars of all moral and
political activity. For Aquinas, the goal of the
state is to promote virtue among its citizens.
The measure of this virtue can be found in
Scripture, the teachings of the church, and
the writings of the philosophers, especially
Aristotle. Consistent with the teaching of the
church, and similar to the ethical theories of
Plato, Aristotle, and Cicero, Aquinas affirms
four virtues that provide the basic structure
for moral living: prudence, fortitude, temper
ance, and justice. Identified by the church as
the cardinal virtues, these four constitute a
close variation on Plato’s virtues of wisdom,
courage, temperance, and justice (see Repub-
lic, The (Politeia)). As Plato associates each car
dinal virtue with an aspect of the soul, so
Aquinas associates each virtue with a specific
faculty. For both Plato and Aquinas, as with
Aristotle, the cardinal virtues draw the various
faculties toward improvement and, eventually,
toward their perfection. Prudence, for Aqui
nas, is that virtue that lends perfection to the
intellect. Fortitude provides the resolve needed
to confront fear as well as to sacrifice oneself
for a higher cause. The appetites are guided
by temperance, which strengthens us against
the temptations of excessive pleasure. Justice
inspires the will to seek the good of others,
and in particular to ensure that others are given
what is justly due to them. For Aquinas, the
cardinal virtues are natural to all human beings;
we possess an inherent, prereflective disposi
tion (synderesis) toward them, and, if properly
trained in the right habits and the correct way

of thinking, anyone can attain these virtues in
their fullest sense.

Additionally, Aquinas follows the church in
adding three theological or spiritual, virtues:
faith, hope, and love (charity), based on the
writings of St. Paul in the First Letter to the
Corinthians. While the cardinal virtues are per
fected through human effort, the theological
virtues are available to us because of grace, and
thus they depend on our connection to God.
Together, these seven virtues are the elements
of a moral life, and they are most fully affirmed
within the human community.

Moral activity thus depends on these virtues
and is measured by the manner in which the
person acts as a free agent in the world. A person
working toward perfection will engage the
world as a moral agent, to the improvement of
both self and society. To determine whether
or not an act is moral, Aquinas rejects both con
sequentialism (as in Machiavelli and Bentham,
for example) and deontological ethics—or non
consequentialism (as in Kant). The former
emphasizes the result or outcome of an act in
judging its moral value; the latter stresses the
intent of the agent, or the a priori purposes of
what Kant calls the “good will.” Aquinas does
recognize and include the importance of both
intent and consequence in the moral act, but
neither one represents the whole of an ethical
choice. For Aquinas, our moral actions are indi
cated by a combination of intent and conse
quence, further explained and discerned
within the light of circumstances. Thus intent,
consequences, and circumstances are all to be
considered simultaneously if we are to assess
the moral rectitude of the human agent engaged
in the world. Human activity is far too complex
to focus on just one factor. Rather, in the Tho
mistic system, we must regard three criteria for
moral activity in the same way that we must
look to seven principal virtues in the develop
ment of the ethical person.

As with both Aristotle and Plato, as well
as in the teachings of the church, a person
who cultivates virtue and endeavors to act as a
moral agent will achieve true happiness and



blessedness. The Aristotelian notion of eudaimo
nia, or flourishing (also happiness), is within the
potential of all human beings, both by our
nature and through the grace of God. St.
Thomas Aquinas joins Aristotle in his belief
that this flourishing is achieved through the
polis. Indeed, like Aristotle (and unlike St.
Augustine), Aquinas considers the polis as the
“perfect community.” In contrast to St. Augus
tine, with whom he generally agrees, he regards
the political not simply as a necessity brought
upon us as a consequence of sin, but rather as
the complete community for human beings,
one wherein we can achieve happiness (which
is the goal of life in this world) and justice can
be attained. The political life is a key to human
completion, not merely a compulsory reality to
be suffered in the quest to establish order.
Justice, therefore, is reintroduced in Aquinas
as a condition that is within our grasp, and one
that can be realized politically, and not only in
the City of God.

Given this, unlike St. Augustine, St. Thomas
Aquinas reconsiders the question of the best
regime. For Augustine, all regimes were irre
trievably corrupt in various degrees. Aquinas,
while not blind to the tendency of human
beings toward corruption owing to original
sin, nonetheless believed that with the proper
regime the state can aspire toward a real justice
that exceeds the expectations of Augustine.
Investigating the nature of the best regime,
Aquinas ofters two examples for us to consider.
In his work On Kingship, he asserts that mon
archy is the best regime, for it follows both the
cosmic order as created by God, the King of
the Universe, and the example of nature, typi
fied by the fact that gregarious creatures, from
the beehive to the great empires of humanity,
are governed by one leader. Nevertheless, while
Aquinas praises monarchy in On Kingship, he
embraces a different model of the best regime
in his sweeping Summa Theologica. There he
draws on both Aristotle and Holy Scripture to
advance the notion that a mixed regime is the
best regime. As he explains, ““all should have a
share in government. In this way peace is
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preserved among the people, and everyone
loves and protects the constitution, as is stated
in [Aristotle’s] Politics, Book II.”” Aquinas con
tinues by discussing how Aristotle advocates a
regime that fuses the best elements of rule by
the one, the few, and the many: “This is the best
form of polity since it is a judicious combination
of kingship—rule by one man; aristocracy—
rule by many in accordance with virtue, and
democracy, that is, popular rule in that the rul
ers are chosen from the people and the people
have a right to choose their rulers.”

Additionally, St. Thomas Aquinas demon
strates the desirability of mixed regimes by
typically turning to revelation as well as
reason. In so doing, he emphasizes the “form
of government established by divine law”
through the example of Moses and the Israelites
as revealed through the books of Exodus and
Deuteronomy. Moses himself acted as a kind
of king or chieftain; noble elders, resembling
an aristocracy, were selected from each tribe
of Israel; and this selection occurred democrati
cally, since it was the ““people who chose
them.” In this way Aquinas draws on “‘the Phi
losopher” as well as the Revealed Word, again
evincing the common ground that underlies
both reason and faith.

Aquinas believed that all regimes, whether
monarchial or mixed, were to be governed
essentially by the rule of law. It is in the theory
of law that we find his most sophisticated and
influential work. Law is manifest in four
dimensions, according to Aquinas: eternal,
natural, divine, and human (positive, or civil).
The eternal law is the law of God, the “rational
governance of everything on the part of God,
the ruler of the universe.” The whole of crea
tion is under the eternal law of God; that which
is beyond time and that which entails the first
principles of reality. This eternal law transcends
our ability to understand it in its completion.
Yet, owing to the twin sources of wisdom, rea
son and revelation, human beings are able to
comprehend a part of the eternal law (while
the whole of it remains beyond our full under
standing) and therefore participate in it. Natural
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law 1s that part of the eternal law that is both
discerned by our rational faculty and inherent
within our dispositions. Divine law is eternal
law that is revealed to us through Scripture
and the dynamics of the Holy Spirit, and thus
divine law is discovered in the Old and New
Testaments as well as in the Magisterium of
the Church. The highest principle of the natu
ral law is to seek the good and avoid evil, a
principle that is affirmed with equal force by
the divine law that comes to us through
revelation. Because both natural law and divine
law are expressions of eternal law, they are
thoroughly compatible. There is nothing in
revelation that undercuts reason, and nothing
that is arrived at through reason is inconsistent
with revelation. Human law, if it is to be true
law—and, by definition, just law—must be
consonant with natural law (and, as such,
divine law). Any law enacted by human beings
that is contrary to reason and revelation (natural
and divine law) is not properly law, and there
fore not obligatory within the polis. In this
sense, Aquinas follows the legacy of Plato, Aris
totle, Cicero, and St. Augustine in affirming
the need to orient civil legislation with the
transcendent justice found in the natural law.
If we fail at such an orientation, then we are
no longer governed by law but by the caprice
of men.

A law is only a law if it is just, that is, if it is
in accord with the principles of natural and
divine law. Otherwise, it is not considered a
lawful decree and therefore is not binding on
the citizens of a political community, particu
larly if it produces injustice or promotes defi
ance of God’s commands. This position leads
Aquinas to consider the nature of obligation
to political authority. As the Apostle Paul
teaches us, sedition, or resistance to or defiance
of a government, is a mortal sin, and thus it is
our duty to obey our political leaders, in spite
of their foibles. If, however, a governing
authority becomes tyrannical—which would
entail a violation of justice according to the
principles of natural and divine law—then the
obligation to obey ceases. Indeed, for Aquinas,

a tyrant can be resisted, since it is actually the
tyrant who has committed the sin of sedition
against the community. Therefore, Aquinas
does affirm the Christian duty willingly to sub
mit to human authority, but he also insists that
such submission is not to be extended to
tyrants, who have already rebelled against the
laws of God and the ends of the community.

After his theory of law, perhaps the most
important element of Aquinas’s political
thought is found in this theory of just war,
which is itself based on previous work by St.
Augustine. As with St. Augustine before him,
Aquinas asserts the Christian imperative to seek
peace, and to respond to hate with love, vio
lence with meekness. By and large, war is to
be avoided, but given the worldly realities of
politics, war may become the only option
under dire circumstances. If such is the case, it
is a moral imperative to fight a just war, dis
cerned by following three criteria: legitimate
political authority (no tyrant or usurper can
wage a just war), just cause (for example, self
defense or avenging an unpunished wrong),
and right intent (if chosen, belligerency must
follow the first precept of natural law—to seek
good and avoid evil—and must be designed to
establish peace). The presence of one or two
criteria is insufficient to the commission of a
just war, for a war to be just, a belligerent
nation must meet all three criteria.

St. Thomas Aquinas is also known for his
views on private property and its relationship
with the state. Knowing that property owner
ship may provoke covetousness and tempt
greed, Aquinas sought to reconcile Christian
injunctions against material attachments with
the realities of worldly living. To do so, he
again draws on both Aristotle and Scripture.
Influenced by Aristotle, Aquinas argues that
the ownership of private property is rational
and to the benefit of both individuals and the
community for three reasons: it is natural for
people tend to care for what they own more
than for what is owned collectively; laws gov
erning private ownership of property lend a
sense of order to the community; and, closely



associated with the latter, private property
clearly defined contributes to domestic peace.
For these three reasons, the ownership of pri
vate property is legitimate and consistent with
secondary principles of natural law. From
Scripture, Aquinas admonishes against the use
of private property for self aggrandizement or
for the accumulation of wealth for its own sake.
He remarks that, “human beings. . .should not
possess external goods as their own but as
common possessions, namely, in such a way
that they readily share the goods when others
are in need. And so the Apostle [St. Paul] says
in 1 Tim. 6 17-18: ‘Teach the rich of this
world to distribute and share readily.”” To
punctuate this point, Aquinas also draws on
church teaching: ‘““And so St. Basil says
...“Why are you rich and others beggars,
except that you gain the merit of dispensing
your wealth well, and that others are rewarded
with their patience?””’

Owing to his views on the compatibility of
reason and faith; the reality of transcendent first
principles discerned within a natural law that
governs all human beings equally; his belief in
limited government; his preference, at least in
his greatest work, the Summa, for mixed
government that requires a wider participation
from its citizenry; and for his views on resis
tance to tyranny, just war, and property, St.
Thomas Aquinas has been described as an early
contributor to liberal political thought—the
“first Whig,”” as Lord Acton would have it.
But it is important to remember that Aquinas
was a man of his times, a thirteenth century
friar writing on the cusp of the High Middle
Ages and those developments that would soon
initiate the Italian Renaissance. As such, his
“liberalism’ must be tempered with the real
ities of his culture. Following the two swords
doctrine of St. Gelasius, he accepted the dis
tinction between church and state and their
respective responsibilities. But in matters of
heresy and apostasy, and even under threat of
the impairment of faith, the power of the state
can be employed as a buttress for the church.
Therefore, while Aquinas believed in the
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importance of tolerance and the voluntary
acceptance of Christianity, when confronted
with heresy and apostasy, he was willing to
endorse coercive tactics to protect the true
faith, which required the alliance of the state
with church, at least in these matters.

For the most part, St. Thomas Aquinas was a
thinker of endless depth and complexity. Not
only does his intellectual legacy reach into the
Catholic Church as it enters the twenty first
century, but he remains a major voice in the
Great Conversation that is political theory. As
this conversation becomes ever more diverse,
Aquinas will offer numerous insights and points
of inquiry that will continue to animate politi
cal dialogue, particularly for those who regard
politics as a fragment of a still greater vision
and incomparably higher hope.
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Arendt, Hannah (1906-1975)

Politics, for Hannah Arendt, is the only sphere
of human effort that allows for the promotion
and engagement in action. Her distinction
between labor (those natural processes that pro
vide necessities for human survival), work
(through which we build our world even
through the destruction of nature) and action
(of which we are capable only insofar as we
are free) correlate to the nonpolitical and politi
cal spheres within the larger scope of the
human condition. We act as free human beings
as political agents (not as individuals behaving
according to stimuli from our environment)
who are capable of doing great deeds and
speaking noble words, and it is in the deed
and the word that we are able to create a realm
of freedom that is not determined by the forces
of necessity that govern the economic (and thus
private) sphere. Here Arendt embraces the
ancient separation of private and public, the
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former involving the gratification of our needs,
the latter enabling us to act on our will regard
less of those needs. However, with the onset of
modernity (with its technological, industrial,
and commercial prowess) a new social sphere
has emerged that transgresses both the private
and the public and blends them together. With
the rise of the social, the political sphere is no
longer the realm of action, and the private
sphere no longer the retreat from the gaze of
the crowd. For Arendt, politics, which is
about possibility and new birth, is increasingly
pressured by the rise of the social, and thus
misshapen by the expanding predominance of
the realm of necessity. As politics is riveted to
the necessary, the only sphere wherein the
human free agent can truly act—to do great
deeds and speak great works—becomes trivial,
bureaucratic, and irrelevant. Owing to this,
our very humanity is challenged by the anony
mous forces of modern life.

Much of Arendt’s writing is concerned with
the origin and nature of totalitarianism; more
than most authors, Arendt recognizes the radical
difference between totalitarian systems and
authoritarian regimes. For Arendst, totalitarian
ism 1s a senseless system of total domination
established on fear and sustained by perpetual
motion. No tradition, no institution, no sense
of community can be found within totalitarian
ism—but rather the isolated and atomized indi
vidual completely and hopelessly vulnerable to
the manipulative forces of the totalitarian move
ment. Arendt argues that totalitarianism is a
thoroughgoing destruction of the political and
the communal, a system of banal cogs operating
not so much in tandem but in isolation through
terror toward an irrational purpose. A totalitar
ian system is the death of man at the expense of’
blind power, a power that appears to be exerted
by the centralized instruments of the state, butin
reality possesses a life of its own that in actuality
demolishes all elements and customs that consti
tute political life, especially the state and its legal
and juridical system. In totalitarianism there is
no sense of law, justice, right, or morality—
or even of the nation (although totalitarian

movements tend to mask themselves, at least
initially, behind nationalism)—there is only the
blindly irrational movement of power and the
ubiquitous and relentless manipulation of the
atomized, terrorized individual. The beast of
Nuremburg is neither the absolute despotism
of the state nor the collective wills of the Volk,
but rather the very manifestation of an insidious
evil that hides behind the crimes of otherwise
ordinary men.

Totalitarianism is not the triumph of politics
and collective will, but rather it is the abolition
of politics and the illusion of collective unity.
There is no political deliberation in totalitarian
ism, and no true unity of any kind. Totalitari
anism is pure movement and domination
exerted for irrational and ultimately evil
designs. Indeed, as there is no real unity in
totalitarianism, there can be no real power.
Power, for Arendt, originates through the co
operative energies of free agents acting in the
political sphere. Power occurs ““in concert.”
According to Arendt, it cannot be exerted by
one person or by one faction within society.
Authoritarians and totalitarians master society
through raw strength—a will to dominate—
but power is created by citizens acting in con
cert, and not imposed upon subjects to force
obedience. Power and will are one with
Arendt, but only insofar as they are the energy
through which the political arena of free citi
zens (not the subjects of authoritarians nor the
cogs within the totalitarian pathology) can
accomplish great things for the common good.
This vision of political power as power in asso
ciation rather than as pure domination provides
a compelling lesson for citizens of all regimes
following the horrors of two world wars.

Arendt’s political theory involves more than
can be covered here, but for our purposes her
classical view of politics as free action markedly
apart from the influence of private need, along
with her insightful discussion of the perverse
nature of totalitarian movements represents
two prominent themes within her writings.
And it is in these themes that her clearest con
tribution to contemporary thought can be



appreciated. These, in addition to Arendt’s
crucial role in the revival of political theory in
the mid twentieth century, are the more valu
able elements of her overall political project.
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aristocracy (aristos kratein)

Aristocracy, derived from the Greek words aris
tos, meaning ‘‘the best,”” and krateini, usually
translated as government or rule, is an ancient
term that literally meant for Greek theorists
such as Plato and Aristotle the rule by the few
who are the best—the most intelligent and the
most virtuous in the city. This definition held
for centuries, reiterated in writings such as
Polybius, Cicero, and much later, St. Thomas
Aquinas. For these and other thinkers, an aris
tocracy was not rule by an arbitrarily fortunate
minority who happened to hold political power
owing to the control of land or the privileges of
social status, but rather, the aristocrat in the true
sense of the word was the most noble and able
of rulers, a person of moral character and intel
lectual prowess. For Plato, the only real aristoc
racy would be the one governed by the wise
philosopher rulers and their spirited auxiliary
warriors, for Aristotle, an aristocracy could only
be populated by statesman of a mature disposi
tion, men of prudence and moral integrity
who were literally the most excellent (arete),
the few best who are most fit to govern a free
city. This notion of aristocracy may have been
lost today, but it held throughout the classical
world and influenced attitudes toward nobility
well into the High Middle Ages. Whether or
not the idea was in fact set into practice is a dif
ferent issue, but the concept of aristocracy in
the true sense of the word means rule by those
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who are the best in the sense of wisdom and
moral virtue (which are themselves ultimately
inseparable).

Aristocracy has also been associated with
military valor and the ability to command
troops in battle. Hegel, for example, recognized
that the division between aristocrat (lord,
master) and serf (bondsman, slave) was marked
by the aristocrat’s willingness to risk death—
placing freedom as a value above even life.
Hence the aristocrats were recognized as those
who exerted their independent consciousness
against necessity, defying even death in order
to remain free. The serf, on the other hand, is
of a mind to prefer life under the yolk to death
in battle. Thus for Hegel, the origins of aristoc
racy are uncovered deep within the collective
psychologies of social groups. Aristocrats may
now enjoy their position owing to landed
wealth and the legacy of a prestigious name
and crest, but in the dim past their ancestors
risked life and all worldly comfort so that they
would remain free rather than submit to the
commands of another. This contempt for death
is, for Hegel and for Nietzsche after him, the
justification for the aristocrats’ authority over
those who would rather live bound than
die free.

Today aristocracy is often conflated with
oligarchy, which for the modern reader con
notes rule of the few who may or, more likely,
may not be the best. From the vantage point of
our modern democratic sensibilities, any aristo
cratic/oligarchic/plutocratic hierarchical politi
cal structure is determined by some arbitrary
source of power, primarily but not exclusively
wealth. Government of the few over the many
is the rudimentary definition of both aristoc
racy and oligarchy in use today, the blending
of the two terms concealing the ancient distinc
tion between those few who rule for irrational
or artificially justified reasons, and those few
who really are the most fit to govern among
human beings.

Related Entries
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Plato
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Aristotle (384 Bc—322 BC)

Aristotle ’s influence is so extensive throughout
the development of the history of ideas as to be
matched only by Plato’s. Within the discipline
of political theory, and the wider field of politi
cal science, Aristotle—known to St. Thomas
Aquinas and other authors in the High Middle
Ages simply as The Philosopher—is revered as
one of the seminal figures in the canon. Aside
from Plato, no student of politics and the
human condition has shaped political and
moral inquiry as much as Aristotle, and to this
day he remains absolutely essential reading for
anyone devoted to a fuller understanding of
the nature of the human community.

Like Plato before him, Aristotle began his
investigation of political and moral activity
from the premise of the centrality of the good.
In the opening book of the Nicomachean Ethics,
which Aristotle regarded as a requisite text to
the further examination of legislation and con
stitutions in his Politics, he observes that “Every
art, and every investigation...aims at some
good.” But the good is not the Form of the
Good embraced by Plato, but rather there are
““as many ways of speaking of the good as there
are ways of being.”” The good is not a single,
universal concept that exists in itself and ulti
mately beyond our immediate experience, but
rather, good is understood as those things or
activities that are desired for their own sake,
according to their own principle of intrinsic
worth, and not only as a reflection of a singular
conceptual Good lending meaning to all subor
dinate virtues. In other words, there is not, as
Plato held, a singular Form of the Good that is
the inward essence and highest purpose of all
that exists. This is not to say that Aristotle
regarded good as only subjectively understood,
depending upon the case, for the intellect can

make judgments affirming the intrinsic value
of one thing or act in comparison to another,
inferior thing or less worthwhile activity. But
rather, that Aristotle appreciated the necessity
of thinking of goodness in terms that lend
accessibility to the object of investigation and
its internally determined purpose. One must
examine the nature of the subject before us
with precision and care, and from there discern
the character of the good toward which it aims,
whether it is an object or an activity. Objective
knowledge of the good inherent to any thing
or activity can be discovered, but it is not
through a study of the independent Form alone
that such knowledge can be achieved. Instead,
this objective knowledge is obtained through
a conceptual dissection of the aspects and parts
of the study at hand. Knowledge of the Good
as Plato conceived it is simply beyond our
reach, what is now needed is a practical catalog
of goodness as it is manifested through the vari
ety of being, the multifarious nature of our
many activities as human beings in the world.
But Aristotle still admits that there is a ““final
end,” a chief good that we seek, but it endures
as a principle beyond our full understanding.
Aristotle does not rule out the possibility of
such a good and even recognizes that “the chief
good is evidently something final,”” but ulti
mately an ineffable principle that lends little to
our knowledge of what is required to live a vir
tuous life within a community so dedicated.
Even though Aristotle states that we can
speak of good in as many ways as we can speak
of being in all its diversity, there are still only
two basic types of good: directive or intrinsic
(something that is good for its own sake) and
secondary or subordinate goods (something
that is good for a still further good, namely, a
directive good). In his ethical writings, Aris
totle grounds his observations of and prescrip
tions for humanity on the simple premise that
the most directive intrinsic good for human
beings is happiness. Happiness is always pur
sued for its own sake, and not for the sake of
anything else. The acquisition of wealth, for
example, if accumulated in moderation, is



good, but it is a subordinate good to the higher
end of happiness. A person seeks affluence as
one ingredient for the achievement of happi
ness, but no one seeks happiness to become
wealthy. This happiness of which Aristotle
speaks is a rendering of the ancient Greek term
eudaemonia, which he clearly distinguishes from
pleasure—particularly the kind of pleasure that
might spring to mind for the modern reader.
Eudaemonia is more clearly understood as a
comprehensive well being, a state of “flourish
ing”” within a person that leads to excellence.
This sense of happiness requires a condition of
arete, which can be translated as both virtue
and excellence. As an activity, pleasure aims at
a good, but it is a subordinate good to the
higher good of happiness as flourishing. To
reduce happiness to pleasure alone is to commit
a vulgarity. Only the virtuous person, one who
is “foursquare and blameless,” flourishes, and
thus only through the actualization of virtue in
one’s soul can a human being really find true
happiness.

According to Aristotle, this virtue that con
stitutes true happiness as flourishing can only
be found through habituation to the intermedi
ate, to the mean between the extremes of
excess and deficiency. Should one act in ways
that are excessive (such as rash boldness without
fear of anything) or deficient (such as cowardice
in fear of everything) one would lead a vicious
life. Virtue is found at the intermediate
between the vice of excess and the vice of defi
ciency—mnot necessarily an equidistant mean
(for rash boldness is closer to courage than cow
ardice, for example), but an approximation of
some point between the extremes that pro
motes balance in one’s inner self. Thus the vir
tues of courage, temperance, generosity—even
justice—are inculcated by habits and states of
mind that exhibit a moderate disposition in all
things. Virtue is always found at the mean, but
to always act consonant to such balance is an
arduous commitment. It cannot be done in iso
lation; human beings need each other—human
beings by their very nature need the life that is
enjoyed only in the polis.
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Just as all things and all activities aim at a
good, so all forms of association, or partnership,
aim at some good. That association which aims
at the most complete good is the polis, for it is in
the polis that human beings, the political ani
mal, can live a life of goodness and nobility in
common with each other. The good person is
a person who is active, and as an active person,
committed to a life of cooperation and friend
ship with others toward a common good. All
associations enable human beings to realize this
aspect of their nature, but the political sphere
encompas