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IN THE 1932 PLATFORM of the Democratic party we may
read the following:
|
“Believing that a party platform is a covenant with the people
to be faithfully kept by the party when entrusted with power,
and that the people are entitled to know in plain words the terms
of the contract to which they are asked to subscribe, we hereby
declare’ this to be the platform of the Democratic party.
“The Democratic party solemnly promises by appropriate action to.put into effect the principles, policies and reforms herein
advocated and to eradicate the policies, methods and practices
herein condemned.
1
“We advocate:
“r) An immediate and drastic reduction of governmental
expenditures by abolishing useless commissions and offices, consolidating departments and bureaus and climinating extravagance, to accomplish a saving of not less than-25% in the cost of
the Federal government...
“2) Maintenance of the national credit by a Federal budget
annually balanced on the basis of accurate executive estimates

winder
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within’ revenues .. .

“2) A sound currency to be preserved at all hazards...

“We condemn:...

coi eee peeteeearipee mnoe

“4) The open and covertresistance of administrative officials.
to eve effort made by Congressional committees to control the
extravdgant expenditures of the government .
5) The extravagance of the Farm Board,its disastrous action
which made the government a speculator in farm products . . ,
3
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‘To accomplish these purposes and to recover economic liberty
we pledge the nominees of the convention .. .”
|
What the nominees upheld the pledge was made clear by the
candidate for the Presidency on July 2, 1932, when he spokein
public acceptance of the nomination:
|
‘As an immediate program of action we must abolish useless |

offices. We must eliminate actual prefunctions of government—_
functions, in fact, that are not definitely essential to the con-__
tijuance of government. We must merge, we must consolidate_
subdivisions of government, andlike the privatecitizen, give up”

el

luxuries which we can no longer afford.
|
‘I propose to you, my friends, and through you,that govern- ;
mént of all kinds, big and little, be made solvent and that the
example be set by the President of the United States and his

cabinet.”

te

Fle returned to these themes frequently throughout the campaign. In a radio address delivered July 30, 1932, for example, he
summed up: “Any government, like any family, can for a year
spend a little more than it earns. But you and I know that a
cohtinuation of that habit means the poorhouse.”
What are we to make of the wordsinthese several quotations?
They would be easy enough to explain if we could assumethat
the men who wrote them were just liars, deliberately trying to
deteive the people. There is, however, no convincing evidence
that would permit us to draw so cynical a conclusion. Are We to
believe, then, that they were utterly stupid, with no understanding of economics orpolitics or what was going on in the world?
Taking the words as they stand, this would seem to be the only
alternative conclusion. But this also does not seem very plausible.
These men and their associates, though they doubtless knew less
than everything and less than they thought they knew, were
suzely not so ignorant as to have believed literally what the words
seem to indicate. There is some further puzzle here. Perhaps the
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words do not really have
and soun d currency and

anything to do withcheap government
balanced budgets and the rest of what .
/
appears t 0 be their subject matter.
We ark | asking questions about the meaning of the words men
use in c nnection with political and social affairs. In order to
avoid bids from partisan feelings of the moment and to seek a
greater generality in the answer, I shall briefly examine these
same questions as they arise over words written more than six
centuries : ago.

*

#

e

x

Dante Alighieri, besides the most wonderful poem ever written, finis hed only one other major work. This was a treatise on
politics, 1 which he called De Monarchia, a title that may be translated as “On the Empire.” De. Monarchia is divided into three,
Books, ¢€ ach of these sub-divided into numerous chapters. The

general subject stated by Dante is “the knowledge of the temporal
monarch y ... Which is called empire,” by which is meant “a
unique | brincedom extending over all persons in time.” * The

topics fo c the three Books are explained as follows: “In the first.
place we may inquire and examine whether it [the unique empire] is needful for the well-being of the world; in the second,
whether the Romanpeople rightfully assumedto itself the function of honarchy; and in the third, whether the authority of the
monarch y depends immediately upon God, or upon some other
minister or vicar of God.” The “empire” that Dante has concretely i n mind is the Holy Roman Empire of medieval times,
which f ec mistakenly believed to be the continuation of the
:
ancient| Roman Empire.
In ans wer to his three main inquiries, he maintains: first, that

* All qi lotations and references are taken from Philip H. Wicksteed’s translation in ¢ he Temple Classics Edition of The Latin Works of Dante Alighieri,
as
published by J. M. Dent & Sons, London.
}
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mankind should_be governed by a single “empire” or state;
second, that this sovereignty is properly exercised by the Holy
Roman Emperor (conceived as the continuator of the ancient
Roman Emperor); and third, that the temporal, the political
authority exercised by the Emperor is independent of the authority of the Pope and the Church (as Dante puts it, “depends
immediately on God”).

To establish the first point, that there should be a single unified
world-state,* Dante begins by stating certain “first principles,”
which, he believes, are the necessary foundation for all political
reasoning. The ultimate goal for all mankind is the full development of man’s potentialities, which means in the last analysis
eternal salvation and the vision of God. The aim of temporal
civilization is to provide the conditions for achieving this ultimate goal, chief among which is universal peace. A variety of
subtle arguments, distinctions and analogies shows that this condition, and in general the organizationof the collective life of
mankind in such a way as to permit the reaching of the ultimate
goal, can only be effectively carried out through “unity of direction.” God, moreover, is Supreme Unity, and, it being His intention that mankind should resemble Him as much as possible,
this can be done only when mankind is also unified under a
single ruler. The motion of the heavensis regulated by the single
uniform motion of the outermost sphere (the primum mobile),

and man should strive, too, to imitate the heavens. Only a unified
political administration can check tyrannical governments and

thus give men freedom, can guard the freedom ofothers by itself
being wholly free, can guarantee concord and harmony, which
always presuppose unity. These arguments, which prove that
there should be a single unified political administration for all
* The “world” that Dante had in mind was of course Europe and thelittoral

of the Mediterranean; but no such restriction is made in his argument, and his

reasoning applies as well, or ill, to the entire world as to the world he knew.

at
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mankind, led by a single ruler, are historically substantiated
by

the fact that the Incarnation of Christ took place under the tem‘poral rule of the Emperor Augustus.
.
In the second Book, Dante considers and accepts the claim
of
the Ronhan people to the seat of the universal empire, It is justified by their nobility derived from their descent from the Trojan
Aeneas, ‘and by numerous miracles which God worked to give
witness to the claim. The Roman puilic spirit showed that they

were aithing at the right, and thus must have had right on their

side. Furthermore, the legitimacy of their claim was proved by
the fact that the Romans had the effective faculty of ruling, the
power to rule, whereas all other peoples failed in effective rule,
as notedin the Scriptures and other sacred writings. Finally, the
sacrifice of Christ would not have been valid in erasing the stain
of origirial sin from all mankind unless Pilate, as the representative of Rome, had hadvalid authority to pronounce judicial sentence upon all mankind.
Book {II discusses the ever-recurring problem of the relations
between Church andState, the question, as Dante’s time sawit,
whether the temporal, the political ruler had independent author
ity andsovereignty, or was subordinate to the spiritual authority
of God’s Vicar on earth, the Pope. The question must be judged
,
Dante atgues, on the fundamental principle that whatever
is
repugnant to the intention of nature is contrary to the Will
of
God, The truth has been obscured by a factious spirit, and by
a

failure tq recognize the primary authority of the Bible, the de-

crees of the councils and the writings of the Fathers. The argumentfor. the subordination of the empire (that is, the state) to
the Church on the basis of the analogy of the subordinate relation of the moon,representing the empire, to the sun, representing the Church, is without weight because the analogy is_

false, and, even if it were true, does notreally establish the de- ,

pendence, Nor are various often quoted instances in the Bible /

THE MACHIAVELLIANS
any more conclusive. Christ gave Peter, representing the Church,
the power to loose and bind, but expressly limited this power to
the things of Heaven, not of the earth.
The donation by which the Emperor Constantine, after his
conversion and cure of leprosy, granted authority over the Empire
8

to Pope Sylvester, was invalid, since it was contrary to nature for

him to make the grant or for the Pope to receive it.* The argument that there cannot be two supreme individuals of the same
kind, and, since the Pope cannot be regarded as inferior, he must
be superior to the temporal ruler, does not hold. The spiritual
and temporal authorities are of two different kinds, and the individual supremein one order might well be inferior in the other.
Positively indicating the independence of the temporal rule from

the spiritual are such facts as that Christ, Paul, and even the

angel who appeared to Paul acknowledged the temporal authority of the emperor. Finally, it is in harmonious accord with the

two-fold nature of man, both body and spirit, that God should

have established, directly dependent only on Himself, two supreme authorities, one temporal and onespiritual. The temporal
ruler, then, is in no way subordinate, in temporal things, to the
spiritual ruler, though it may be granted that he should properly

give that reverence to the spiritual ruler which is due him as the

representative of eternal life and immortalfelicity.
*

*

*

Let us consider this outline of what may be called the formal

argument of De Monarchia.

In the first place,'we may note that the ultimate goal (eternal
salvation in Heaven) by which Dante holds that all political

.

*The apologists for Papal supremacy made a strong point of the famed ‘“‘dona-

was
tion of Constantine,” and Dante was plainly troubled by it. The donation
century.
15th
the
in
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Lorenzo
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{
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questio hs must be judged is in the strictest sense impossible, since
there is no such place as Heaven.
Secor id, the lesser goals derived from the ultimate goal—the

developmentof the full potentialities of all men, universal peace,
and a single unified world-state—though they are perhaps not
inconceivable, are nevertheless altogether utopian and materially
impossil le.
Thircl, the many arguments that Dante uses in favor of his
positior are, from a purely formal point of view, both good and |
bad, mostly bad; but, from the point of view of actual political
conditions in the actual world of space and time andhistory, they
are almost without exception completely irrelevant. They consist
of poin tless

metaphysical and logical distinctions, distorted anal-

ogies, g arbled historical references, appeals to miracles and arbitrarily selected authorities. In the task of giving us information
about b \ow men behave, about the nature and laws of political
life, abc ut what steps may be taken in practice to achieve concrete
politica: | and social goals, they advance us not a single step. _
Taki ng the treatise at face value and judgingit as a study of
politics, it is worthless, totally worthless, With this, it might seem
that no more could, or ought to be, said about De Monarchia.

Such a conclusion, however, would show a thorough failure to
underst and the nature of a work of this kind. So far we have
been ce nsidering only the formal meaningof the treatise. But
this for mal meaning, the meaning which is explicitly stated, is

the leastimportant aspect of De Monarchia. The formal meaning,
besides:what it explicitly states when taken at face value, serves
to express, in an indirect and disguised manner, what may be
called the real meaning of theessay.
By “real meaning” I refer to the meaning not in termsof the

fictional world of religion, metaphysics, miracles, and pseudo-

history’ (which is the world of the forrnal meaning of De
Monaréhia), but in termsof the actual world of space, time, and
‘

i =
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events. To understand the real meaning, we cannot take the

words at face value nor confine our attention to what they explicitly state; we must fit them into the specific context of Dante’s

times and his own life. It is characteristic of De Monarchia, and
of all similar treatises, that there should be this divorce between

formal and real meanings, that the formal meaning should not
explicitly state but only indirectly express, and to one or another
extent hide and distort, the real meaning. The real meaning is
thereby rendered irresponsible, since it is not subject to open and
deliberate intellectual control; but the real meaning is nonetheless
there.*
What, then, is the real meaning of De Monarchia?

*T am arbitrarily defining the distinction between “formal meaning” and

“real meaning” in the sense I have indicated, and I shall continue so to use it.

The distinction has nothing to do with the psychological question whether Dante
(or any other writer who may be in question) consciously attempts to deceive
his audience by hiding the real meaning behind the facade of the formal meaning. The disguise is there, independently of any intention; and deception, in-

cluding self-deception, does often occur. It is possible, of course, as we shall see

further, that the formal meaning and the real meaning should be identical; and
it is an object of science to see that, so far as possible, they are.
’

2. The Real Meaning of Dr Monarcuta
FROM THE rath to the r4th centuries, many of the chief dis-

putes and wars in feudal Europe focused around the prolonged
struggle between Guelphs and Ghibellines. The exact origin of
these two great international factions is not altogether clear. They

first came into prominence in the year 1125, in a conflict over
the sutcession to the Emperor Henry V, a member of the

Hohenstaufen family. His son, Frederic, supported by the great
nobles, claimed the Empire, which was not, however, a hereditary

office. He was opposed by the Pope and by manyofthe lesser

nobles,’ whose candidate was Lothair, the Duke of Saxony. Lo-

thair was elected; but upon his death in 1137 was succeeded by

the brother of Frederic, the Hohenstaufen Conrad, who was in

turn (in 1152) followed by the great Hohenstaufen, Frederic
Barbardssa.

The Guelph faction took its name from the party of Lothair;
and the Ghibelline, from the party of the Hohenstaufen. The
exact slonificance of the division varied from period to period,
but in igeneral line-up and most of the time, the Guelphs were
the party of the Papacy; the Ghibellines, the party of the Empire.

On the whole, the greater feudal nobles were Ghibellines, es-

pecially in the Germanic states and in Italy. As a counterweight
to then}, the Pope brought manyof theItalian city-states into the
Guelph camp, in particular the rising burgher class of the citystates, Which was already in internal conflict with the great

nobles at home. This distinction, however, holds only in general;

often atlherence to one or the other of the factions was a device

to secufe special and temporary advantages independent of the
II

;

Ho
le,
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over-all division. For example, the House of France during the
13th century inclined toward the Guelphs in order to secure

leverage against the Empire. Two of the junior members of the
French royal family, Charles of Anjou and Charles of Valois,
were amongthe leading champions of the Guelphs. The Italian
cities, similarly, often chose sides in such a way as to aid them
most in meeting local and immediate problems.
By the latter half of the rath century, the Emperor ruled over
most of the Germanic areas and the Kingdom of the TwoSicilies,
which included most of southern Italy. The major expansive aim
of the Empire was to secure control of the cities of northern

Italy, the richest and most prosperous states of all Europe. The
object of the Papacy and ofthe cities themselves, or at least of the
burghers of the cities, was to block the advance of the Empire.
The Papacy set out to destroy the Hohenstaufen family, which

led the Empire, and which the Popes rightly understood to be
thecore of the Ghibelline faction. After a century of struggle, this
was done; the hold of the Empire on the Kingdom of theSicilies
was broken by the Guelph, Charles of Anjou; and the last of
the Hohenstaufen family, the romantic youth Conradin, was
slaughtered after his defeat by Charles in the battle of Tagliacozzo—in 1268, three years after the birth of Dante. Thestruggle,
however, continued, and the Empire still kept its dreams fixed
on the Italian cities.

*

*

*

. Now Florence, Dante’s ownseething, rich, dynamic city, the

leader of Tuscany and oneof the chief states of the late medieval
world, became a great and uncompromising bulwark of the
Guelph faction. Machiavelli, in his History of Florence, describes
how internal conflicts within Florence broadened to join the international Guelph-Ghibelline division. In the course of a private
quarrel, a group headed by the Uberti family assassinated a mem-

gheesaaveneormncasnmuitenining
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ber of the Buondelmonti family. “This Murder divided the whole
City, part of it siding with the Buondelmonti, and part with the

Uberti ; and both the Families being powerful in Houses, Castles,

and Men,the quarrel continued many years before either could
be ejected ; yet though the animosity could not be extinguished by
a firm and stable peace, yet things were palliated and composed
sometimes for the present, by certain Truces and Cessations, by

which means (according to the variety of accidents) they were
sometimes at quiet, and sometimes together by the Ears. In this
Condition Florence continued till the Reign of Frederic II [ of
Hohenstaufen, Emperor from 1215-1250] who being King of

Naples, and desirous to strengthen himself against the Church;

to corroborate his interest in Tuscany, joined himself to the
Uberti and their party, by whose assistance the Buondelmonti
were driven out of Florence, and that City (as all Italy had done
before) began to divide into the Factions of the Guelphs, and the
Ghibellines,” *
|
;
The friumph of the Ghibellines in Florence was, however,
brief, as was only natural in a city which was beginning a great
commercial and industrial expansion in terms of which the oldline nobility was a constant drain and obstacle. The death of
Frederi¢ II in 1250 gave the Florentine Guelphs their chance to

overthrdw the Ghibelline rule and exile the leaders of the Ghibelline faction. The Ghibellines returned temporarily to powerafter
a victory in 1260, but were again and definitively driven out, with

the help of Charles of Anjou, in 1266—a result which was a phase
of the broader campaign of the Pope and Charles against the
last of the Hohenstaufen.
:
After a number of experiments in internal administration, the
* All quotations from and references to Machiavelli are taken from
the English
translation; “The Works of the famous Nicolas Machiavel, London,
Printed
for J. S. dnd are to be sold by Robert Boulter at the Turks-Head
in Cornhil,
against the Royal Exchange, 1675.” I have in some cases
modernized the spelling.
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governmentof thecity, firmly Guelph, gravitated into the hands
of the Merchant Guilds, now representing the chief social force
in the town. Membership in a Guild became a prerequisite of
political office. The executive power was held by a body of six
Priors, elected every two months from each of the six wards into
which Florence was divided. In 1293 the remarkable “Ordinances
of Justice” placed heavy legal disabilities on the great nobles as
individuals and as a class. Nobility, it was said, became a disgrace
in the commercially based democracy of the Florentine Republic.
The hope that the suppression of the Ghibellines would end
too
domestic turmoil in Florence quickly vanished. There was
muchlife there for tranquillity. In 1300 the dominant Florentine
Guelphs themselves split into a new factional division: the
Neri (“Blacks”) and Bianchi (“Whites”). Here is Machiavelli’s
account:
“Never was this City in greater splendor, nor more happy in
its condition than then, abounding both in men,riches, and reputation. They had 3,000 Citizens in the Town fitto bear Arms, and

0,000 more in their Territory. All Tuscany was at its devotion,
partly as subjects, and partly as friends. And though there were
still piques and suspicions betwixt the Nobility and the people,
yet they did not break out into any ill effect, but all lived quietly
and peaceably together; and had not this tranquillity been at
length interrupted by dissension within, it had been in no danger

from abroad; being in such terms at that time, it neither feared
the Empire, norits Exiles [e.g., the Ghibellines], and could have

brought a force into the Field equivalent to all the rest ofthe

States in Italy. But that disease from which ab extra it was secure,

was engendered in its own bowels.

the
“There were two Families in Florence, the Cerchi, and
;
dignity
and
Donati, equally considerable, both in numbers, riches,

being Neighbors both in City and Country, there happened some
bring
exceptions and disgusts betwixt them, but not so great as to
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them to blows, and perhaps they would never have produced any
consider:able effects, had not their ill humors been agitated and
fermente d by new occasion. Among the chief Families in Pistoia,
there wa s the Family of the Cancellieri: It happened that Lore,
the Son of Gulielmo, and Geri, the son of Bertaccio, fell out by
accident at play, and passing from words to blows, Geri received
a slight\ vound. Gulielmo was much troubled at the business, and

thinking by excess of humility to take off the scandal, he increased.
it and hade it worse. He commanded his Son to go to Geri’$
Father’s house, and demand his pardon; Lore obeyed, and went
as his Father directed, but that act of humanity did not atall.
sweeten the acerbity of Bertaccio’s mind, who causing Lore to be
seized by his servants (to aggravate the indignity) he caused him
to be led by them into the stable, and his hand cut off upon the
Manger,’ with instruction to return to his Father, and to let him.
know, That wounds are not cured so properly by words, as am-

putation,’ Gulielmo was so enraged at the cruelty of the fact, as
he and his friends immediately took arms to revenge it; and Bertaccio and his friends doing as much to defend themselves, the
whole city of Pistoia was engaged in the quarrel, and divided into.
two parties. These Cancellieri being both of them descended from.
one of the Cancellieri who had two Wives, one of them called

Bianca: that party which descended from her, called itself Bianca;
and the Lhein opposition [because the name “Bianca” has the
same
meaning as the word for “white”] was called Nera
[‘“black”’]. In a short time many conflicts happened betwixt them,
many m en killed, and many houses destroyed. Not being able to.
accomm odate among themselves, though both sides were weary,
they con cluded to come to Florence, hoping some expedient would
be foundout there, or else to fortify their parties by the acquisi-

tion of new friends. The Neri having had familiarity with the

were espoused by Corso, the head of that family. The Bianchi, ta support themselves against the accession of the Donati,
Donati,

16
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fell in with Veri, the chief of the Cerchi, a man not inferior to

Corso in any quality whatever. ...
“In the Month of May, several Holidays being publicly celebrated in Florence, certain young Gentlemen of the Donati, with
their friends on Horseback, having stopped near St. Trinity, to
see certain Women that were Dancing,it fell out that some of the
Cerchi arrived there likewise with someof their friends, and being
desirous to see as well as the rest, not knowing the Donati were
before, they spurred on their horses; and jostled in among them.
The Donati looking uponit as an affront, drew their Swords; the
Cerchi were as ready to answer them, and after several cuts and
slashes given and received, both sides retired. This accident was
the occasion of great mischief; the whole City (as well People as
Nobility) divided, and took part with the Bianchi and Neri, as
their inclinations directed ... Nor did this humor extenditself
only in the City, but infected the whole Country [that is, all of
Tuscany]. Insomuch that the Captains of the Arts [ie the
Guilds], and such as favored the Guelphs, and were Lovers of
the Commonwealth, very much apprehended lest this new dis-

traction should prove the ruin of the City, and the restoration of
the Ghibellines.”
The last sentence gives the key to the meaning of the new
division, The Neri faction, however it did in fact originate, was
madeup of the firm and unyielding ultra-Guelphs. The Bianchi
were a centrist grouping, inclined to try to compromise and

bridge the gulf between Guelphs and Ghibellines.

Dante, as an active citizen of Florence, had been brought up as

a Guelph. He had enrolled in the Guild of Druggists and Physicians in order to beeligible for political office. When the new
conflict broke out, he lined up with the Bianchi faction, though
at first, apparently, he concealed his allegiance under a cover of
impartiality. In 1300 he was elected one of the six Priors for the
term June 15th to August 15th. The new conflict had by then

DANTE: POLITICS AS WISH
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threatening. Dante and his fellow Priors, as the chief

magistrates of the City, made the mistake of trying to resolve it
by banishing simultaneously severalleaders of both factions. Probably thisis was a deceptive maneuver by the Bianchi, who thought
thereby to get rid of the Neri leaders and then to readmit their
own m en at the first opportunity.
|
The Neri, however, were not so easily reconciled. They were
determ: ined, and they had a much firmerline than the Bianchi,
who w ere in reality vacillating between the major camps of

Guelphs and Ghibellines. The Neri made a clever move. They Oo

appeale d to the Pope (Boniface VIII) to arbitrate the dispute.

Hesent as his delegate to Florence Cardinal Matteo d’Aquasparta.
It was hard to make an open objection to this procedure. What
more n atural and fair than that the spiritual head of Christendom
should intervene to compose the quarrels of his erring children?
In trut] h, however, as we have seen, the Pope was the leader of
the Gu elphs. The object of his intervention would be to swing
the deciision to his firmest political supporters, the Neri. This the
Bianchi well knew,and they therefore refused to accept the offices
of Card inal Matteo, who departed, leaving the city under an interdict.
The } religious arm having failed, Boniface turned to the secular.
Hecall ed upon his old allies of the House of France. At his request, ¢ Charles of Valois, brother of King Philip, came to Italy.
On No vember 1, 1301, he entered Florence in great state, still
nomina lly as arbitrator and pacifier. He quickly arranged a purge

of the ] sianchi. There wasissued, on January 27, 1302, a decree of
fines ar \d two years’ banishment against Dante and a number of his coll eagues. When this was disregarded, a sterner decree was
publish ed on Marchroth, calling for the death by burning of

and fourteen others if they should fall into the hands of
the Re oublic. They were forced thus into exile.
Thert=e then occurred what had been sure from the beginning

Dante

18
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of the Neri-Bianchi division. The Bianchi, routed within Florence,

were too weak to recover power unaided. Their only possible
allies were the remaining Ghibellines of Tuscany, with whom the
Bianchi joined, Before long the Bianchi, toppled from their hopeless center position, were themselves full-fledged Ghibellines.
The united Bianchi-Ghibelline forces were, however, still not

strong enough. Their attempts to re-enter Florence by force were
repulsed. In a state of disintegration, the last and only hope

seemed to be the ancient core of the Ghibelline faction, the

Empire itself, and to the Empire their dreams turned. The
Emperor would come, like an avenging leopard, to crush the
pride and insolence of unbridled Florence. Since the Pope’s
success against the Hohenstaufen, however, the Empire, under

the guidance for the first time of the cautious and remarkable
Hapsburg family, had curbed its ambitions and stayed at home.
But the new star of the House of Luxemburg wasrising. To it
the embittered Ghibellines of Tuscany chained their hopes. In
1308, Henry of Luxemburg was elected Emperor as Henry VIL.

Dante, in a series of bombastic public letters, called upon his

Roman sword to smite the wicked of the Church andthecities,

andrestoreItaly to its imperial grandeur.
“O Italy! henceforth rejoice; though now to be pitied by the
very Saracens, yet soon to be envied throughout the world! because thy bridegroom, the solace of the world and the glory of
thy people, the most clement Henry, Divus and Augustus and
Caesar, is hastening to the bridal. Dry thy tears and remove the
marks of grief, O thou fairest one; for nigh at hand is he who
shall release thee from the prison of the impious, and, smiting
the malicious, shall destroy them with the edge of the sword, and
shall give out his vineyard to other husbandmen such as shall
render the fruit of justice at time of harvest... .
“But you [Florentines], who transgress divine and human law,
whom a dire rapaciousness hath found ready to be drawn into
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every crime,—doth not the dread of the second death pursue you:>
For ye first and alone, shunning the yoke of liberty, have murmured against the glory of the Romanprince, the king of the
‘world ahd the minister of God, andon the plea of prescriptive
right have refused the duty of the submission which ye owed,
:
and have rather risen up in the insanity of rebellion! .. .
makeup
could
he
But
ly.
Henry did at last come downintoIta
his mind to nothing; he dallied sluggishly with his army, undertaking and lifting half-hearted sieges of the towns. In 1313 hefell

ill and died. The rhetorical balloons ofthe Ghibellineexilesthus a

ingloriohsly burst. Dante never re-entered Florence. The rest of
his days were spent wandering among the householdsof the remaining Ghibelline princes in northern Italy. His revenge on his
Guelph enemies had to be satisfied by thrusting them into the
worst tdrments of his Inferno. For BonifaceVIII, ultimate author
of his defeats, though he was not yet dead in 1300—the date
which Dante assigns to his journey throught Hell and Purgatory
and Heaven—a particularly hideous spot in Hell is duly reserved
:
and wajting.*
i

*

%

%

We are now in a position to understand the real.meaning of

De Moparchia.

Eternal salvation, the highest development of man’s poten-

tialities, everlasting peace, unity, and harmony,the delicate balance

of abstract relations between Church andState,all these ghosts
and myths evaporate, along with the whole elaborate structure of |
theology, metaphysics, allegory, miracle, and fable. The entire

formal meaning, which has told us nothing and proved nothing,
assumeg its genuine role of merely expressing and disguising the
* Inferno, Canto XIX. Nicholas Ill, Boniface’s predecessor, is already there,

stuffed hs ad first into a narrow hole, with flames moving eternally over both
his feet. As Dante goes by, he stops to talk to the inverted Nicholas. With 2
marvelou$ sense of irony, Nicholas is made to mistake Dante for Boniface.
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real meaning. This real meaning is simply an impassioned propagandistic defense of the point of view of the turncoat Bianchi
exiles from Florence, specifically; and more generally of the
broader Ghibelline point of view to which these Bianchi capitulated. De Monarchia is, we might say, a Ghibelline Party Platform.
It should not be imagined, however, that this point of view is
argued rationally, that there is offered in its favor any proof or
evidence, that any demonstration is attempted to show that its
acceptance would contribute to human welfare. The proof and
evidence and demonstration, such as they are, are all devoted to
the mysteries of the formal meaning. The real meaning is expressed and projected indirectly through the formal meaning, and
is supported by nothing more than emotion, prejudice, and confusion. The real aimsare thus intellectually irresponsible, subject
to no intellectual check or control. Even if they were justifiable,
the case for them is in no degree established.
The ostensible goals of the formal argument are noble, highminded, what people often call “idealistic.” This serves to create
a favorable emotional response in the reader, to disarm him, to
lead him to believe in the “good will” of the author. The unwary
reader carries this attitude over to the practical aims of the real
argument. But whatof these latter aims, what do they concretely
amount to? When wedig behind the formal facade, they emerge
as vicious and reactionary,

They are the aims of an embittered and incompetent set of
traitors. Dante and his friends had failed miserably in their political careers. They had been defeated in their attempt to take over
the government of their country. Quite properly, in accordance
with the customs of the time, and for the interests of internal

security, they had been exiled. They then joined with the disintegrated forces of earlier exiles, whose only wish was to revenge
themselves on Florence, and to destroy her power. The enlarged
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group also failed. They then crawled slavishly to the feet
of the
Republic’s oldest and most thorough enemy-—the Emperor—be
gging hith to do what they were too weak and too stupid
to have
done. jhe aims of the Empire in northern Italy were very
far

indeed from eternal salvation, universal peace, and the
highest de-

velopment of man’s potentialities. The Empire clutched greedil
y
after the amazing wealth and resources of these remark
able
Cities, and dreamed of reducing their proud, fierce independence
to the tyrannical rule of its Gauletters.
:
In those days, by an odd conjuncture, the Papacy with
the
Guelph faction was supporting the most progressive developments insociety. It was the newly rising class of burghers in
the
cities that was just beginning to break the now withering hand
of
feudalism. The burghers were expanding trade and industry—
already the splendid woolens finished in Florence, and the gold-_
pieces (“florins,” they were called) whichits citizens had resolved
|
to protect against the hitherto universal practice of debasement,
were becpming known throughout the western world. The
merchants were reopening among menlinks of social communication
that involved moreof life than war and pillage. Nor wasit merely
_
trade and industry that were advancing: the new riches were.
being trahsformedinto an art that was perhaps the most magnificent the! world has known (Giotto himself was Dante’s contemporary), and were stimulating a renewed interest in the
end- /
less possibilities of a more truly human knowledge,
/
Naturally, the great nobles looked with alarm. They and their
ways could have little place in this new world. The econom
ic
position of the nobles rested on the land, on an agriculture carried
—
out by setfs and villeins tied to the soil. The burghers wanted
_

men to work in the shops. The cities subordinated the
country- _
side to themselves, exploiting it ruthlessly, it is true, to
supply —

cheap food and raw materials. The nobles were trained only
for —
war-—war, conducted as the personal combat of knights—and
_
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interpolitical intrigue. The burghers wanted less war, because it

wanted it
fered with commercial prosperity; and, when it came,

es or a
for valuable economic ends (a port or a source of suppli
instead
market). They wanted a politics and government by law
of by personalprivilege.

Ghibellines,
The great nobles, in short, and their party, the
back to their
wanted to stop history short; more, wanted to go

ht first
full day, which was already beginning to end, its twilig

rs willing to
seen in these Italian cities. Dante, whom commentato

modern
judge from surfaces are so fond of calling “the first

their spokesman.
man,” “the precursor of the Renaissance,” was

traitorous;
His practical political aims toward his country were
king.
rd-loo
backwa
onary,
his sociological allegiance was reacti
be that he would
Without his exile, true enough, it may well

besides had
never have written his poem. A rotten politics, which
, was no
no appreciable influence on the course of political events
But.
gain.
n
huma
a
lous
doubt a small price to pay for so marve
poetry
the
two,
the
there is an intellectual advantage in separating
and the politics, for judgment.

3. The Typical Method of Political Thought ;
IT IS EASY to dismiss De Monarchia as having a solely historical, archaic, or biographical interest. Few now would consider it seriously as a study of the nature andlaws of politics, of
political behavior and principles. We seldom, now, talk about
“eternal salvation” in political treatises; there is no more
Holy

Roman

Empire; scholastic metaphysics is a mystery for all but

the neo-Thomists; it is not fashionable to settle arguments by
ap-

peal to religious miracles and allegorical parables from the Bible
or the Fathers.

All this is so, and yet it would be a great error to suppose that

Dante’s

method, in De Monarchia, is outworn. His method is.

exactly that of the Democratic Platform with which we began
our inquiry. It has been and continues to be the method of nine-.
tenths, yés, much more than nine-tenths, of all writing and speaking in the field of politics. The myths, the ghosts, the idealistic
abstractions, change name and form, but the method persistently
remains. ‘It is, then, important to be entirely clear about the
general features of this method. They may be summarized as /

follows:

1. Thete is a sharp divorce between what I have called the /
formal meaning, the formal aims and arguments, and the real /
meaning, the real aims and argument (if there is, as there is .
usually not, any real argument).
2. The formal aims and goals are for the most part or altogether

either supernatural or metaphysical-transcendental—in both cases |

meaningless from the point of view of real actions in the real

world of space and time and history; or, if they have some em- :
eaelyng

23
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pirical meaning, are impossible to achieve under the actual conditions of social life. In all three cases, the dependence of the whole
structure of reasoning upon such goals makesit impossible for the
writer (or speaker) to give a true descriptive account of the way
men actually behave. A systematic distortion of the truth takes
place. And, obviously, it cannot be shown how the goals might be
reached, since, being unreal, they cannot be reached.

3. From a purely logical point of view, the arguments offered
for the formal aims and goals may be valid or fallacious; but,
except by accident, they are necessarily irrelevant to real political
problems, since they are designed to prove the ostensible points
of the formal structure—points of religion or metaphysics, or the
abstract desirability of some utopianideal.
4. The formal meaning serves as an indirect expression of the
real meaning—that is, of the concrete meaning of the political

treatise taken in its real context, in its relation to the actualities of

the social and historical situation in which it functions. But at the
same time that it expresses, it also disguises the real meaning.

Wethink we are debating universal peace, salvation, a unified
world government, and therelations between Church and State,
when whatis really at issue is whether the Florentine Republic
is to be run by its own citizens or submitted to the exploitation
of a reactionary foreign monarch. Wethink, with the delegates at

the Council of Nicea, that the discussion is concerned with the

definition of God’s essence, when the real problem is whether
the Mediterranean world is to be politically centralized under

a
Rome, or divided. We believe we are disputing the merits of

balanced budget and a sound currency when the real conflict is
deciding what group shall regulate the distribution of the currency. We imagine we are arguing over the moral and legal status
of the principle of the freedom of the seas when the real question
is who is to control the seas.
5. From this it follows that the real meaning, the real goal

|
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and aims, are left irresponsible. In Dante’s case the aims were
also vicious and reactionary. This need not bethe case, but, when
this method is used, they are always irresponsible. Even if the
real aims are such as to contribute to human welfare, no proof
or evidence for this is offered. Proof and evidence, so far as they
are oreshnt at all, remain at the formal level, The real aims are

accepted, even if right, for the wrong reasons. The high-minded
words of the formal meaning serve only to arouse passion and
prejudice and sentimentality in favor of the disguised real aims.
This rnethod, whoseintellectual consequence is merely to confuse and hide, can teach us nothing of the truth, can in no way
help us to solve the problemsof our political life. In the hands of
the powerful and their spokesmen, however, used by demagogues.
or hypod¢rites or simply the self-deluded, this method is well designed, dnd the best, to deceive us, and to lead us by easy routes.
to the s lrifice of our own interests and dignity in the service of

the mighty.
|

.

*

*

%

s

The chief historical effects of the French Revolution wereto

break up the system of the older French monarchy, with its
privileged financiers and courtiers, to remove a numberof feudal

restrictions on capitalist methods of production, and to put the
French dapitalists into a position of greater social power. It might

well have been argued, prior to the Revolution, that these goals
promised to contribute to the welfare of the French people and
perhaps of mankind. Evidence for and against this expectation
might have been assembled. However, this was not the procedure
generally followed by the ideologists of the Revolution. They

based their treatises not upon an examination of the facts, but

upon supposedly fundamental and really quite mythical notions

of a pritnitive “state of nature,” the “natural goodness of man,”

the “social contract,” and similar nonsense. They sloganized, as

fess
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the aims of the Revolution, Liberty, Equality and Fraternity, and
the utopian kingdom of the Goddess Reason. Naturally, the
workers and peasants were disappointed by the outcome, after
so much blood; but, oddly enough, most of France seemed to feel
not many years later that the aims of the Revolution were well
enough realized in the military dictatorship of Bonaparte.
No doubt a unification of Europe under Hitler is a bad thing
for the European peoples and the world. But this is no more
proved by complicated deductions to show the derivation of Nazi
thought from Hegelian dialectic and the philosophic poetry of
Nietzsche than is the contradictory by Hitler’s own mystical
pseudo-biology. “Freedom from want”is very nearly as meaningless, in terms ofreal politics, as “eternal salvation’—men are wanting beings; they are freed from wantonly by death. Whatever the
book or article or speech on political matters that we turn to—
those of a journalist like Pierre van Paassen, a demagogue like
Hitler, a professor like Max Lerner, a chairmanofa sociology department like Pitirim Sorokin, a revolutionist like Lenin, a
trapped idealist like Henry Wallace, a bull-dozing rhetorician like
Churchill, a preacher out of a church like Norman Thomas or
one in like Bishop Manning, the Pope or the ministers of the

Mikado—in the case of them all we find that, though there may
be incidental passages which increase our fund of real information, the integrating method and the whole conception of
politics is precisely that of Dante. Gods, whether of Progress or

the Old Testament, ghosts of saintly, or revolutionary, ancestors,
abstracted moral imperatives, ideals cut wholly off from mere
earth and mankind, utopias beckoning from the marshes of their
never-never-land—these, and not the facts of social life together

with probable generalizations based on those facts, exercise the
final controls over arguments and conclusions. Political analysis
becomes, like other dreams, the expression of human wish or the
admission of practical failure.

Part IT

M \CHIAVELLI: THE SCIENCE — So

OF POWER

: 1. Machiavelli’s Practical Goal
DANTE
E'S De Monarchiais in no respect a scientific study of|

politics. ‘It is not, however, as is sometimes supposed, the mere
fact that Dante has ethical aims or goals that makes his treatise,
or any treatise making use of similar methods, unscientific. All
human 4 ctivities have goals, usually several of them, open or hidden, whether or not admitted by the actor. The activity of scientific inv stigation is no exception. Machiavelli, like Dante, has
goals and practical aims that he pursues in his work. But they are
very different from those that we have discovered in Dante.
There are certain goals which are peculiar and properto science,
without which science does not exist. The
ese. are: the accurate and
systemat} c description of public facts; the attempt to correlate sets
of these acts
f
in laws; and, throughthese correlations, the attempt
to predic t, with some degree of probability, future facts. Many

peisegeenere repay onesie er
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nor is there any need for them to doso. In the field of historical,
social, art d political science, as in other sciences, these goals might
be, and sometimes are, alone relevant. But without these goals,
whether or not there are also others, an inquiry is not scientific.
These special goals of science are not present in De Monarchia.
They cotild not be served by Dante’s methods. In Machiavelli’s
writings, in
1 contrast, they are always present, and they control the
logic of his investigations.
If an Inquiry is to remain scientific, but nevertheless pursue
other goals than these that are peculiar to science, there are certain requirements which the additional goals must meet. In the
first plact, they must be non-transcendental—that is, they must be.

canine

scientific iinvestigations do nottry to go beyond thesespecial goals;
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something formulated in termsof the actual world of space and
time and history. Second, they must have at least a minimum
probability of realization. For example, a scientist might have as
his goal the development of a drug to cure tuberculosis or some
other disease; or a new defensive weapon to counteractthe offensive threat of bombers; or a new fertilizer that would also help
plants resist blights and insects; or a new method of transmitting
electric power without wires. All of these goals are located in the
actual world, they are all sufficiently specific to permit us to know
what weare talking about (and, what is not unimportant, totell
whether or not they are reached), and all would have at least a
certain minimum chance of being achieved.
We noticed, however, that Dante’s formal goals were either

transcendental, as in the case of his religious and metaphysical

ideals, or, as in the case of his plan for an eternally unified and

peaceful world empire (in the 14th century), too wildly improbable to be worth debating. We noticed also that his real goals,
hidden beneath the formal goals, were, though specific enough,
Vicious and reactionary.
There is a further strict requirement by which science limits
the function of goals or aims. The goals themselves are not evidence; they cannotbe allowed to distort facts or the correlations
amongfacts. The goals express our wishes, hopes, or fears. They
therefore prove nothing aboutthe facts of the world. No matter

how much we may wishto cure a patient, the wish has nothing
to do with the objective analysis of his symptoms, or a correct
prediction of the probable course of the disease, or an estimate of
the probable effects of a medicine. If our aim is peace, this does
not entitle us, from the point of view ofscience, to falsify human
nature and the facts of social life in order to pretend to prove
that “all men naturally desire peace,” which, history so clearly
tells us, they plainly do not. If weare interested in anequalitarian
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democraty, this cannot be a scientific excusefor neglecting the

:
uninterrupted record of social inequality and oppression.
direction.
the
In shoyt, though our practical goals may dictate
that sciehtific activity takes, though they show us what weare.
trying to accomplish by the scientific investigation, what problem
we are trying to solve; nevertheless, the logic of the scientific,
inquiry Itself is not controlled by the practical aims but by science’s own aims, by the effort to describe facts and to correlate.

them. In this respect, too, Dante violates the demand ofscience..

Histreatise is merely the elaborate projection of his wish. It tells

us nothing.

*

*

#*

Machiavelli’s chief immediate practical goal is the-national uni-

fication of Italy. There are other practical aims in his writings,

some of them more general, and I shall discuss them later on.,
To make Italy a nation, a unified state, is, however, central and.

constant,

:

Compared to Dante’s glittering ideals, this goal is doubtless

humble, almost sordid. In any case, it is specific and meaningful.

Weall know what a national state, in the modern sense, means,

Machiavelli, writing in the first quarter of the 16th century, and
his contemporaries, with the example of France and England and
Spain fresh before them, knew what the goal meant. Moreover,

the goal was neither wild nor fantastic; it was accomplished elsewhere in Europe during those times, and there was no reason to

|
think it too improbable of accomplishment in Italy.
In the case of Dante we had to distinguish carefully between
the fortnal, presumed goals, and the hidden real goals. In Ma-

chiavelli, as in all scientific writing, there is no such distinction,

Formaland real are one, open and explicit. The last chapter of
The Prince is plainly entitled, “An Exhortation to Deliver Italy
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from the Barbarians [thatis, foreigners].” In it Machiavelli calls
for a champion torally Italy for the task of unification:
“Having weighed, therefore, all that is said before, and considered seriously with myself whether in this juncture of affairs in
Italy, the times were disposed for the advancement of a new
Prince, and whether there was competent matter that could give
occasion to a virtuous and wise person to introduce such a form
as would bring reputation to him, and benefitto all his subjects;
it seems to me that at this present so many things concur to the

exaltation of a new Prince, that I do not know any timethat has

been more proper than this.... "Tis manifest how prone and
ready she is to follow the Banner that any manwill take up; nor
is it at present to be discerned where she can repose her hopes
with more probability, than in your illustrious Family [of the
Medici], which by its own courage and interest, and the favor of
God and the Church, of which it is now chief [Leo X of the
Medici family was Pope when Machiavelli was writing this passage], may be induced to makeitself Head in her redemption:
which will be no hard matter to beeffected, if you lay before you
the lives and actions of the persons above named; who though

they were rare, and wonderful, were yet but men, and not accom-

modated with so fair circumstances as you. Their enterprise was
not more just, nor easy, nor God Almighty more their friend

than yours. You have Justice on your side; for that Waris just

whichis necessary, and ‘tis piety to fight, where no hope is left

in anything else. The people are universally disposed, and where

the disposition is so great, the opposition can be but small, espe-

cially you taking your rules from those persons which I have
proposed to you for a Model . . .” (The Prince, Chap. 26.)

Machiavelli’s careful treatise on The Art of War and the
lengthy discussions of war in his Discourses on Livy have an

ever-present aim of showing Italians how they can learn to fight
in such a way asto beat back the forces of France and the Empire
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and Spain, and thereby control their own destiny as an Italian

nation. [he History of Florence finds in the stories of the past
a traditipnal spirit that can be linked with arms in the struggle.
The cxfnpes of ancients and moderns, joined in the Discourses
on Livy, show the direction along the political road.
oe
Thereis nothing ambiguous about this goal of making Italy
a nation. Anyone, reading Machiavelli, could accept it or reject
it, and, doing so, would know exactly what he was accepting or

rejecting. There are no dreams or ghosts in Machiavelli. He lives, |

and rie in the daylight world.
*

*

:

#

Again unlike Dante’s ideals, this goal of Machiavelli’s is ap-

propriate to the context of his times; and is, moreover, unques-

tionably progressive.
Italy, in his day, as it had been since the breakup of the Roman—
Empire, was divided into a number of turbulent, varying states,
provinces, and half-states. Most of the South was included in the —

Kingdotn of Naples. There, in the backward, unorganized, un-

1 RR

developed countryside, feudal relations prevailed, with anarchic
barons lording it over their fiefs of the moment. In the center
were the changing Papal States, related through the Pope and his
designs f° the intrigues of all Europe. In the North, part of the
country ‘districts were still under feudal domination, but for the
most paftthe territory was subordinated to the small city-states:
Venice, Milan, and Florence the most powerful, and lesser cities
like Genoa, Ferrara, and Bologna.
This é agmentation ofItaly had left it open to an uninterrupted
series : invasions, by adventurers, junior members of royal
families, knights returning from the Crusades, kings, and emperors. Control over cities and territories shifted every decade,
from Normans to Spaniards to Frenchmentolocal bosses to Ger-
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mans to Popes and back again. Nevertheless, the amazing citystates of the North had madeItaly, during the 14th and 15th centuries, the center of Europe. It is hard for us today, thinking in
terms of modern nations or of the great regional super-states now
being built through the present war, to understand how important these cities were in those times.
We must remember that the cities had their period of chief
influence and power against the background of a predominantly
feudal, agricultural Europe. The feudal organization of society
wascentrifugal in tendency, each feudal lord claiming jurisdiction

over his particularfiefs, vassals, and serfs, and acknowledging the

authority only of his particular suzerain. Under feudalism there
was no developed central state power. The sovereignty of the
medieval kings, therefore, was largely fictional except as it held
over their immediate feudal domain,or as it might suit the interests of their feudal peers to collaborate with them. Until the 15th
century, the attempts of the kings to consolidate a firm governmental authority always met a strong and on the whole successful
resistance from the lords.
Moreover, the primitive economy, the lack of manufacture for
the market, of money-exchange, of extensive foreign trade, of easy

transportation and communication, meant the absence of a socio-

economic basis for lasting large-scale political units. In the first
stages of the breakup of feudalism, those who were aiming toward the national political system, which was later to win out,
were working at a disadvantage. They were ahead of their times,

trying to erect too weighty a structure on an unfinished foundation.
It was in these stages that the city-states, such as those of

northern Italy—as well as those, somewhat different in character,
of the Lowlands and parts of Germany—had their great opportunity. They were not trying to do too much; they were small
enough to be viable, and yet large enough, for those times, to hold
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their own politically. They established control over the surrounding couritryside, in orderto assure their food supplies, They could
put armies in the field, eitherof their own citizens or of hired,
mercenafies, able to meet the forces of feudal lords and princes,
evenif the princes called themselves King of France, or Emperor.
Andthesecities were concentrating on industry, trade, commerce, |

banking: They did not manufacture only for use, or wait for an,
annual or quarterly market-day for exchange. They manufactured.
for the beneral market, and they traded, in money as well as
goods, every day. They had their ships and their land convoys
everywhere; they established tradingposts or “factors” all over
Europe and the Mediterranean basin. They werefirst-class powers,
as powels then went. Their ambassadors and ministers were respected at any Court. Along with their economic and political
prosperity went also their unequaled cultural expansion.
Thecities, thus, had a head start. But the very factors that had.

brought their early advantage were, by the 16th century, when.

Machiavelli was writing, turning them toward ruin. As the new
world began to take moredefinitive form, these first children of

that world were already old and socially decadent. They were
rich, easy, luxurious, “have” powers, for all their small number
of acres. They were ready to let others do their fighting for them,

to rely, as Machiavelli a thousand times upbraids them, on money
and treaties, not on the strength and virtue of their own citizens,

Trade, which had so aided them in their climb to glory and

which t cy had so notably furthered, was now pushing beyond

their power to control. By the end of the r5th century, the ships

were sailing around the Capeto the East and across the Atlantic.
The market was becoming world-wide. The volume of goods was
multiplying; gold andsilver were pouring in; serfs were leaving.
the land ‘to make commodities; manufacturing plants were be-

cepa

coming larger. Thecity-states, which had once nursed the new.
economy, were now beginning to strangle it. The guild re-_
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strictions which had kept up the quality of Florentine woolens

or Venetian glass or Genoese weapons were now, in order to

maintain the traditional privileges of their members, preventing
an influx of new workers and new capital. The state power of
the cities, and their armed forces, were not now strong enough to
police transportation routes, guard the sea lanes, put downbrigandage and the vagaries of barons who did notrealize that their

world was ending. Uniform systems of taxation and stable,
standardized moneyfor large areas were now required. For all
such tasks only the modern nation-state could adequately provide.
Italy, then, in Machiavelli’s day, faced a sharp, imperative choice,

a choice that had already been pointed by the examples of Spain
and especially of France and England. Italy could remain under
the existing political structure. If so, if it continued in the old

ways, it was sure to retrogress, to decline economically and cul-

turally, to sink into the backyard of Europe. Or Italy could follow
the example of France and England, unify itself, organize as a
nation; and thereby continue in the front rank, be, perhaps, the
chief state of the modern world.
This was the problem, and this problem Machiavelli, in its
political aspects aboveall, fully understood. Machiavelli made his
decision, explained it, advocated it. Unfortunately for Italy, his
advice was not accepted. Italy paid her historical penalty. More
than three centuries later she tried to catch up with Machiavelli;

but by then, as we know today well enough, it was too late. A

new style of barbarian, with new techniques, has once again swept

over her from the North.

*

*&

*

Machiavelli concluded that Italy could be unified only through

a Prince, who would take the initiative in consolidating the coun-

try into a nation. Those who think sentimentally rather than
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scientifically about politics are sure to misunderstand this conclusion. Machiavelli did not reach it because he preferred a
monarchy or absolutist government—weshall see later what his’
own references were. Hereached it because he found that it was
dictated by the evidence.

Moreover, in this conclusion Machiavelli was undoubtedly correct. All of the European nations were consolidated through a>

Prince—dr, rather, a succession of Princes—and it is hard to see.
how it could have been otherwise. So it was in France, so in

England, so in Spain. The feudal lords did not want nation-.
states, which in the end were sure to bring the destruction of
their power and privileges. The masses were too inarticulate, too
ignorant, too weak, to function as a leading political force. The.
Church knew that its international overlordship was gravely
threatened if the national system were successful.
The one great social group that required the national system
was the new and spreading class of the burghers, the business.
men, the'merchants, the early capitalists. This class, however, was
too young, too untried, too unused to rule, to take on the job by

itself, But the monarchy also—the King and those immediately
associated with the King—was ready for the nation, through
which the full political sovereignty of the monarch could be:
centralizéd and brought to bear against the centrifugal pull of
ism. Therefore a de facto alliance was made, and around.

the monarchy the nation waspulled together. It was Machiavelli’s.
own contemporary, Sir Thomas More, most successful lawyer in
London, eading spokesman for the London merchants, who was.
the first ¢ommoner to become Chancellor of England. A younger

contemporary and fellow-Florentine, Catherine, of the same

Medici family to one of whose members The Prince is dedicated,
daughter’ of a banker, became Queen and ruler of France.

If the 'path of the nation led through the monarchy in these
abrir

other copntries, Machiavelli indicated why this was even more

38

THE MACHIAVELLIANS

)

necessarily so in Italy, where the political divisionalism was even
more extreme. Only a Prince could rally around him the force
——

C>

and enthusiasm needed to smash and re-fuse the disparate units.

In such a way only could Italy become a nation.
*

*

*

Almost all commentators on Machiavelli say that his principal
innovation, and the essence of his method, was to “divorce politics
from ethics.” Thereby he broke sharply with the Aristotelian
tradition which had dominated medieval political thought. His
method, they grant, freed politics to become more scientific and
objective in its study of human behavior; but it was most dangerous because, through it, politics was released from “control”
by ethical conceptions of what is right and good.
We have already seen enough to realize that this opinion is
confused. Machiavelli divorced politics from ethics only in the
same sense that every science must divorce itself from ethics.
Scientific descriptions and theories must be based uponthefacts,
the evidence, not upon the supposed demands of some ethical
system.If this is what is meant by the statement that Machiavelli
divorcedpolitics from ethics, if the statement sums uphis refusal
to pervert and distort political science by doctoring its results in
order to bring them into line with “moral principles’—his own
or any others—then the chargeis certainly true.
This very refusal, however, this allegiance to objective truth,

is itself a moral ideal. Moreover, in another sense, Machiavelli

undertook his studies of politics for the sake of very definite goals,
one of which I have analyzed in this section. These goals, like all
goals, have an ethical content: indeed, ethics is simply the consideration of human behavior from the point of view of goals,
standards, norms, and ideals. Machiavelli divorced politics from a
certain kind of ethics—namely, from a transcendental, other-
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worldly, und, it may be added, very rotten ethics. But he did so
in order to bring politics and ethics more closely into line, and to
locate both of them firmly in the real world of space and time
and history, which is the only world about which we can know

anything.’ Machiavelliis as ethical a political writer as Dante. The _

difference is that Machiavelli’s ethics are much better.

.

2. Machiavelli's Method
MACHIAVELLI’S METHODis the method of science applied
to politics. Naturally, Machiavelli’s conceptions often seem to us
somewhat immature—we know so much more than Machiavelli
knew. We must make our judgment in a proper historical perspective, remembering that he wrote more than four centuries ago.
In those days, scientific method in oursense, deliberate, systematic,

self-conscious, was only beginning. Leonardo da Vinci, the ro-

mantically brilliant prophet of science, was a contemporary of

Machiavelli, and also a Florentine. Copernicus’ great works on
astronomy, the turning point for modern science, were only first

published a short while after Machiavelli’s death. In Machiavelli,
as in Leonardo and Copernicus, the nature of scientific methodis
not fully understood; many pre-scientific notions, held over from
medieval and ancient metaphysics and theology, are retained.
Copernicus himself, after all, still thought that the planets must
move in circular orbits around the sun, because a perfect God
would have created none but perfect motion in a circle for the
heavenly bodies.
In connection with Machiavelli’s own subject-matter there were

special difficulties. Thecritical study of historical texts and sourcematerials had only just begun, and was confined chiefly to Biblical

and Church texts that were at issue in the religious controversies.

(Luther, too, was a contemporary of Machiavelli’s in that age
when the world wasat a crisis in another of its slow, great social
revolutions.) Almostall writers on historical subjects, Machiavelli
among them, tended to accept Greek and Roman authors much
more literally than we would, nowadays. There was a readier
40
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trust of picturesque dramatic episodes than ourcolder sense of fact,
permits lis.
:

Such qualifications as these to Machiavelli’s use ofthescientific,

method may, however, be taken for granted by those who do not

expect the 16th century to be identical with the 2oth.
/
Positively, then, in the first place, we find that Machiavelli uses,
languagé in a cognitive, scientific manner. That is, except where
he is frankly urging his readers to action, he uses words not in

order to'express his emotionsor attitudes, but in such a way that
their méaning can betested, can be understood in terms of the

real world. We always know what heis talking about. This, a
requirement for all scientific discourse, is in political and social,
discussid an achievementof the very first rank.

|

Second, Machiavelli delineates with sufficient clarity the field
of politits. What are we talking about when wetalk politics?
Many, to judge by whatthey write, seem to think we are talking
about man’s search for the ideally good society, or his mutual
organization for the maximum social welfare, or his natural
aspiration for peace and harmony,or something equally removed
from the world as it is and has been. Machiavelli understood
politics as primarily the study of the struggles for power among
men. By so marking its field, we are assured that there is being
discussed something that exists, not something spun out of an
idealist’s dreams, or nightmares. If our interest is in man as heis

on this ¢arth, so far as we can learn from thefacts of history and
experiertce, we must conclude that he has no natural aspiration

for peace or harmony, he does not form states in order to achieve
an ideally good society, nor does he accept mutual organization
to secure the maximum social welfare. But men, and groups of
men, do, by various means, struggle among themselves for re-

lative ittcreases in power and privilege. In the course of these

struggles and as part of them, governments are established and

overthrown, laws passed and violated, wars fought and won and
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lost. A definition is arbitrary, true enough, but Machiavelli’s implied definition of the field of politics as the struggle for poweris
at least insurance against nonsense.
Third, Machiavelli assembles, and with some measure of system,

a large numberof facts: facts drawn from his reading in the
historical works available to him, from whatothers, prominent in
the politics of his own day, have told him, and from what he has
himself observed during his own active political career. In any
field except politics, such a procedure might seem too obvious to
deserve comment. But in writing about politics, the usual ap-

proachis that of Dante, starting not with observedfacts, but with

supposed general principles governing the nature of man,society,
and the universe. Conclusions are reached by deductions from the
principles; if facts disagree, so much the worse for the facts. For
Machiavelli, the facts comefirst; questions are answered by appeal
to them as final court. If they disclose that successful rulers lie
frequently and break treaties, then such a generalization takes

precedence over an opposite law drawn from some metaphysical

dogma whichstates that all men have an innate love of the truth,
or from an optimistic, unexamined hope that in the long run
truth triumphsover lies. If the facts show that a government is
more securely based on the confidence and supportof the people
than on the building of fortresses, then that must answer the
argument over the merits of fortresses, widely debated in Machia-

velli’s time, even though manyrulers doubtless preferred to believe otherwise. Florence, with plenty of money andlittle stomach

for fighting, wanted to believe that it could maintain itself by
hiring mercenary troops, but the facts, again, proved that only
the citizenry in arms could really be trusted. For Machiavelli,
whenthe facts decide,it is the principles that must be scrapped.
Fourth, Machiavelli is always attempting to correlate sets of
facts into generalizations or laws. Heis interested not alone or

primarily in the individual, unique political event, but in laws re-
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lating ev ents. He does not suppose thatit will be possible for him.

to formu late, at that primitive stage of political science, universal
laws cov ering the whole realm ofpolitics. But he evidently thinks
it possib! e to state approximate generalizations about many kinds

of politic al event. He is always wondering whether something re-

corded i: 1 Livy or Thucydides, or observed in his own time,is an
exceptiol 1, a unique, peculiar action; or whether it may not be

as an instance of a general pattern of political behavior. ] n the vigorous days of the Republic, the Romans elected
consulsfor a year only. Evenif the consuls were leading armies in
the field , they were recalled and replaced at the end of their year.
This wé s often a military inconvenience, threatening, at times,
militarydefeat or at least the prolongation of a campaign. But was
it wise f rom thepoint of view of the preservation of the liberty
of the Republic? Machiavelli finds that not only in that connection, but as a general rule, it was not only wise but essential;
that the liberty of a Republic is secure only when its officials are
understa od

elected | for short, definite terms, which are never prolonged; and
that the twilight of the Roman Republic, as of so many other

republic an states, was first plainly indicated by the practice of extending: the termsofofficials.
How should states proceed, if they are to prosper, in the treat
ment of enemies, internal or external, once the enemies have been

defeated? Machiavelli is not interested in the single instance. By
examples from Roman and Greek and Carthaginian and Italian
and French history, he showsthat the “middle way” in such cases
almost ‘invariably works out badly; that the enemy should be
either c mpletely crushed or completely conciliated, thata mixture
of the t o simply guarantees both the continuationof acause for.
resentment and revenge and the possibility for later translating
|
these if to action.
that
at
Senate
the
“And because the sentence and judgmentof
time ut ion the Latins is more than ordinarily remarkable; that!it
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may be readier for the imitation of Princes when occasion is
offered, I shall set down the words which Livy makes Camillus
speak, which confirm what we have said about the ways which
the Romans observed in the enlargement of their Empire; and

shows, that in their determinations in matters of State, they left

the middle ways, and followed only the extremes. For Govern-

ment is nothing but keeping subjects in such a posture as that

they may have nowill, or power to offend you. And this is done
either by taking away all means from them of doing you any
hurt; or by obliging and indulging them so, as they may notin

reason hope to better their fortune; all which will appear, first
by Camillus his Speech to the Senate, and then by their resolution
upon it. His words were these: “The Gods have put it into the

powerof this Reverend Counsel, to determine whether the Latins
shall be a people, or not. As to them, your peace will be perpetual, which way soever you take. Are you disposed to severity,
and will destroy those poor people that are conquered, and your

prisoners? They are at your mercy, and you may extinguish their

very name. Are you disposed according to the example of your

ancestors to propagate your interest by receiving them into your

City? You have an opportunity of doing it with the highest advantage and glory. Certainly no Empire is so firm, as where subjects exult in their obedience. It will be expedient, therefore, whilst
they are in amazement and suspense, to settle their minds one
way, either by punishment or pardon.’ According to the Consul’s
proposal, the Senate cameto an issue, and gave sentence Town by

Town,according to the nature of their deserts; but all in extremes,
without any mediocrity; for some they not only pardoned, but

loaded them with benefits, made them free of their own City, and

gave them many otherprivileges, and exemptions, and thereby

secured them not only from rebelling, but from ever conspiring
again. The rest whom they thoughtfit to make examples, were
brought prisoners to Rome, punished with all kind of severity,
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of his Friends,-rather than by his own
proper Power and Arm

s.
Money, and Towns, and Friends, are
all good, when in conjunc

tion with a strong Army of your own,
but without it they
do nothing: without Men, to what purp
ose is either Money or
Towns? and the affection of your subjects
will hold no longer

than you are able to defend them. Ther
e is no mountain, no lake,
No strait inaccessible, where there is no
force to defend it. Vast

sums of moneyare not only incapableof prot
ecting you, but they

expose you to more danger; nor can
anything be more false

than that old and common saying, “That mon
ey is the sinewsof

war... . Whichsaying is nowadays
in every Prince’s mouth,
but

improperly, in my judgment: for relying
wholly upo

n that
Maxim,they think their treasure is suffi
cient to defend them, not

considering that, if that would have done
it, Darius would have
conquered Alexander; the Grecians, the Rom
ans ; Duke Charles,
the Swiss; and of late the Pope and Flor
entines united, would
not have found it so hard to have mast
ered Francesco Maria
(Nephe
w to Julius

II) at the Battle of Urbino. But these who
m I
have mentioned, presuming more upon
the multitude of their
bags than the goodness of their men, were
all beaten and overcome. ...
Again, when after the death of Alex
ander

the Great,
a great Army of Gauls transplanted into
Greece (from whence

they passed afterwar

ds into Asia) before they began their
march,
the Gauls sent Ambassadors to the King of
Macedon to treat an
accord;
which being almost concluded, to make
the Amba

ssadors
more pliable, the said King shows them his
treasure, which consisted of a vast quantity of silver and gold
, which the Ambassadors had no soonerseen, but longing impa
tiently to be at it, they

broke off the treaty, and brought their
Army into his

Country;
so that that very thing in which he had
reposed his great confidence andsecurity proved his ruin and
destruction. The Venetians not long since had their coffers well stor
ed, yet they lost all,
and their wealth was not able to defend them
. So that I do affirm
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tis not money (as the common opinion will have it) but good
soldiers that is the sinews of war: for money cannot find good
soldiers, but good soldiers will be sure to find money. . . .” (Dis:
‘courses, Book II, Chap.ro.)

Finall y, though this is not strictly part of the logic of scientific—

method, we feel everywhere in Machiavelli, in every line and

chapter, an intense and dominantpassion for the truth. Whatever

other in rerests and goals he may have, to this all the rest are, if
need be, subordinated. No prejudice, no weighty tradition, no authority, ho emotional twist is enough to lead him to temper his
inquiry 3 nto the truth, so far as he can discoverit. If we remember
the estat lished attitudes of his times, their provincial narrowness,
their la k of scholarship and research and critical sense, this
passion for truth is wonderfully revealed, I think, in the sane,

controlled, and balanced preface to the Second Book of the Discourses on Livy:
:

“It is' the common practice of Mankind, to commend the
ancient, and condemn the present times; but in my judgment not

always With reason; for so studiously are they devoted to things
of antiqhity, that they do not, only admire what is transmitted by
old authors, but applaud and cry up when they are old, the
passages and occurrences in their youth. But my opinionis, This
their way of computation is many times false, and that upon
several accounts.First, because of such very ancient things we can
have no absolute knowledge; for most commonlyin the narrative
of affairs, what is infamous, or ill done, is pretermitted in silence,
whilst what is well done, and honorable, is related with all the

Arts, ard amplifications of rhetoric; for so much are historians
accustomed to attribute to the fortune of the conqueror, that to

CAREROR

increase'his praise, they do not only expatiate upon his conduct,
and exploits, but they do likewise so magnify andillustrate the
very actions of the Enemy, that they who comeafter, beholding
things i a great distance, have reason to admire those times, and
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those men, and by consequence to love them. Besidesit being envy

or fear which disposes people to hatred; neither of those passions

extending to what cannot possibly hurt them, two great causes
are wanting of finding fault with Antiquity; for as things so long

passed cannot any way prejudice, so they cannot provoke to envy ©

or discontent: But present things which are obvious to our own

sense, are universally known, and no circumstance that passes

(whether good or bad) that can be totally concealed; from
whenceit proceeds, that observing with the excellence and virtue
of our present affairs, whatever is concomitant of imprudence or
vice, We are in a manner compelled to postpone them to things
of antiquity, where the good onlyis displayed, and the bad passed
by, though perhaps the present things are more worthily glorious. ...
“To which it may be added, that the desires of mankind are
immense, and insatiable; that naturally we are covetous of everything, whereas fortune allows us but little; that from thence it

happens that no manis contented, every man despises whatheis

already possessed of, commends what is passed, condemns what

is present, and longs for what is to come, though induced by no

reasonable occasion. ‘Things being thus, I cannot resolve myself

whether ever I may not be of that number, who in these my discourses have sq highly magnified the old times and exploits of
the Romans, to the diminution of our own... .” (Discourses,

Preface to Book II.)

In general summary of Machiavelli’s method, we may recall

the distinction between formal and real meaning which I defined

in analyzing De Monarchia.It is a characteristic of Machiavelli’s
writing, as of all scientific discourse, that this distinction is inapplicable. Formal meaning and real meaning are one. There is
no hidden meaning, no undisclosed purpose. This is why, where

Machiavelli is wrong,it is easy to correct him; and why he cannot

deceive us.

Hesse,

>. Political Man
THERE| HAVE BEENmanycritical discussions about Machia- e ees
velli’s sup) bosed views on “human nature.” Some defend him, but, _
he is usua lly charged with a libel upon mankind, with having a —
perverted, shocking, and detestable notion of what human beings _
are like. T hese discussions, however, are beside the point. Machia- —
velli has ho views on human nature; or, at any rate, none is ©
presented in his writings. Machiavelli is neither a psychologist —
nor a mor al philosopher, but a political scientist.
:
It is cleg r from a study of Machiavelli that what heis trying to _

analyze is not “man” but “political man,” in somewhat the same —
way that, Adam Smith analyzed “economic man.” Adam Smith —
did not su ppose for a moment—though he,too, is often enough —
misunderstood—that he was exhaustively describing human —

nature wh en he said that economic man seeks a profit, that, when
a man op erates in the capitalist market, he seeks the greatest

possible e onomic profit. Of course Adam Smith realized that
men, in tl ne course of their many and so various activities, are |
motivated by many other aimsthan the search for profit. But he —

Was not in terested in human nature as a whole. Man’s nature was _
relevant tc » his studies only insofar as man functioned econom- —
ically, in t he market. Adam Smith was abstracting from human _
nature, an d introducing the conception of an “economic agent,”
which he believed, with some justice, would aid him in formu-

lating the: laws of economics. Analogous procedures are followed .
on, when he introduced ideas of frictionless 7
in all sciences. Newt

motion, bodies not acted upon by any forces, perfectly elastic
bodies, anc so on, did not imagine that such things existed; New49

50

THE MACHIAVELLIANS

ton, also, was abstracting for the sake of generalizing more adequately about certain types of phenomena, in his case physical

phenomena.
Similarly with Machiavelli. He is interested in man in relation
to political phenomena—that is, to the struggle for power; in

man as he functionspolitically, not in man'as he behaves toward
his friends or family or god. It does not refute Machiavelli to point
out that men do notalways act as he says they act. He knowsthis.
But many sides of man’s nature he believes to be irrelevant to
political behavior. If he is wrong, he is wrong because of a false

theory of politics, not because of a false idea of man.
Most people think that politics is ultimately a question of
psychology, because, they argue, it is after all human beings who
carry on political actions. This belief lies back of the common
attempt to explain politics in terms of the character and motives

of political leaders, or even of the “common man,” an attempt

familiar not only from ordinary discussion but more prominently
from the journalists’ books on politics that have plagued us during
recent years. It is the basis, as well, of more pretentious studies
which claim to explain politics in terms of some contemporary
psychological system such as psychoanalysis or behaviorism.
The relation between psychology and politics, is, however, by
no means so direct. If we had at our disposal a completely developed and general science of psychology, presumably it would
include politics and sociology, economics, and history besides. But
we have nothing even promising such a psychology. As things
are, the proper study of politics is quite plainly distinct from the
study of psychology, and the laws of politics can in no way be
deduced from the laws of psychology. To understand politics, we
must get our evidence directly, from the record of political

struggles themselves. Those minor details which psychology is
now able to tell us about reaction-times, conditionedreflexes, and

veh
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infant pec uliarities teach us nothing at all about how forms of

governmet it change or a ruling class is wiped out.

From st udying the facts of politics, then, Machiavelli reached
certain co! iclusions, not about man but about “political man.”

First, he implies everywhere a rather sharp distinction between
two types of political man: a “ruler-type,” we might call one, and
a “ruled-ty p e,” the other. The first type would include not merely
those who at any moment occupy leading positions in society,
but those also who aspire to such positions or who might so

aspire if ¢ pportunity offered; the second consists of those who. .
neither le: id nor are capable of becoming leaders. The second
is the grea t majority. There is a certain arbitrariness in any such
distinction as this, and obviously the exact line between the two
groupsis | nazy. Nevertheless, it is clear that Machiavelli—and all
those, mor cover, who write in the tradition of Machiavelli—thinks
that the di stinction reflects a basic fact of political life, that active
political st uggle is confined for the most part to a small minority
of men, th at the majority is and remains, whatever else happens,

the ruled.
The ou standing characteristic of the majority is, then, its

political p< issivity. Unless driven by the most extreme provocation _

on the par t of the rulers or by rare and exceptional circumstance,
the ruled are not interested in power. They want a small minimum ofse curity, and a chanceto live their ownlives and manage _
their own small affairs. “Whilst the generality of the world live
quietly up bn their estates, and unprejudiced in their honor, they Oo

live peacea bly enough, andall [a ruler’s] contention is only with
the pride 4 nd ambition of some few persons who are many ways,
and with ¢ reat ease to be restrained.” (The Prince, Chap. 19.)

“In the general,” Machiavelli finds, “men are ungrateful, in-

constant, hypocritical, fearful of danger, and covetous of gain;
whilst they receive any benefit by you, and the danger is at

distance, they are absolutely yours, their Blood, their Estates, their
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Lives, and their Children (as I said before) are all at your Service,
but when mischief is at hand, and you have present needof their

help, they make no scruple to revolt.” (The Prince, Chap. 17.)

“The people,” moody and changeable, “being deceived with a
false imagination of good, do manytimes solicit their own ruin,
and run the commonwealth uponinfinite dangers and difficulties.”
(Discourses, Book I, Chap. 53.) At the same time, they have a
great respect for firm authority. “There is nothing more certain
to appease a popular tumult, and reduce the people to reason, than
the interposition of some wise person of authority among them,
as Vergil has told us with very good reason: ‘If in their tumults,
a grave man appears, All’s whist, and nothing stirring but their
ears.” (Discourses, Book I, Chap. 54.)

The “multitude without a head is altogether unservice-

able... . Upon the accident of Virginius, the people having taken

arms, and retired to the holy Mount, the Senate sent to them to
know upon what account they had abandoned their Officers, and

betaken themselves to that Mount: and the authority of the Senate
was so venerable among the people, that having no head among

them, there was no body durst return an answer: Titus Livy tells
us, “They wanted not what to say, but who to deliver it.’ For
having no certain Commander, every private person was unwill-

ing to expose himself to their displeasure. From whence we may

understand how useless a thing the multitude is without a

head. .. .” (Discourses, Book I, Chap. 44.)

“The Romans being overthrown, and their Country much

wasted, upon the coming of the Gauls; many of them (contrary

to an express Order and Edict of the Senate) transplanted to
Veii, and left Rome. Whereupon, by a new Proclamation, the
Senate commanded, that by a precise day, and upon a certain

penalty, they should return to their old habitations: when the
news of this Proclamation was first brought to Veii, it was
despised and laughed at by everybody; but when the day ap-
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pointed for their return arrived, there was not a man but packed
up his goo 1s, and came back as wasrequired, and as Livy says
in the case, ‘Notone of them who were so contumacioustogether,

_
but apart b egan to fear, and that fear made him obedient’ And.
certainly ni othing can give us a morelively description of the
nature of ¢ 1 multitude than this case. They are bold, and will
speak liber ly against the decrees of their Prince; and afterwards
when they see their punishmentbefore their faces, everyone grows
fearful of his neighbor,slips his neck out of the collar, and returns
to his obed; ence. So that it is not much to be considered what the

people say, either of their Prince’s good management or bad; so
they be stre ong enough to keep them in their good humor when
they are we 11 disposed, and provide (when they areill) that they
do them ne y hurt. By this ill disposition of the people, I meanall
dispositions but whatarise either from theloss of their liberty, or
the loss of some excellent Prince still living, upon whom they
had settled their affections.
“For the evil dispositions proceeding from these causes are
transcendentally dreadful, and strong remedies are to be applied

them.
:
cases, their anger is nothing, especially having nobody to hed d them; for as there is nothingso terrible as their fury
in one case so there is nothing so vain and inconsiderable in the
other, because, though they have betaken themselves to their arms,
they are ea: ily reduced, if you can but avoid the first heat of their
fury; for br y degrees they will cool, and every man consideringit
is his duty to return, will begin to suspect himself, and think of
his security , either by making his peace, or escape. Whenever,
therefore, t he multitude is in a mutiny, their best way is immediately to che ose themselves a Head, who maycorrect, keep them
united, and contrive for their defense, as the Romans did when
leaving Ro me upon the death of Virginia; for their protection
to restrain

“In othet

and securit y, they created twenty Tribunes from among them-
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selves: andif this course be neglected, it happens to them as Livy

presaged in the foregoing senténce, “That as nothing is more courageous than the multitude united, so nothing is more abject when

they are separate and divided.” (Discourses, Book I, Chap 57.)
Nevertheless—and this observation applies to rulers and ruled
alike—no man is perfectly good or bad. “Wise men who were
then about his Holiness [Pope Julius II] . . . could not imagine
how it should come to pass, that Pagolo having his Enemy

[Julius] as it were naked in his hands, and by consequence an
opportunity (with perpetual glory to himself) to have secured
him, and pillaged his equipage . . . should so strangely neglect
it; especially when they considered that it was neither conscience
nor good nature which restrained him; for neither of those were
to be supposed in a man who had been nought with his own
sister, and murdered several of his relations, to make his way to

the Government; wherefore it was concluded to happen, because
it is so provided by Providence, that no man can be exquisitely

wicked, no more than good in perfection. . . .” (Discourses, Book
I, Chap. 27.)

When Machiavelli concludes that no man is perfectly good or

bad, he is not making a primarily moral judgment. He means,
more generally, that all men make mistakes at least sometimes,

that there are no super-men, that no man is alwaysintelligent and
judicious, that even the stupid have occasional moments of
brilliance, that men are not always consistent, that they are
variable and variously motivated. Obvious as such reflections may
seem, they are easily forgotten in the realm of political action,
which is alone in question. The tendency, in political judgments,
is toward black and white: the leader, or the proletariat, or the

people, or the party, or the great captain is always right; the bosses
or the crowd or the government, always wrong. From such reason-

ing flow not a few shocks and dismays at turns of events that
mightreadily have been anticipated.

reapsig ‘ee
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The ruled majority, changeable, weak, short-sighted, selfish, is
notat all, for Machiavelli, the blacktotherulers’ white. Indeed,
a
for him, the ruler-type is even lessconstant, less loyal, and on :©
many occdsionsless intelligent.
“That nbthing ii s more vain and inconstant than the multitude, —
Titus Livy and|all other historians do agree... . He says, ‘The |
nature of the multitude is, to be servilely obedient, or insolently _
tyrannical,’
“Things being thus, I know not whether I shall not seem too
bold, to nek,the defense of a thing, which all the world ;
opposes; and run myself upon a necessity of either quitting it
with disgrace, or pursuing it with scandal; yet methinks, being
to maintain it with arguments, not force, it should not be so
criminal. ] say then in behalf of the multitude; that what they
are charged withal by most authors, may be charged upon all
private petsons in the world, and especially upon Princes; for
whoever lives irregularly, and is not restrained by the Law, is |
subject to the same exorbitancies, and will commit as bad faults
as the most dissolute multitude in the world: and this may be
easily known, if it be considered how many Princes there have
been, and, how few of them good... .I conclude, therefore,
against the common opinion, that the people are no morelight,

ungrateful, nor changeable than Princes; but that both of them

A Note on Machiavelli's Terminology

Tn understanding Machiavelli, there are confusions that mayresult from his use of certain words.
In The Prince, Machiavelli divides all governments, with re-

spect to their form, into “monarchies” (principalities) and “com-

se yond teat

are equally faulty, and he that should go about to excuse the
Princes, would be in a very great error... .” (Discourses, Book
I, Chap. 58.)
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monwealths” (republics). A monarchy means a government
where sovereignty rests, formally, in a single man; a commonwealth means a government wheresovereignty rests, formally, in

more than one man. A commonwealth, therefore, need not be

“democratic” in any usual sense; nor a monarchy, tyrannical.
At the beginning of the Discourses on Livy, Machiavelli distinguishes three kinds of government: monarchy,aristocracy, and
democracy. Through this distinction, which is taken from Aristotle, he is referring not only to differences in governmental form,
but also to differing social relations in the state. In particular, by
the terms “aristocracy” and “democracy”he is taking account of
the relative power of “nobility” and “people.”
When Machiavelli discusses the nobility and the people, he has
in mindthedistinction between “patricians” and “plebs” in Rome,
and between the feudal nobility and the burghers in the Italian
cities. Originally, in Rome, the patricians were the heads of the
families belonging to the ancient tribes. Their class included, in a
subordinate status, the rest of their families, their clients, servants,

slaves, and so on. Atfirst, the patricians alone were eligible to the
senate and the consulship.
Theclass of the “plebs,” or “people,” was sub-divided primarily
according to wealth. Its articulate and politically active members,
who gradually woncitizenship in Rome, the creation of the office
of tribune, and eligibility to the senate and consulship, were for
a long time only a small minority of the entire plebs—just as the

patricians proper, who were the descendants of the early family

heads in the eldest male line, were only a minority of the entire
patrician class. In speaking of the “people,” therefore, in connection with Rome, the reference is not to everyone, or even to

“the masses” in an indiscriminate sense, but ordinarily to the
upper stratum of the plebs.
Analogously in the case of the Italian cities. “People” meant in
the first instance the burghers and the leading members of the

tsb
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guilds. These were opposed to the class of the nobility, dominated
by the heads of the noble houses. In the course of time, the class
of‘‘people” expanded, It became necessary to distinguish between
the richer burghers and chiefs of the major guilds (popolo grasso»),—_
and thelesser people (popolo minuto), whom Machiavelli sometimes calls “people of the meaner sort.” But when Machiavelli :
wants to refer to the lower strata of “the masses,” to the apprentices arid workmen and those not regularly employed, he ordinarily calls them, not “people,” but “rabble,” or sometimes
“multittide.”
,
Therg are two important consequencesof this terminology: The |
form of government—monarchy or commonwealth—is independent of the social ascendancy or subordination of the‘‘people,”
since the people could set up a monarchy or tyranny as well as a
commonwealth, and the nobility could rule through a republic or
commonwealth,as it did during much of the history of Rome,iin
Venice, andtypically in a long periodof the history of the ancient
cities. Second, the distinction between “ruler-type” and “ruledtype” is also independent: specifically, both types are to be found
among tne «“people” as well as in otherclasses,

The tuler-type, then, is not distinguished by Machiavelli from

the ruled by any moral standard, nor by intelligence or consistency, nor by any capacity to avoid mistakes. There are, how-

ever, certain common characteristics that mark the rulers and

potential rulers, and divide them from the majority that is fated
always to be ruled.
In the first place, the ruler-type has what Machiavelli cal

virtt, what is so improperly translated as “virtue.” Virtd is a
word,itt Machiavelli’s language, that has no English equivalent. It
includes in its meaning part of what we refer to as “ambition,”
4

Ape
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“drive,” “spirit” in the sense of Plato’s uydc, the “will to power.”
Those who are capable of rule are above all those who want to
rule. They drive themselves as well as others; they have that
quality which makes them keep going, endure amid difficulties,
persist against dangers. They are those whom Marlowe’s Tamburlaine is talking of:
“Our souls, whose faculties can comprehend
The wondrous architecture of the world,

And measure every wandering planet’s course,
Still climbing after knowledge infinite,
And always movingas the restless spheres,
Will us to wear ourselves, and neverrest,

Until we reach theripest fruit of all,
That perfect bliss and sole felicity,
The sweet fruition of an earthly crown.”
The ruler-type has, usually, strength, especially martial strength.

War and fighting are the great training ground of rule, Machia-

velli believes, and power is secure only on thebasis of force.

Even more universal a quality of the ruler-type, however, is
fraud. Machiavelli’s writings contain numerousdiscussions of the

indispensable role of fraud in political affairs, ranging from analyses of deceptions and stratagems in warto the breaking of treaties
to the varied types of fraud met with daily in civil life. In the
Discourses, Book II, Chapter 13, he generalizes “that from mean
to great fortune, people rise rather by fraud, than by force.”
“I have found it always true, that men do seldom or never advance themselves from a small beginning, to any great height, but

by fraud, or by force (unless they comeby it by donation,or right

of inheritance). I do not think any instance is to be found where
force alone brought any man to that grandeur, but fraud and

artifice have done it many times, as is clear in the lives of Philip
of Macedon, Agathocles the Sicilian, and several others, who from
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mean ahd inconsiderable extraction, came at length to be Kings.
Xenophon in his History of Cyrus insinuates the necessity of
fraud when he represents (in his firstExpedition against the King
of Armenia) how all Cyrus’ actions and negotiations were full _
of fallacy and deceit, and that it was that way he conquered his
Kingdom, and not by bravery and force, by which he implies that
no Prince can do any great matters without that art of dissembling .“he and indeed I am of opinion that from a mean and base
fortune never any man came to be very great by downright generosity And force; but by fraud alone there have been many, as
particularly Gian Galeazzo, who by that alone wrested the Government of Lombardy out of the hands of Messer Bernardo, his
uncle. And the same courses which Princes are forced to in the
beginning of their authority, the same courses are taken by commonwediths at first, till they be settled in their government, and oo
have force sufficient to defend themselves. Rome (which cither
by chante or election took all ways to makeitself great) was not

without!this: and what greater cunningorartifice could it use in
the beginning ofits greatness, than what it did take, and is mentioned before .. .? Which things being so, it is manifest the Romans wanted not at the beginningof their rise, that dexterity of
cheating that is so necessary to all people that are ambitious of
raising themselves to a great height, from an inconsiderable beginning! which artifice is always the less scandalous, by how _

much hethat does practice it, understands better how to disguise
it by sone honorable pretense, as the Romans did very well.”
The cf mbination of force and fraud is picturesquely referred

to in the famous passages of The Prince which describe the suc- -

cessful rbler as both Lion and Fox.
“You t ust understand that there

are two ways of contending,

by Law,’ and by force: The first is proper to men; the second to.
beasts; but because many times the first is insufficient, recourse
must be’ had to the second. It belongs, therefore, to a Prince to Jip.

60

THE MACHIAVELLIANS

understand both, when to make use of the rational, and when of

the brutal way; and this is recommended to Princes (though
abstrusely) by ancient writers, who tell them how Achilles and
several other Princes were committed to the education of Chiron,

the Centaur, who was to keep them under his discipline, choosing

them a Master, half man and half beast, for no other reason but

to show how necessary it is for a Prince to be acquainted with

both, for that one without the other will be of little duration.
Seeing, therefore, it is of such importance to a Prince to take upon
him the nature and disposition of a beast, of all the whole flock,

he ought to imitate the Lion and the Fox; for the Lion is in
danger of toils and snares, and the Fox of the Wolf: so that he
must be a Fox to find out the snares, and a Lion to fright away
the Wolves, but they who keep wholly to the Lion, have no true
notion of themselves . . .” (The Prince, Chap. 18.)
Finally, political man of the ruler-type is skilled at adapting
himself to the times. In passage after passage, Machiavelli returns

to this essential ability: neither cruelty nor humaneness, neither
rashness nor caution, neither liberality nor avarice avails in the
struggle for power unless the times are suited.

“T believe again that Prince may be happy whose manner of

proceeding concerts with the times, and he unhappy who cannot
accommodate to them: For in things leading to the end of their
designs (which every man hasin his eye, and they are riches and
honor) we see men have various methods of proceeding. Some

with circumspection, others with heat; some with violence, others

with cunning; some with patience, and others with fury, and
everyone (notwithstanding the diversity of their ways) may possibly attain them. Again we see two persons equally cautious, one
of them prospers, and the other miscarries, and on the otherside,

two equally happy by different measures, one being deliberate,
and the other as hasty; and this proceeds from nothing but the

condition of the times which suits, or does not suit, with the man-
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ner of their proceedings. From hencearises whatI have said, that
two personsby different operations do attain the same end, whilst

two others steer the same course, and one of them succeeds, and

the other is ruined. Fromhence likewise may be deduced the
vicissitudes of good; for if to one who manages with deliberation
and patience, the times and conjuncture of affairs come about so
favorably that his conduct be in fashion, he must needs be happy;
but if the face of affairs, and the times change, and he changes
not with them, heis certainly ruined.” (The Prince, Chap. 25.)

4. Machiavelli’s Conception of History
MACHIAVELLI DOES NOThave a systematically worked out
theory of history. The many generalizations which hestates are
for the most part limited, dealing with some special phase of
political action, anda list of them would be a summary of most

of his writings. There are, however, in addition to those that I

have already analyzed, a few wider principles of great influence in
the later development of Machiavellism.
1. Political life, according to Machiavelli, is nevet static, but in

continual change. There is no way of avoiding this change. Any
idea of a perfect state, or even of a reasonably good state, much
short of perfection, that could last indefinitely, is an illusion.
The process of changeis repetitive, and roughly cyclical. That
is to say, the pattern of change occurs again and again in history
(so that, by studying the past, we learn also about the present and

future); and this pattern comprises a more orless recognizable
cycle. A good, flourishing, prosperous state becomes corrupt, evil,

degenerate; from the corrupt, evil state again arises one thatis

strong and flourishing. The degeneration can, perhaps, be delayed; but Machiavelli has no confidence thatit could be avoided.
The very virtues of the good state contain the seeds of its own
destruction. The strong and flourishing state is feared by all neighbors, and is therefore left in peace. War and the ways of force are
neglected. The peace and prosperity breed idleness, luxury, and

license; these, political corruption, tyranny, and weakness. The
state is overcome by the force of uncorrupted neighbors, oritself

enters a new cycle, where hard days and arms purge the corrup62
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hd bring a new strength, a new virtue and prosperity. But
yain, the degeneration setsin.
“Govfernmentsin the variations which most commonly happen
to then n, do proceed from order to confusion, and that confusion
afterwaids turns to order again. For Nature having fixed no sublunary things, as soon as they arrive at their acme and perfection,
being ¢ apable of no farther ascent, of necessity they decline. So,
on the other side, when they are reduced to the lowest pitch of
disorde r, having no farther to descend, they recoil again to their

former’ perfection: good Laws degenerating into bad customs, and |
bad wktoms engendering good Laws. For, virtue begets peace;

peace hegets idleness; idleness, mutiny; and mutiny, destruction:
and the n, vice versa; that ruin begets laws; those laws, virtue; and |
virtue begets honor and good success.” (History of Florence,
Book

>. Ttle recurring pattern of change expresses the more or less

permaientcore of human natureas it functions politically. The
instability of all governments and political forms follows in part
from t e limitless human appetite for power.

“Wise men were wont to say (and perhaps not unworthily)
that he who would know what will be, must consider what has |
been al ready, because there is nothing in the world now, nor will
be heréafter, but what has, and will have conformity with the

productitions of former times; and the reason is, because proceed.
ing fro m men whohave, and have had always the same passions,
they m ust necessarily have the same effects.” (Discourses, Book
III, Ch:ap. 43.)
“It is observed

by most ancient Writers, that as men are afflicted

in adversity, so they are satiated in prosperity; and that joy and

grief hi: ive the same effects: For when men are notnecessitated to
fight,tl rey fight for ambition; whichis so powerful in our minds,
that let us arrive at what height of good fortune we can, we are
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never contented, but are still laboring for more; and this happens
to us, because we are naturally capable of desiring many things,
which we are unable to compass; and therefore our desire being
greater than our power to acquire, our minds are never atrest
with what we enjoy. And this is the occasion of all our varieties
of fortune.” (Discourses, Book I, Chap. 37.)
3. Machiavelli assigns a major function in political affairs to
whathecalls “Fortune.” Sometimes he seems almost to personify
Fortune, and, in the mannerthat lingered on through the Middle

Ages from ancient times, to write about her as a goddess. He

discusses Fortune not merely in occasional references, but in a
number of lengthy passages scattered throughout his works.
From these passages it becomes clear what Machiavelli means
by “Fortune.” Fortuneis all those causes of historical change that
are beyond the deliberate, rational control of men. In the case both
of individuals and of states, Machiavelli believes that those causes

are many, often primary, and in the long run probably dominant.
He does not altogether exclude from history the influence of deliberate human control, but he reduces it to a strictly limited
range.
“I am not ignorant that it is, and has been of old the opinion
of many people, that the affairs of the world are so governed by
Fortune and Divine Providence, that Man cannot by his Wisdom

correct them, or apply any remedyat all; from whence they would

infer that we are not to labor and sweat, but to leave everything
to its own tendency and event. This opinion has obtained more
in our days, by the many and frequent revolutions, which have

been, andarestill seen beyond all human conjecture. And when
I think of it seriously sometimes, I am in some measure inclined
to it myself; nevertheless that our own free will may not utterly

be exploded, I conceive it may be true that fortune may have the
arbitrament of one half of our actions, but that she leaves the

atetih
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other half (or little less) to be governed by ourselves. Fortune, I

do resemble to a rapid and impetuous River, which when swelled,
and enraged, overwhelmsthe Plains, subverts the Trees, and the

Houses, forces away the Earth from oneplace, and carries it to
another, everybody fears, everybody shuns, but nobody knows
how to resist it; Yet though it be thus furious sometimes, it does
not follow but whenit is quiet and calm, men may by banks, and

fences, and other provisions correct it in such manner, that when

it swells again, it may be carried off by some Canal, or the violence thereof renderedless licentious and destructive. So it is with
Fortune, which shows her power where there is no predisposed
virtue to résist it, and turnsall her force and impetuosity, where
she knows there are no banks, no fencesto restrain her ...” (The
Prince, Chap. 25.) _
“Wherefore men are not so much to be blamed or commended
for their adversity or prosperity; for it is frequently seen, some _

are hurried to ruin, and others advanced to great honor by the —
swing and. impulse of their fate, wisdom availing little against.
the misfortunes of the one, and folly as little against the felicity _
of the other. When fortune designs any great matter, she makes
choice of sfme man of such courage and parts, as is able to discern
whenshe ‘resents him with an occasion: and so on theother side,
when she intends any great destruction, she has her Instruments |
ready to push on the wheel, and assist to her designs; and if there _
be any mah capable of obstructing them in the least, she either
rids him out of the way, or deprives him of all authority, and

leaves him ‘without any faculty to do good.” (Discourses, Book II,
Chap.29.) /

This co ception of Fortune fits in closely with the idea, which
we have already noted, that the ruler-type of political man is one

who knows how to accommodate to the times. Fortune cannot , i

be overconte, but advantage may be taken of her.
“Yet this I shall assert again (and by the occurrences in all
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History there is nothing more true) that men may second their

fortune, notresist it; and follow the order of her designs, but by

no means defeat them: Nevertheless men are not wholly to abandon themselves, because they know not her end; for her ways
being unknown and irregular, may possibly be at last for our
good; so that we are alwaysto hopethe best, and that hopeis to
preserve us in whatever troubles or distresses weshall fall.” (Discourses, Book II, Chap. 29.)

Beyond such accommodation (“opportunism,” we might nowadayscall it), men and states will make the most of fortune when
they display virtz, when they are firm, bold, quick in decision,
not irresolute, cowardly, and timid.
“Tn all consultations, it is best to come immediately to the point
in question, and bring things to a result, without too tedious a
hesitation and suspense ... and it is a fault peculiar to all weak
and improvident Princes and Governmentsto be slow andtedi-

dious, as well as uncertain in their Councils, which is as dangerous
as the other . . .” (Discourses, Book II, Chap. 15.)

4. Machiavelli believes that religion is essential to the well-being

of a state. In discussing religion, as in discussing human nature,

Machiavelli confines himself to political function. He is not engaged in theological dispute, nor inquiring whetherreligion, or
some particular religion, is true or false, but trying to estimate

the role that religious belief and ritual perform in politics. He is
analyzing, we might say in a general sense, “myth,” and myth he

finds to be politically indispensable.
“Though Rome should have been founded by Romulus, and
owe him (as his Daughter) for her Birth, and Education; yet
the Heavens foreseeing that the Constitutions of Romulus would
not be sufficient for so great an Empire, put it into the heart of
the Roman Senate, to create Numa Pompilius for his Successor,
to the end that what wasleft defective by the first, might be com-
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pleted by the latter. Numa finding the people martial and fierce,
and being Wesirous by the Arts of Peace to reduce them tocivil

obedience, he betook himself to Religion, as a thing absolutely
necessary t > the maintenance of civil policy; and he ordered

things, so t nat for many ages together never was the fear of God
so eminent ly conspicuous as in that Commonwealth, which was
a great pro motion to whatever was designed either by the Senate

or Princes.’ De

“And sutlely it will be found by whoever considers the Roman
History, he w useful a thing Religion was to the governing of
Armies, to the uniting of the people, to the keeping of men good,
and to the deterring them from being bad; so that should it fall
into disput e whether Rome was most obliged to Romulus or
Numa,I ar on of opinion, Numa would have the pre-eminence...
Take away Religion, and take away the foundation of Government . .. Those Princes and Commonwealths who would keep
their Governments entire and incorrupt, are above all things to
have a caré of Religion and its Ceremonies, and preserve them
in due veneration. ...” (Discourses, Book I, Chapters 11 and 12.)

5. We have already seen that Machiavelli’s chief immediate
practical gdal was the national unificationof Italy. In the review
of his descriptive conclusions about the natureofpolitical activity,
I
:
no reference has been made to any more general goals or ideals
to which Machiavelli adhered. I return now to this problem of
goal, in order to answer the question: What kind of government
did Machiavelli think best?
Machiave lli’s writings, taken in their entirety, leave no doubt
about the a: iswer. Machiavelli thinks that the best kind of govern* Discourses ' Book I, Chap. 11. Livy—whom Machiavelli is following—was
wrong in attr. buting the Roman religion to the deliberate plan of Numa; but
this error in n Oo way affects Machiavelli’s analysis of the political function of religion,
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ment is a republic, what he called a “commonwealth.” Not only
does he prefer a republican government; other things being equal,
he considers a republic stronger, more enduring, wiser and more
flexible than any form of monarchy. This opinion is above all
clarified by Machiavelli’s most important work, the Discourses on
Livy, but it is at least implicit in everything that he wrote. When,
in his Letter to Zenobius, he replies to the accusation: that in all
his writings he “insinuates” his “great affection to the Democratical Government,” he accepts frankly the justice of the accusation:

“Why should I be condemned of heresy or indiscretion for
preferring a Commonwealth before a Monarchy? was I not born,
bred, and employed in a City, which being at the time I write,
under that form of Government, did oweall wealth and greatness,

and all prosperity to it? If I had not very designedly avoided all
dogmaticalness in my observations (being not willing to imitate
young Scholars in their Declamations) I might easily have concluded from the premises I lay down, that a Democracy founded
upon good orders is the best and most excellent Government, and

this withoutthe least fear of confutation; for I firmly believe, that
there are none but Flatterers and Sophisters would oppose me,
such as will wrest Aristotle, and even Plato himself, to make them

write for Monarchy, by misapplying someloose passages in those

great Authors, nay, they will tell their Readers, that what is most

like the Government of the world by God is the best, which
wholly depends upon his absolute power [this could be a reference
to Dante]; to make this Comparison run with four feet, these

Sycophants must give the poor Prince they intend to deify, a better and superior Nature to humanity, must create a necessary
dependence of all Creatures upon him, must endow him with

infinite wisdom and goodness, and even with omnipotency itself.”
Nor does this preference for a republic contradict his conclusion
that the leadership of a prince was required for the national uni-
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fication of Italy. If a republic is the best form of government, it _
does not fallow that a republic is possible at every moment and
for all things. Machiavelli’s preferences are always disciplined by
the truth. ‘The truth here, as he correctly saw it, was that Italy
could not then be unified except, in theinitial stages at least,

through a prince.
Butin preferring a republican form of government, Machiavelli
paints no ytopia. He states the defects of his ideals as honestly as

their virtues. It is true, moreover, that he does not attach quite the

can be realized. There is no way, Machiavelli believes, to solve

ae

ultimate inaportance to the choice of form of government that
would be attributed to that choice by utopians who believe that
all human problemscan be solved if only their own private ideal

all or even most human problems.
Beyond and superior to his preference among the forms of
government, Machiavelli projects his ideal of “liberty.” For any
given groub of people, “liberty,” as Machiavelli uses the word,
means: independence—thatis, no external subjection to another
group; and,internally, a government by law, not by the arbitrary

will of any’individual men, princes or commoners.
Independence, the first condition of liberty, can be secured in
the last analysis only by the armed strength of the citizenryitself,

never by nfercenaries or allies or money; consequently arms are

the first fofindation of liberty. There is no lasting safeguard for
liberty in ahything but one’s own strength.
:
Internally, also, liberty rests on force—on the public force of the
state, however, never on force exercised by private individuals or
groups, which is invariably a direct threat to liberty. Guaranteed
by force, then, internal liberty means government by law, with

strict adherence to due legal process.
As protectors of liberty, Machiavelli has no confidence in indi-

vidual men as such; driven by unlimited ambition, deceiving ©

even themstlves, they are always corrupted by power. But indi- —
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viduals can, to some extent at least and for a while, be disciplined

within the established framework of wise laws. A great deal of
the Discourses is a commentary on this problem. In chapter after
chapter, Machiavelli insists that if liberty is to be preserved: no
person and no magistrate may be permitted to be above the law;
there must be legal means for any citizen to bring accusations
against any other citizen or any official; terms of office must be
short, and must never, no matter what the inconvenience, be
lengthened; punishment must be firm and impartial; the ambitions of citizens must never be allowed to build up private power,

but must be directed into public channels.
Machiavelli is not so naive as to imagine that the law can support itself. The law is founded upon force, but the force in turn
will destroy the law unless it also is bridled; but force can be
bridled only by opposing force. Sociologically, therefore, the
foundation of liberty is a balancing of forces, what Machiavelli
calls a “mixed” government. Since Machiavelli is neither a propagandist nor an apologist, since he is not the demagogue of any
party or sect or group, he knows and says how hypocritical are
the calls for a “unity” that is a mask for the suppression of all

opposition, how fatally lying or wrong areall beliefs that liberty

is the peculiar attribute of any single individual or group—prince
or democrat, nobles or people or “multitude.” Only out of the
continuing clash of opposing groups canliberty flow.
“All cities . . . do some time or other alter their government,
yet not (as many think) by means of Liberty and Subjection; but
by occasion of servitude, and licentiousness: for only the name of
Liberty is pretended by popular persons, such as are the instruments of licentiousness; and servitude is sought for by those that
are Noble, neither of them both desiring to be restrained either
by Laws or anything else.” (History of Florence, Book IV.)
“T cannot in silence pass over the tumults and commotions

which happened in Romebetwixt the death of the Tarquins, and
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the creation of those Tribunes. Nor can I forbear saying something against the opinion of many whowill needs have Rome to
have been a tumultuous Republic,so full of mutiny and confusion,
that had not its good fortune and valor supplied for its defects,
it would have been inferior to any other commonwealth whatsoever ... I say, those who object against the tumults betwixt the
Nobles and the People, do in my opinion condemn those very
things which were thefirst occasion ofits freedom, regarding the
noise and ¢lamors which do usually follow such commotions,
more than the good effects they do commonly produce, not considering that ii n all commonwealths there are two opposite humors, one of the people, the other of the Noblesse; and thatall

Laws Whichare made in favor of liberty, proceed from the differences betwixt them . . .” (Discourses, Book I, Chap.4.)
' This balancing clash of opposed interests will the more surely
preserve liberty when thestate guardsagainst too great inequality
in privilege’and wealth.
“The other reason [for the integrity andjjustice of certain states]
is, because ie commonwealths who have preserved their liberties, and kept themselves incorrupt, do not suffer any of their
citizens to live high . . . but they live all in an equality and

parity.” (Discourses, Book I, Chap. 55.)

Liberty, then—notthe rhetorical liberty of an impossible and
misconceived utopia, but such concrete liberty as is, when they are
fortunate, withinthe grasp of real men, with their real limitations

—is the dominant ideal of Machiavelli, and his final norm of
judgment. Tyrannyis liberty’s opposite, and no man has been a

clearer foe df tyranny. No manclearer, and few more eloquent.
In the r4th Century, the Florentine people, threatened by external
danger and by internal dissension, decided to turn their govern-

ment over td a foreigner, the Duke of Athens. Machiavelli, in his

History of Florence, narrating the events just before the Duke
took over fyll power, puts this address into the mouth of one of
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the Signori, to whom were entrusted the ancient liberties of the
Republic:
“My Lord ..., your endeavor is to bring this City into servitude (which has always lived free). ... Have you considered
how important and dear the name of Liberty is to us? A thing,

no force can extirpate, no time can extinguish, nor no merit preponderate. Think, Sir, I beseech you, what Power will be neces-

sary to keep such a City in subjection. All the strangers you can
entertain will not be sufficient; those which are inhabitants you
cannot prudently trust; for though at present they are friends, and
have pushed you forward upon this resolution, yet, as soon as
they have glutted themselves upon their enemies, their next plot
will be to expel you. ...'The People, in whom your greatest confidence is placed, will turn, upon every slight accident, against
you, so that in a short time you will run a hazard of having the
whole City your enemies, which will infallibly be the ruin both
of it and yourself; because those Princes only can be secure,
whose enemies are but few, and they easily removed either by
banishment or death; but against universal hatred there is no
security, because the spring and fountain is not known, and he
that fears every Man, can be safe against no Man. If yet you per-

sist, and take all possible care to preserve yourself, you do but
encumber yourself with more danger, by exciting their hatred and
making them moreintent andserious in their revenge. That time
is not able to eradicate our desire of Liberty, is most certain. We
could mention many good Cities in which it has been reassumed
by those who never tasted the sweetness of it, yet upon the bare

character and tradition of their Fathers, they have not only valued,
but fought and contended to recover it, and maintained it afterwards against all difficulties and dangers. Nay, should their
Fathers have neglected, or forgot to recommendit, the public
Palaces, the Courts for the Magistrates, the ensigns of their free-

dom (which are of necessity to be known byall Citizens) would
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certainly proclaim it. What action of yours can counterpoise
against the sweetness of Liberty? For what can you do to expunge

the desire of it out of the Hearts of the People? Nothingat all,

no, though you should add all Tuscany to this State, and return,
every day into this City with new victory over your Enemies. The

Honor would be yours, not ours; and the Citizens have gained

fellow-s¢rvants rather than subjects. Nor is it in the power of
your deportmentto establish you. Let your Life be neverso exact,
your cohversation affable, your judgments just, your liberality
never sd conspicuous, all will not do, all will not gain you the
affections of the People; if you think otherwise, you deceive yourself, for to People that have lived free, every link is a load, and
every bond a burden.”

5. Machiavelle's Reputation
MEN ARE FONDofbelieving that, even though they may for
a while be mistaken, yet in the long run they do suitable honor,
if not to the persons then at least to the memories, of those who
have brought some measure of truth and enlightenment to the
world. We may burn an occasional Bruno, imprison a Galileo,

denounce a Darwin, exile an Einstein; but time, we imagine, re-

stores judgment, and a new generation recognizes the brave captains of the mind who have dared to advance through the dark
barriers of ignorance, superstition, and illusion. Machiavelli was
so plainly one of these. His weapons, his methods—the methods
of truth and science—he shared with Galileo and Darwin and
Einstein; and he fought in a field of much greater concern to
mankind. Hetried to tell us not about stars or atoms, but about

ourselves and our own commonlife. If his detailed conclusions
were sometimes wrong, his own method, as the method of
science always does, provides the way to correct them. He would
be the first to insist on changing any of his views that were refuted by the evidence.

Though this is so, Machiavelli’s name does not rank in this
noble company. In the common opinion of men, his nameitself
has become a term of reproach and dishonor. He is thought of

as Marlowe, not so long after his death, has him speak of himself
in the prologue to The Jew of Malta:

“To some perhaps my nameis odious,
But such as love me guard me from their tongues;
74
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And let them know that I am Machiavel,
And weigh not men, and therefore not men’s words.

Admired I am of those that hate me most.

Though some speak openly against my books,
Yet they will read me, and thereby attain
ToPeter’s chair: and when they cast me off,
Are poisoned by my climbing followers.
I count religion but a childish toy,
And hold there is no sin but ignorance.
Bifds of the air will tell of murderspast!
I

ashamed to hear such fooleries.

Many will talk of title to a crown:
What right had Caesar to the empery?

Might first made kings, and laws were then most sure

Whenlike the Draco’s they were writ in blood.”

Why should this be? If our reference is to the views that Machia- |
velli in fic held, that he stated plainly, openly and clearly in his
writings there is in the commonopinion notruth atall. We face
here what can hardly be, after all these centuries, a mere accident

of misuhderstanding. There must be some substantial reason why
Machiavelli is so consistently distorted.
It might be argued that there have indeedbeen oppressors and
tyrants who learned from Machiavelli how to act more effectively |
in the furtherance of their designs, and that this justifies the common judgmentof his views.It is true that he has taught tyrants,
from almost his own days—Thomas Cromwell, for example, the
low-borh Chancellor whom Henry VIII brought in to replace
of his master’s interests, was said to have a copy of Machiavelli
always in his pocket; and in our own time Mussolini wrote 4
college thesis on Machiavelli.But knowledge has a disturbing
neutrality in this respect. We do not blamethe research analyst —
ys
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who has solved the chemical mysteries of a poison because a

murderer made use“orhis treatise, nor w student of the nature

of alloys because a safe is cracked with the help of his formulas,
nor chemists and physical scientists because bombs explode when
they drop on Warsaw or Chungking. Perhaps we should do so;
perhaps, as the story in Genesis almost suggests, all knowledgeis
evil. But the mere fact that the knowledge made explicit by
Machiavelli has been put to bad uses, which is a potential fate
ofall knowledge, cannot explain why heis singled out for infamy.
It may be remarked that the harsh opinion of Machiavelli has
been more widespread in England and the United States than
in the nations of Continental Europe. This is no doubt natural,
because the distinguishing quality of Anglo-Saxon politics has
always been hypocrisy, and hypocrisy must always be at pains to
shy away from the truth. It is also the case that judgments of
Machiavelli are usually based upon acquaintance with The Prince
alone, an essay which, though plain enough, can be honestly misinterpreted when read outof the contextof the rest of his writings.
However, something more fundamental than these minor difficulties is at stake.
Weare, I think, and not only from the fate of Machiavelli’s

reputation, forced to conclude that men do not really want to
know about themselves. When weallow ourselves to be taken in
by reasoning after the manner of Dante, wefindit easy to believe
such remarks as Aristotle made at the beginning of his Metaphysics: “All men naturally desire knowledge”; and to imagine
that it is self-evident that knowledge will always be welcomed.
But if we examine not what follows from some abstract metaphysical principle but how men behave, some doubts arise. Even

in the case of the physical world, knowledge must often hammer
long at the door. Where they are themselves the subject-matter,
men still keep the door resolutely shut. It may even be that they

Paiakas

MACHIAVELLI: SCIENCE OF POWER

77

are right in this resistance. Perhaps the full disclosure of what
we really are and how weactis too violent a medicine.
:
In any case, whatever may be the desires of most men,it is

most certainly against the interests of the powerful that the truth|
should be known aboutpolitical behavior. If the political truths
stated of approximated by Machiavelli were widely known by
men, the success of tyranny andall the other formsof oppressive
political, rule would become muchless likely. Adeeper freedom
would he possible in society than Machiavelli himself believed

attainable. If men generally understood as much of the mech- —
anism

df rule and privilege as Machiavelli understood, they

would ro longer be deceived into accepting that rule and privi- ee
lege, and they would know whatsteps to take to overcome them.

Therefore the powerful and their spokesmen—all the “official”
thinkers, the lawyers and philosophers and preachers and demagogues dnd moralists and editors—must defame Machiavelli. Machiavelli says that rulers lie and break faith: this proves, they say,
that he hi human nature. Machiavelli says that ambitious. men opposition, the
struggle for power: he is apologizing for the

enemy, and trying to confuse you about us, who wish to lead
you for!jyour own good and welfare. Machiavelli says that you _
must keep strict watch over officials and subordinate them to the
law: he tis encouraging subversion and the loss of national unity.
Machiavelli says that no man with poweris to be trusted: you
see that his aim is to smash all your faith and ideals.
:
Small wonder that the powerful—in public—denounce Ma- |
chiavelli. The powerful have long practice and muchskill in
sizing up their opponents. They can recognize an enemy who will |

never compromise, even when that enemyis so abstract as a body a
of ideas,

Part IT

M OSCA: THE THEORY OF THE
RULING CLASS |

} The Machiavellian Tradition
MACHIAVELLI LIVED andwroteduring a great social revolution, through which feudal society, its economy, political arrangement, and culture, were being replaced by the first stage of capitalist society. This revolution occupied a long period of time,
and its botindaries cannot be given exact dates. Nevertheless, we
may cons{der that it reached a decisive turning point during ©
Machiavelli’s ownlife, with the discovery of the New World, the
rise of the first international stock exchanges, the Protestant religious revdlution, the consolidation of.the English national state
under the!Tudors, and the first appointment of bourgeois repre-:
sentatives;-by Henry VIII—to the chieff political offices of a great |
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kingdom.’

We also live during a great social revolution, a revolution a

through which capitalist society is being replaced by what I have .

elsewhere! defined as “managerial society.” * It is, perhaps, the
close analogy between our age and Machiavelli’s that explains :
why the Machiavellian tradition, after centuries during which it _
was eithe? neglected or misunderstoodor merely repeated, has, in :

recent decades, been notably revived. Through the thought and
research df a numberof brilliant writers, Machiavellismhas un- Co
a
dergone 4 profound and extensive development.
|
World
first
Thecrisis of capitalist society was made plain by the
War. With a far from accidental anticipation, much of the chief _ |

work of the modern Machiavellians wasdoneinthe period imme- “
diately preceding that war. Gaetano Mosca,it is true, had formu*In The Managerial Revolution, published by the John Day Co. in 1941.
81
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lated manyofhis ideas as early as 1883, when he finished his first
book, Teorica dei governi e governo parlamentare. However, his
mature and finished thought is presented, with the war experiences close at hand, in the revised and expanded 1923 edition of
Elementi di scienza politica, which is the basis of what has been
translated into English as The Ruling Class* Georges Sorel’s
active career went on through the war, and ended with his death
in 1922. Robert Michels and Vilfredo Pareto were writing their
major books when the war began.
In a revolutionary transition, the struggle for power, which,

during years of social stability, is often hidden or expressed
through indirect and undramatic forms, becomes open and imperious. Machiavellism is concerned with politics, that is, with the
struggle for power. It seemsnatural, therefore, that its first appearance as well as its revival should be correlated with social

revolution. The revolutionary crisis makes men, or at least a certain number of men, discontent with what in normal times passes

for political thought and science—namely, disguised apologies for
the status quo or utopian dreamsofthe future; and compels them
to face more frankly the real issues of power: some because they
wish to understand moreclearly the nature of the world of which
they are a part, others because they wish also to discover whether
and in what way they might be able to control that world in the
furtherance of their own ideals.
Modern Machiavellism has, needless to say, weighty advantages

over Machiavelli himself, Mosca, Michels, and Pareto, heirs—as

all of us are who wish to be—of 400 years of scientific tradition,
have an altogether clear understanding of scientific method. Machiavelli wrote at the beginnings of science; he was scientific,
* Edited and Revised, with an Introduction, by Arthur Livingst
on. Translated
by Hannah D. Kahn. Published, 1939, by McGraw-Hill Book Co., New
York and
London. In this Part, all quotations are, with the kind permissi
on of the publishers, from this edition, Page numbers are given alone, without
repeating the

title. (Mosca was born in 1858, and died in TQ4I.)
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often, by ‘instinct and impulse rather than design. Many
of

Machiavelli’s insights are only implicit in his writi
ngs—indeed,
I have dope him perhaps more than justice in maki
ng explicit
muchthat wasprobably not fully so to himself. Machiavell
i mixed
together af art and a science of politics; his scientific concl
usions
are frequently the by-products of an attempt to lay down
a rule
for securing someparticular kind of political result. The
modern
Machiavellians are fully conscious of what they are doing
and of
the distinctions between an art and a science, They
have, more-

over, the irtcalculable advantage of that great treasury ofhist
orical
facts which the patient and accumulating research of post-Renai
s*

*

Gaetano ‘Mosca, like all Machiavellians, reject
s any monistic

Soocebaesersr
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sance scholars has put at our disposal,

_ view of history—that is, any theory of history whic
h holds that
there is one single cause that accounts for everything that
happens
in society. From the days, in the early centuries of Christ
ianity,
whenthefirst philosophies of history attributed all that
happened
to the Will of God as sole causal principle, there have been
dozens
of examples of such monistic theories. Mosca examines
three of

petereeee
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bigest

them in sofne detail: the “climatic theory,” the “racia
l theory,”

and the “economic materialist theory,” which maintain,
respectively, that differencesin climate, in race, or in methods
of ecohomic production, are able to explain the course of histor
y. He
rejects all | these theories, not because of any prejudice again
st
monism, but for that simple and final reason that seems to
have
no attraction for monists: because these theories do not accor
d
with the facts.
Mosca is icquainted with the history of the nations
not only
of Europe but of the world. He has no difficulty in show
ing that
the supposed invariable influences of hot or cold or dry or
rainy

os
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climate on the fate of peoples and nations do not operate; that

huge empires or democracy or courage or sluggishness or art or
slavery have arisen in North and South, in the cold and the hot,
in dry and in humidterritories. So, too, in the case of different

races, besides the initial difficulty in all racial theories to be found
in the fact that the concept of “race” has no biological precision.
Both the racial and the climatic theories were popular when
Mosca first was writing, in the last years of the rgth century.
Nowadays they have few adherents, outside of the Nazi racial

school, but theories of “economic materialism” or “economic determinism”are still influential. However, these, also, are unable

to meet the test of the facts. Social and political events of ‘the
very greatest scope and order—the collapse of the Roman Empire,
the rise of Christianity, the advance of Islam—have occurred without any important correlated change in the mode of economic

production; consequently the mode of production cannot be the
sole cause of social change.
The critique of these monistic views does not mean that Mosca

Wishes to substitute some similar view of his own, or, on the
other hand, to deny that such factors as climate, race, or mode
of production have causal influencesin history. Climate, obviously,

can change the course of events: some regions of the earth are
literally uninhabitable, others so unhealthy or so arid that a high
level of civilization cannot be supported by them (though a vigorous society learns to conquer unfavorable natural conditions) ;
a drop in rainfall might lead to a migration. Changes in the mode
of economic production must unquestionably be recognized as
one of the chief factors entering into the historical process: the
invention of new tools or machines, new ways of organizing

work, new relationships of economic ownership, may have vast
repercussions throughout the social order. Even racial differences
may conceivably affect political and social organization. For that
matter, still other circumstances can influence history—new types
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of armamer{ts or waysoffighting, to take an important example,

or shifts in ‘religion and socialbeliefs.
Mosca ohof holds whatis sometimes called an “interdependence” theory of historical causation: the view that there are a
number of important factors that determine historical change,
that no ond of these can be considered solely decisive, that they
interact upd each other, with changes in onefield affecting and
in turn being affected by changes in others. He makeshis critique
of historical, monism ii n order to break down abstract approaches —
to history, © do away with preconceptions of how things ought
to be, and to force a concrete examination of the facts in each

specific problem rather than.an adjustmentof the facts to fit the
requirements of some schematic theory, Monistic theories of history, he believes, are a great obstacle to a recognition of the facts.
His parti¢‘ular field is politics. He thinks that by a comparative
and histori¢al approach to the facts of political life it is possible
to have a ‘cience of politics, though he is very modest in his
hopes about whatpolitical science can at the present time accomplish, eitherin reaching general conclusions or in providing guides
for action:

“Man neither creates nor destroys any of the forces of nature,
but he can tudy their manner of acting and their interplay and
turn them to his advantage. That is the procedure in agriculture,
in navigatia n, in mechanics. By following it modern science has

been able to achieve almost miraculous results in those fields of

rhageaking apcre jemitne

sciences are involved, and in fact it is the very method that has
already yielded fair results in political economy. Yet we must not
disguise the fact that in the social sciences in general the difficulties
to be overco me are enormously greater. Not only does the greater
complexity f psychological laws (or constant tendencies) that are
common to all human groups make it harder to determine their
operation, b ut it is easier to observe the things that go on about

5 eee

activity. The method surely cannot be different when the social
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us thanit is to observe the things we ourselves do. Man can much
more easily study the phenomenaof physics, chemistry or botany
than he can his own instincts and his own passions... . But
then, even granting that .. . individuals can attain scientific results, it is highly problematical whether they can succeed in using
them to modify the political conduct of the great humansocieties.”
(The Ruling Class, pp. 40-41.)
Since the primary purpose of Machiavellians is to discover the
truth, they do not feel required to make demagogic claims even
about their own accomplishments.

2. The Ruling Class
IT IS CHA .RACTERISTIC of Machiavellian political analysis
to be “anti- formal,” using “formal” in the sense which I have
defined in t he discussion of Dante’s De Monarchia. That is, Machiavellians, in their investigations of political behavior, do not
accept at f ace value what men say, think, believe, or write.
Whetherit is the speech or letter or book of anindividual, or a
public docu ment such as a constitution or set of laws ora party

platform, M achiavellians treat it as only one fact amongthelarger
set of social facts, and interpret its meaning always in relation to

these otheri acts. In somecases, examination shows that the words
can be accepted just as they stand; more often, as we found with
De Monarchia, a divorce between formal and real meaning is discovered, wi h the words distorting and disguising the real politi|
cal behaviog ‘which they indirectly express.

This antforma approach leads Mosca to note as a primary

and universal social fact the existence of two “political classes,” a

ruling class—always a minority—and the ruled.

“Among the constant facts and tendencies that are to be found

in all politital organisms, one is so obvious that it is apparent to
the most cdsual eye. In all societies—from societies that are very
meagerly developed and have barely attained the dawnings of
civilization, down to the most advanced and powerful societies—
two classes of people appear—aclass that rules anda class that is
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ruled. The! first class, always the less numerous, performs all

political furtctions, monopolizes power and enjoys the advantages
that power brings, whereas the second, the more numerousclass,
is directed and controlled by the first, in a manner that is now
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more or less legal, now more orless arbitrary and violent, and

supplies the first, in appearance at least, with material means of

subsistence and with the instrumentalities that are essential to
the vitality of the political organism.
“In practical life we all recognize the existence of this ruling
class... . We all know that, in our own country, whichever it
may be, the management of public affairs is in the hands of a
minority of influential persons, to which management, willingly
or unwillingly, the majority defer. We know that the same thing
goes on in neighboring countries, and in fact we should be put
to it to conceive of a real world otherwise organized—a world in
which all men would be directly subject to a single person without
relationships of superiority or subordination, or in which all men
would share equally in the direction of political affairs. If we
reason otherwise in theory, that is due partly to inveterate habits
that we follow in our thinking. ...” (P. 50.)
Theexistence of a minority ruling class is, it must be stressed,
a universal feature of all organizedsocieties of which we have any
record. It holds no matter what the social and political forms—
whether the society is feudal or capitalist or slave or collectivist,
monarchical or oligarchical or democratic, no matter what the

constitutions and laws, no matter what the professions and beliefs. Mosca furthermore believes that we are fully entitled to

conclude that this not only has been and is always the case, but

that also it always will be. That it will be, follows, in the first

place, from the univocal experience of the past: since, underall
conditions, it has always been true of political organization, it

must be presumed that it is a constant attribute of political life
and will continue to hold for the future. However, the conclusion

that there will always be a minority ruling class can be further
demonstrated in another way.
By the theory of the ruling class Mosca is refuting two wide-

spread errors which, though the opposite of each other, are oddly

Fanner
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enough often both believed by the same person. The first, which
facomes up’ in discussions of tyranny and dictatorship and is
is ”
,
miliar in today’s popular attacks on contemporary tyrants
that societ y can be ruled by single individual. “But,” Mosca ob- ,

—
serves, “the man whois at the head of the state would certainly
to.—
class
not be ab e to govern without the support of a numerous
enforce ré spect for his orders and to have them carried out; and
granting that he can make one individual, or indeed many individuals, in the ruling class feel the weight of his power, he”
bl

d

certainly cannot be at odds withthe class as a whole or do away
with it. E ven if that were possible, he would at once be forced to|
create anbtherclass, without the support of which action on his,
|
part wou ld be completely paralyzed.” (P. 51.)
The other error, typical of democratic theory,is that the masses,

the majotrity, can rule themselves.
“TE it ig easy to understand that asingle individual cannot com-.
mand a group without finding within the group a minority to.
support him,it is rather difficult to grant, as a constant and natural,
fact, that minorities rule majorities, rather than majorities mii

norities. But that is one of the points—so numerous in all the.

other sciences—where the first impression one has of things is,
contrary to what they are in reality. In reality the dominionof an.
organizel minority, obeying a single impulse, over the un-,

organized majority is inevitable. The power of any minority is

as against each single individual in the majority, who
stands alone before the totality of the organized minority. At
irresistib]le

the ‘amd time, the minority is organized for the very reason that
it is a minority. A hundred menacting uniformly in concert, with

a common understanding, will triumph over a thousand men who, a

7
accord and can therefore be dealt with one by one.
and
concert
in
act
to
former
Meanwhile it will be easier for the
y are a hundred seat
ding simply because the
have a rhutual understan

are not i n

and not, a thousand.It follows that the larger the political com-

:
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munity, the smaller will the proportion of the governing minority
to the governed majority be, and the more difficult will it be for
the majority to organize for reaction against the minority.” (P.

53)

Noris this rule at all suspended in the case of governmentsresting in form upon universal suffrage.
“What happens in other forms of government—namely, that an
organized minority imposes its will on the disorganized majority

~—happensalso andto perfection, whatever the appearances to
the

contrary, under the representative system. When we say that the
voters ‘choose’ their representative, we are using a language that
is very inexact. The truth is that the representative Aas himself
elected by the voters, and, if that phrase should seem too inflexible and too harsh to fit some cases, we might qualify it by
saying that his friends have him elected. In elections, as in all

other manifestations of social life, those who have the will and,
especially, the moral, intellectual and material means to force

their will upon others take the lead over the others and command
them.
“Thepolitical mandate has been likened to the powerof attor-

ney that is familiar in private law. But in private relationships,
delegations of powers and capacities always presuppose that the

principal has the broadest freedom in choosing his representative,
Nowin practice, in popular elections, that freedom of choice,
though complete theoretically, necessarily becomes null, not to

say ludicrous. If each voter gave his vote to the candidate of his

heart, we maybe sure that in almostall cases the only result would
be a widescattering of votes. When very many wills are involved,

choice is determined by the most variouscriteria, almost all of

them subjective, and if such wills were not co-ordinated and or-

ganized it would be virtually impossible for them to coincide in

the spontaneouschoice of one individual. If his vote is to have any
efiicacy at all, therefore, each voter is forced to limit his choice

MOSCA: THEORY OF RULING CLASSotee

to a very narrow field, in other words to achoice among the two.
or three persons who have some chanceof succeeding; and the.
only one’ who have any chance of succeeding are those whose,
candidacies are championed by groups, by committees, by organ|
:
ized minorities.” (P. 154.)
Few who have paid attention to thepolitical facts, rather than
to theorits about these facts, in the United States, will disagree
with the'account as it applies to this country.
Within the ruling class, it is usually possible to distinguish’ |
roughly two layers: a very small group of “top leaders,” who
among themselves occupy the highest and key positions of the
society; 4nd a muchlarger groupof secondary figures—a ‘‘middle

class,” ag it could properly be called—who, though not so promi- —_
nent nor'so muchin the limelight, constitute the day-by-day active
directors of the community life. Just as Mosca believesthat the,;
individual supreme leader is unimportantto the fate ofa society,
compared to the ruling class, so does he believe that this secondary
level of the ruling class is, in the long runatleast, more decisive

than thetop.
“Below the highest stratum in the rulingclass, there is always,
even inautocratic systems, another that is much more numerous
and corhprises all the capacities for leadership in the country.
a
Without such a class any sort of social organization would be
impossible. The higher stratum wouldnotin itself be sufficientCo
for leading and directing the activities of the masses. In the last

analysis; therefore, the stability of any political organism depends
on the level of morality, intelligence and activity that this second
stratum, has attained... . Any intellectual or moral deficiencies
in this gecond stratum, accordingly, represent a graver danger to

the political structure, and one that is harder to repair, than the|

presencé of similar deficiencies in the few dozen persons who
i
control the workings of the state machine... .” (Pp. 404-5.)

From the point of view of the theory of the ruling class, a
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society is the society of its ruling class, A nation’s
strength or

weakness, its culture, its powers of endurance, its
prosperity, its

decadence, depend in the first instance upon the natur
e of its
ruling class. More particularly, the way in which to study
a nation,
to understand it, to predict whatwill happen toit, requi
res first
of all and primarily an analysis of the ruling class. Political
history
and political science are thus predominantly the histo
ry and
science of ruling classes, their origin, development, compo
sition,
structure, and changes. The theory of the ruling class in this
way
provides a principle with the help of which the innumerabl
e and
otherwise amorphous and meaningless facts of political life
can
be systematically assembled and made intelligible.
Howeverarbitrary this idea of history as the history of
ruling
classes may seem to be, the truth is thatall historians, in
practice
—even such historians as Tolstoy or Trotsky, whose
general
theories directly contradict it—are compelled to write in
termsof
it. If for no other reason, this must be because the great mass
of
mankind leaves no recordofitself except insofar asit
is expressed

or led by outstanding and noteworthy persons. Nor does
this
method result in any falsification of the historical developmen
t.

The account of a war cannot nor need not cover whata
ll or a

Most part of the soldiers did, nor need the accounts of a schoo
l of
art or the formation of a constitution or the growth ofa
religion
or the progress of a revolution tell everything about
everyone.
Even if theory were to decide that ultimately the movement
s of

the masses are the cause of what happens in histor
y, yet these
Movements attain historical significance only when
they alter

major institutions and result in shifts in the character and
composition of the ruling class. Thus, the analysis of the ruling
class,
if not directly, then indirectly, will produce an adequ
ate history

and an adequatepolitical science.
There is an ambiguity, which is noted by Professor Livin
gston,
in Mosca’s concept ofthe “ruling class.” Mosca considers
himself

eebsinis
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a political scientist rather than a sociologist, and tries, some of the — OS
|
time, to ré strict his field to politics rather than to general social be- _
havior. If

literally translated from the Italian, his phrase would _

usually b e “political class,” or “governing class,” rather than ©

“ruling cl ass.” In his writings his meaning seems to shuttle be- |
tween the narrower concept of a “governing class”-—that is, the ©
class direc tly or indirectly concerned with the specific business of .
governme nt—and the more general concept of a “social élite”
that is, th e class of all those in a society who are differentiated —
from the1 nasses by the possession of some kind of power orprivi- —

lege, man y of whom may have nospecific relation to government. |
Howev sr, this ambiguity does not affect Mosca’s argument to
any consi derable degree; and if we judge by the context, the —
general concept of an “élite” is usually more appropriate to his
meaning. ‘What seems to have happened is that Mosca began his work in the narrower field of politics, with the narrower con- '

cept in nfind. His political inquiries then led him outward into ~
the wider ‘field of social action, since the political field could not
be under: tood

field. The .

apart from the background of the whole social _

idea of thepolitical class expanded its meaning into
of a social élite without an explicit discussion of the —
change. In later Machiavellian thought—in Pareto, particularly—
the wider meaning of “élite” is consistently employed.
:
Wesho uld further note that in stating the theory of the ruling
class, Mos ca is not making a moral judgment,is not arguing that —
it is good, or bad, that mankind should be divided into rulers and _
ruled. I z ecently read, in a review by a well-known journalist,
that “this'country will never accept a theory of the élite’—asif it
the idea

is wicked to talk about such things, and noble to denounce them. |
The scier tific problem, however, is not whether this country or
any other will accept such theories, but whether thetheories are _
true. Mo: ca believes that the stratification of society into rulers
and ruled is universal and permanent, a general form of political :
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life. As such it would be absurd to call it good or bad; it is simply
the way things are. Moral values, goodness and badness, justice
and injustice, are indeed to be found, and Mosca does not try to
avoid making moral judgments; but they are meaningful only
within the permanentstructure of society. Granted that there are
always rulers and ruled, then we may judge thatthe societies of
some ruling classes are good, or more good, just, or less unjust,
than others.

|

Ruling Class

tried to apply oo
MOSCA REJECTS the many theories which have

yaleoe

3 Composition and Character of the

the Darwinian theory of evolution directly to social life. He finds,
however! a social tendency that is indirectly analogousto the proce,
:
ess of biological evolution:
|
struggle
withthe
confused
been
“The struggle for existence has
that.
n
for pre-eminence, which is really a constant phenomeno
arises in‘all human societies, from the most highly civilized down,
to such as have barely issued from savagery... the
“If we consider . .. the inner ferment that goes on within preee
Hes

once that the struggle for
body of every society, we see at

eminence is far more conspicuous there than the struggle for
existence. Competition between individuals of every social unit is
focused upon higher position, wealth, authority, control of the
means ahd instruments that enablea person to direct many human
activities, many humanwills, as he sees fit. The losers, who are of

course rs majority in that sort of struggle, are not devoured,
basically

r kind,as is
destroy or even kept from reproducing thei
characteristic of the struggle for life. They merely enjoy fewer
material satisfactions and, especially, less freedom and inde-

|
penden 'e, On the whole, indeed, in civilized societies, far from is
o
selections
being gt adually eliminated by a process of natural

called, the lower classes are more prolific than the higher, and ae
even in{the lower classes every individual in the long run gets a

loaf of Es and a mate, though the bread be moreorless dark Oo
—
me
and ha d-earned and the mate more or less unattractive or

desirable.” (Pp. 29-30.)
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The outcome ofthis “struggle for pre-eminence”is the
decision

whoshall be, or continue to be, members of the rulin
g class.
What makes for success in the struggle? or, in
other words,

what qualities must be possessed by individuals in order
that they
may secure or maintain membership in the rulin
g class? In
answering a question like this, it is above all necessary
to avoid
the merely formal. Spokesmen for various ruling
classes have
numerousself-satisfying explanations of how superior moral
ity or
intelligence or blood or racial inheritance confer membe
rship. But
Mosca, like all Machiavellians, looks beyond the verba
l explanations to the relevant facts,
He finds that the possession of certain qualities is usefu
l in all

societies for gaining admittance to the ruling class, or
for staying
within it. Deep wisdom, altruism, readiness at self-s
acrifice, are

not among these qualities, but, on the contrary, are usual
ly hin-

drances.
“To rise in the social scale, even in calm and norma
l times,

the prime requisite, beyond any question, is a capacity for
hard

work; but the requisite next in importance is ambition,
a firm re-

solve to get on in the world, to outstrip one’s fellows. Now
those
traits hardly go with extremesensitiveness or, to be quite frank
,
with ‘goodness’ either. For ‘goodness’ cannot remain indiff
erent
to the hurts of those who must be thrust behind if one is
to step

ahead of them. ... If one is to govern men, more usefu
l than a
sense of justice—and much more useful than altru
ism, or even
than extent of knowledge or broadness of view—are perspi
cacity,
a. ready intuition of individual and mass psychology
, strength of

will and, especially, confidence in oneself. With good reaso
n did
Machiavelli put into the mouth of Cosimo dei Medici the
much
quoted remark, that states are not ruled with prayer-books,”
(Pp.

449-450.)

The best meansofall for entering the ruling class is to be born
into it—though, it may be observed, inheritance alone will not

on

:
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among the rulers. Like Masuffice to keep a family permanently
not a little to “fortune.”
chiavelli here also, Mosca attributes
st always necessary to
“A certain amount of work is almo
o a real and actual servachieve sudcess—-work that correspondst
be reinforced to a certain
ice to society. But work always has to
ion.

of winning recognit
extentby ‘ability,’ that is to say, by the art
‘luck’ will not

ly called
Andof colirse a little of whatis common
ances which help or
umst
circ
e
come amiss—those unforeseeabl
ain moments. One might
seriously harm a man, especially at cert
best luck, or the worst, is
add that ih all places at all times the

one’s father and one’s mother.”
often to be born the child of

(P. 456.) ©

, ambition (MachiaThese qualities—a capacity for hard work
birth and circumstances ©
velli’s virtiz), a certain callousness, luck in
in any ruling class at
—are thoge that help toward membership
there is another group :
any time in history. In addition, however,
upon the particular so- |
of qualities that are variable, dependent
minority regularly have
ciety in question. “Members of a ruling
is highly esteemed and ,
some attribute, real or apparent, which
"
in which they live.” (P. 53-) To
very influential in the society
society which lives primarily by
mention ‘simple examples: in a
ntage; the skilled war-,
fishing, the expert fisherman has an adva
ety; the able priest, in a_
rior, in A predominantly military soci
ed as keys to rule,
profound ly religious group; and so on. Consider

tions of life change,

such qualities as these are variable; if the condi

the priest is no longer’
they chahge, for when religion declines,
to agriculture, the fisher- —
so important, or when fishing changes
Thus, changes in the
man naturally drops in the social scale.
far-reaching changes
general conditions oflife are correlated with
in the cémposition of the ruling class.
express or represent
The various sections of the ruling class
are con-_
i

pie.

social forces, which
or contrbl or lead what Mosca calls

Vp ey
Poo
i

leet

+ gee astgonmigetet

:
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ce. By “social force”
tinually varying in number and importan
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Mosca means any human activity whi
ch has significant social and
political influenc

e. In Primitive societies, the chief
forces are ordinarily war and religion. “As Civi
lization grows, the number of
the moral and material influences
which are capable of becoming
social

forces increases, For example, proper
ty in money, as the
fruit of industry and commerce, com
es into being alongside of
real property. Education progresses. Occ
upations based on scientific knowledge gain in importance.” (Pp,
144-5.) All of these—
war,
religion, land, labor, money, educatio
n, science, tech

nological
skill—can function as social forces if
a society is organized in
terms of them.
From this point of view,it may be
seen that the relation of a
ruling class to the society which it rule
s need not be atall arbitrary; in fact
, in the long run cannot be. A
giv

en ruling class
tules over a given society precisely
because it is able to control
the major social forces that are acti
ve within that society. If a

social force—religion, let us say—de
clines in importance, then the
section

of the ruling class whose position was
depend

ent upon
control ofreligion likewise, over
a period, declines, If the entire
ruling class had been based Prim
arily upon religion, then the

entire ruling class would change its char
acter (if it were able to
adaptitself to the new conditions) or woul
d(if it could not adapt

itself) be overthrown. Similarly,
if a new major social force develops—commerce, for example,
in a previously agricultural society, or applied science—then eith
er the existing ruling class
Provesitself flexible enough to gain
leadership over this new force
(in part, no

doubt, by absorbing new membersinto
its

ranks); or,
if it does not, the leadership of the
new force growsup outside of
the old class, and in time constitutes
a revolutionary threat against
the old ruling class, challenging it for
supreme social and political
power. Thus, the growth of new soci
al forces and the decline of

old forces is in general correlated wit
h the constant process of
change anddislocation in the ruling clas
s,
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A ruling’ class expresses its role and position through what
Mosca callg a political formula. This formula rationalizes and

justifies its rule andthe structure of thesociety over which it

rules. The formula may be a “racial myth,”as in Germanyat the
present time or in this country in relation to the Negroes or the
yellow rach rule is then explained as the natural prerogative of |
the superior race. Or it may be a “divine right” doctrine, as in
the theorieS elaborated in connection with the absolutistmon- | _
archies of the 16th and17th centuries, or in Japan at the present
day: then H‘ule is explained as following from a peculiar relation- —
ship to divinity, very often in fact from direct blooddescent (such
formulas Were very common in ancient times, and have by no
meanslost'all efficacy). Or, to cite the formula most familiar to

us, and furtctioning now in this country, it is a belief in the “will
of the people”: rule is then said to follow legitimately from the
will or choice of the people expressed through some type of suffrage.
“According to the level of civilization in the peoples among
whom they are current, the various political formulas may be
based either upon supernatural beliefs or upon concepts which,
if they do ‘not correspond to positive realities, at least appear to
be rational, We shall not say that they correspond in either case

to scientific truths. A conscientious observer wouldbeobliged to
confess that, if no one has ever seen the authentic document by

which the Lord empowered certain privileged persons or families
to rule his'people on his behalf, neither can it be maintained that _
a popular election, however liberal the suffrage may be,is ordi-

narily the expression of the will of a people, or even of the will :

of the majority of a people.

“And yet that does not mean that political formulas are mere. Uc uoweemematantnspeh ssh ess

quackeries aptly invented to trickthe masses intoobedience. Anyone who yiewed them in that light would fall into grave error. —

Stic
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The truth is that they answer a real need in man’s social nature ;
and this need, so universally felt, of governing and knowingthat
one is governed not on the basis of mere material or intellectual
force, but on the basis of a moralprinciple, has beyond any doubt
a practical and real importance.” (P. 71.)
Since the problem of such formulas (ideologies, myths) will

occupy us at length later on, I shall note here only two further
facts concerning them. First, the special political formula em-

ployed within a given nation is often related to wider myths that

are shared by a numberof nations, so that several political formu-

las appear as variations on similar basic themes. Conspicuous
among these wider mythsare the great world religions—Christianity, Buddhism, Mohammedanism—which, unlike most earlier

religions or still-continuing religions of the type of Japanese
Shintoism, are not specifically bound up with a single nation or
people; the myth, probably best expressed by Rousseau, which is
built out of such ideas as the innate goodness of man, the will of
the people, humanitarianism, andprogress; and the contemporary

myth of collectivism, which, in Mosca’s opinion, is the logical ex-

tension of the democratic Rousseau myth.

Second,it may be seen from historical experience that the in-

‘tegrity of the political formula is essential for the survival of a
given social structure. Changes in the formula, if they are not
to destroy the society, must be gradual, not abrupt. The formula
is indispensable for holding the social structure together. A widespread skepticism about the formula will in time corrode and dis-

integrate the social order. It is perhaps for this reason, half_consciously understood, that all strong and long-lived societies
have cherishedtheir “traditions,” even when,asis usually thecase,

these traditions havelittle relation to fact, and even after they can
hardly be believedliterally by educated men. Rome, Japan, Venice,
all such long-enduring states, have been very slow to change the

old formulas, the time-honored ways and stories and rituals; and
they have been harsh against rationalists who debunk them. This,
after all, was the crime for which Athens put Socrates to death.
From the point of view of survival, she was probably right in odd
doing so.

:
:
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4. Tendencies in the Ruling Class
WITHIN ALL RULING CLASSES, Mosca shows that it is

possible to distinguish two “principles,” as he calls them, and two
“tendencies.” These are, it might besaid, the developmental laws

of ruling classes. Their relative strength establishes the most im-

portant difference amongvarious rulingclasses.

The “autocratic” principle may be distinguished from the
“liberal” principle. These two principles regulate, primarily, the
method by which governmental officials and social leaders are
chosen. “In any form of political organization, authority is either
transmitted from above downward in thepolitical or social scale
[the autocratic principle], or from below upward [the liberal
principle].” (P. 394.) Neither principle violates the general law
that society is divided into a ruling minority and a majority that
is ruled; the liberal principle does not mean, no matter how extended, that the masses in fact rule, but simply givesa particular

form to theselection of leadership.Moreover,it is seldom, proba-

bly never, that one of the two principles operates alone within a
ruling class. They are usually mixed, with one or the other dominant. Certain absolute monarchies or tyrannies show the closest

approximation to a purely autocratic principle, with all positions
formally dependent upon appointmentby the despot. Some small

city-states, such as Athensat certain timesin its history, have come

very close to a purely liberal principle, with all officials chosen
from below—though the voters were at the sametime a restricted

group. In the United States, as in most representative govern-

ments of the modern kind, both principles are actively at work.
The greater part of the bureaucracy and muchofthe judiciary,
102
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especially the Federal judiciary, is an expression of the autocratic

| principle; 5, President himself, as well as the members of Con-

gress, are selected according to the liberal mode.
Each prirtciple in practice displays typical advantages and defects. Autocracy has been by far the more common ofthe two,

and of it Mosca remarks: “A political system that has been so
widely recufring and so long enduring amongpeoples of the most
__ widely various civilizations, who often have had no contacts.
material or'intellectual with one another, must somehow corre-

spond to the political nature of man... . Autocracy supplies a
justification’of power thatis simple, clear and readily comprehen-

sible to evetybody. There can be no human organization without

rankings ard subordinations. Any sort of hierarchy necessarily re-

quires that some should commandand othersobey. And sinceit
is in the nature of the human being that many men should love
to commantl and that almostall men can be brought to obey, an

institution that gives those whoare at the top a way of justifying
their authofity and at the same time helps to persuade those who
are at the bottom to submitis likely to be a useful institution.”
(P. 397.) Autocracy, moreover, seems to endowsocieties over.
which it operates with greater stability and longerlife than does |
the liberal principle, When autocracy is functioning well, it can
bring about the deliberate selection of the ablest leadership from
all strata of society to perform the various tasks of thestate. _

However, in compensation, autocracy seems unable to permit a
f
free and full development of all social activities and forces—no_
autocracy has ever stimulated so intenseaculturalandintellectual,
life as have developed under some of the shorter-lived liberal
systems, sui-h as those of Greece and western Europe. And in the
selection of leaders by the autocrat and his immediate clique,
favoritism andpersonalprejudice easily take the place of objective
judgment $f merit, while the method encourages sycophancy and
slavishness:on the part of the candidates.
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Theliberal principle, conversely, stimulates more than the autocratic the developmentof varied social potentialities, At the same
time, it by no meansavoids the formation of closed cliques at the
top, such as are usually found in autocracies; the mode of formation of such cliques is merely different. “In order to reach high
station in an autocracy it is sufficient to have the support of one
or more persons, and that is secured by exploiting all their
passions, good and bad. In liberal systems one has to steer the inclinationsof at least the whole second stratum of the ruling class,
which, if it does not in itself. constitute the electorate, at least

supplies the general staffs of leaders who form the opinions and
determine the conductof the electing body.” (P. 410.) When the
liberal system is broadly based (that is, where suffrage is widely
extended or universal), the candidates for high office must proceed by exploiting the backward sentiments of the masses:
“Whatever their origins, the methods that are used by the
people who aim to monopolize and exploit the sympathy of the
masses always have been the same. They come down to pointing
out, with exaggerations, of course,theselfishness, the stupidity, the
material enjoyments of the rich and the powerful; to denouncing
their vices and wrongdoings, real and imaginary; and to promising

to satisfy a common and widespread sense of rough-hewn justice
which would like to see abolished every social distinction based

upon advantage of birth and at the same time would like to see
an absolutely equal distribution of pleasures and pains.

“Often enough the parties against which this demagogic propa-

ganda is directed use exactly the same means to combat it. When-

ever they think they can profit by doing so, they too make

promises which they will never be able to keep. They too flatter
the masses, play to their crudest instincts and exploit and foment

all their prejudices and greeds.” (P. 412.)
%
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“aristocratic” oo |
The distinction which Mosca makes between the
:
n be

his distinctio
and “dembcratic” tendencies is independentof
ocratic and |
autocratic and liberal principles. Arist

|

tween the

refer to the sources from * oe
democratit, as Mosca uses the terms,
e
class are drawn. “The term e r
which new members of the ruling
|
h aims to
‘democratic’ seems more suitable for the tendency whic
lower, oe.
deriving from the
with
replenish the ruling class with elements
and
tly
laten
or
y
openl
at work,
s
alway
is
h
whic
arld
s,
classe
cal organisms. ‘Aristocratic’
greater o1, lesser intensity, in all politi

h also is constant and
we wouldcall the opposite tendency, whic
and
stabilize social control
varies in intensity, and which aims to
s that happensto hold
clas
political power in the descendants ofthe
:
(P. 395-)

moment.”
possession of it at the given historical

as there have often. _
In terths of this definition, there can be,

ary, autocracies
been, inspite of common opinion to the contr
liberal systems.
and
which are primarily democratic in tendency,
kable example of
which ate largely aristocratic. The most remar
is almost perfectly auto-—
the formeris the Catholic Church, which

new members.
cratic, but at the same time is always recruiting
.
f, observes.
Kamp
Mein
in
of its hierarchy from the masses. Hitler,
|
the Church to remain thus
that the rule of celibacy compels

7- . _
this,
ow
and he concludes that
en
democratic in its policy of recruitment,stren
gth and power of
of the Church’s
is a principal source

England, during many
durance, On the other hand, modern
but, by various devices,
generations, was in many respectsliberal,
in the membership ofits ruling
preserved an aristocratic continuity
of the ancient city-states
class. This was also the case in many

to all citizens, but rewhichhad liberal extensions of the suffrage
rule in the hands of a
strictions on eligibility to office which kept
i
small gtoup of families.

have been educated under, Sincelall of us in the United States
ees

the democratic tendency
democratic formulas, the advantages of
often discuss certain _
are too!familiar to need statement. We less
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of its disadvantages, or some poss
ible advantages

of aristocracy.
To begin with, so long as the family
remains, and in some form
it is likely to remain as long as we
can foresee, the aristocratic
tendency will always be asserting itsel
f to some degree at least;

it too accords with ineradicable hum
an traits, with the fact that,
sinc

e a man cannot help all other men
equally and since all
cannot prosper equally, he will prefer as
a rule that those should

be favored toward whom hefeels som
e special attachme

nt. A reyolutionary movement ordinarily proclaim
s that its aim is to do
away with all privileges of birth, but
invariably, once it is in
power,

the aristocratic tendencyreasserts itsel
f, and a new ruling
group crystallizes out from the revo
lution,
“It is not so certain, meantime,” Mos
ca adds, “that it would be

altogether beneficial to the collectivity to
have every advantage of
birth eliminated in the struggle for mem
bership in the ruling class
and for high position in the social hier
archy. If all individuals

could participate in the scramble on
an equal footing, struggle
would be intensified to the point of
frenzy. This wouldentail an
enormo

us expenditure of energy for strictly pers
onal ends

, with
no corresponding benefit to the soci
al organism, at least in the
majority of cases. On the other hand
, it may very well be that
certain intellectual and, especially, mor
al qualities, which are

necessary to a ruling class if it is to mai
ntain its prestige

and
function properly, are useful also to
society, yet require, if they
are to develop and exert their influenc
e, that the same families

should hold fairly high social positions for
a numberof gene

rations.” (P. 419.)
The fact of the matter, however, is
that both of these tendencies, aristocratic and democratic,
are always operative within

every society. The heavy predominance of
one of them is usually
the occasion or the aftermath of a period
of rapid and often reyolutionary social change.

5

The Best and Worst Governments
with the descriptive | .

MOSCA, like Machiavelli, dées not stop
ces, his |ho
analysis o f political life. He states plainly his own preferen
opinions about what types of government are best, what worst.

Naturally , as is the case with all Machiavellians, his goal is not _"
anything supernatural or utopian; to be the best, a government _
must be ffrst of all possible.Hedoes no dreaming about a “perfect—
state” or “absolute justice.” In fact, Mosca suggests what I had
occasion o mention in connection with Dante: namely, that politi--7
cal doctrin es which promise utopias and absolute justice are very
likely to:‘lead to much worse social effects than doctrines less |

entrancin x in appearance; that utopian programs may even be 7
|
|
the most convenient of cloaks for those whosereal aims are most.
rightly si ispect. The impossibility of attaining absolute justice,: ees
however, does not render useless an effort after what measure of:
approxim,ate justice is possible in the actual social world that we’
inhabit.

4

“Hum. in sentiments being what they are, to set out to erect : |
type of prolitical organization that will correspond in all respects. —
to the idesal of justice, which a man can conceive but can never |; ae
attain, is a utopia, and the utopia becomes frankly dangerous|
when it succeeds in bringing a large mass of intellectual and
moral en srgies to bear upon the achievement of an end that will,never be achieved and that, on the day of its purported achieve-|
ment, car | mean nothing more than triumph for the worst people’|
and distr ess and disappointment for the good. Burke remarked _
more tha n a century ago that any political system that assumes
107
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the existence of superhuman or heroic virtues can result only in
vice and corruption.” (P. 288.)

“But evenif there is never to be an absolute justice in this world
until humanity comes really to be molded to the image andlike-

ness of God, there has been, there is and there will always be a
relative justice in societies that are fairly well organized. There
will always be, in other words, a sum of laws, habits, norms, all

varying according to times and peoples, which are laid down and
enforced by public opinion, and in accordance with which what
we have called the struggle for pre-eminence—the effort of every
individual to better and to conserve his ownsocial position—will

be regulated.” (P. 456.)
Again following Machiavelli, the dominant element in Mosca’s
conception of that “relative justice” which he thinks possible as
well as desirable is liberty. The meaning of “liberty” he makes
more precise by defining it in terms of what he calls “juridical
defense.”
“The social mechanisms that regulate this disciplining of the
moral sense constitute what wecall juridical defense’ (respect for
law, government by law)... It will further be noted that our
view is contrary to the doctrine of Rousseau, that man is good

by nature but that society makes him wicked and perverse. We
believe that social organization provides for the reciprocal re-

straint of human individuals by one another and so makes them
better, not by destroying their wicked instincts, but by accustom-

ing them to controlling their wicked instincts.” (Pp. 126-7.)

“Guicciardini defines political liberty as ‘a prevalence of law

and public decrees over the appetites of particular men.’ If we
take ‘particular men’in the sense of ‘individuals,’ meaning‘single
individuals,’ and including individuals who have power in their

hands, it would be difficult to find a more rigorously scientific def-

inition, ... A corrupt government, in which the person who

commands ‘makeshis will licit in his law’~whether in the name
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people does not matter—will ob
fdas

of God

of in the nameof the

juridical :
ng its mission in regard to
illi
fulf
to
e
uat
deq
ina
be
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ously
st country is the country where
defense.”i(Pp. 130-1.) “The free
protected against arbitrary —
the rights of the governed are best
of rulers.” (P. 13.)
caprice ahd tyranny on the part
ernment by law and due |
Juridical defense, then, means gov
s or
ally, in the words of constitution

process—t ot merely form
of impersonalrestrictions on
statutes, but in fact; it means a set
ively a sct of protections for.
those who hold power, and correlat
those who have power. The
the individuals against the state and
e the familiar “democratic
specific Lrms of juridical defense includ
tly y been repp uted free ,:
so far rich
ghtl
rights”: “In countries that have
arbitrarily. A citizen cannot.
.
private sroperty cannot be violated
specified rules are observed.
be arrested and condemned unless

of his choice without forEach pérson can follow the religion
feiture

te beactssub>
canno
press crit
al rights. The
if his civil and politic
of
iciz
and
uss
is free to disc

jected to censorship and

form with certain rules, citizens
government. Finally, if they con
character, and

of a political
can mebt to engage in discussions
ainment of moral, political
att
they ca | form associations for the
70.) Of all these rights, Mosca
or professional ends.” (Pp. 469cussion—of free speech, as we
considers the right of public dis
the strongest foundation
usually call jt--the most important, and
of juridical defense as a whole.
ired for the attainment and
A fit m juridical defense is requ
of

.” Level
of a relatively high “level of civilization
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according to Mosca’s definition, by
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one that is mediocre in most or all
of them. Thus,

the conception
of “level ofcivilization” can serve as a
rough standard for evaluat.
ing different cultures.
But what is it that makes possible a hig
h level of juridical defense and of civilization? With the ans
wer to this question we

come to what is perhaps the most pro
found and most important
of all Mosca’s ideas, thoughit, also,
has its source in Machiavelli.
Mosca’s answer, moreover, is shar
ply at variance with many

accepted theories, and particularly oppose
d to the arguments of
almost all the spokesmen of the ruling
class,

The mere formal structure of laws
and constitutions, or of
inst

itutional arrangements, cannot guarante
e juridical defense.
Constitutions and laws, as we certainl
y should know by now,

need have no relation to what hap
pens—Hitler never repe

aled
the Weimar Constitution, and Stalin orde
red the adoption of

“the most democratic constitution in
the history of the world,”

Nor can the most formally perfect orga
nizational setup: onehouse or two- or three-house legislatures
, independent or responsible executives, kings or presidents,
written or unwritten
constitutions, judges appointed or elec
ted—decisions on these
formalities will never settle the problem. Nor
will any doctrine,
nor any reliance on the goodwill of whatever
men, give a guarantee: the men who want andare able to get
power never have the
nece

ssary kind of good will, but always seek,
for themselves and
their group,still more power.

In real social life, only power can cont
rol power. Juridical defense can be secure only where there are
at work various and
opposing tendencies and forces, and whe
re these mutually check

and restrain each other. Tyranny, the
worst of all governmen

ts,
means the loss of juridical defense; and
juridical defense invariably disappears whenever one tendency
or force in society
succeeds in absorbing or suppressing all
the others. Those who

)

de
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n without restraint. The incontrol the supreme force rule the
:
m.
dividual has no protection against the
abve balance must be est
From in point of view, the protecti
ral principles, and between _
lished between the autocratic andlibe
the aristendencies. Monopoly by
the arist¢cratic and democratic
,
a closed and inflexible caste system

tocratic tendency produces
democracy brings an unbridled.
and fossilization; the extreme of
i
al order flies to pieces.
anarchy ‘under which the whole soci

be an approximate balance.
More fundamentally, there must
librium,

least a shifting equi
among the majorsocial forces, or at the
rpower all the rest. “Even
in which no one of these forces can ove
of so many utopians, where
granted that such a world [the world
forces, religions, and parties
conflictd and rivalries amongdifferent
does not seem to us 4 dew
will haye ended] could be realized, it
ory, freedom to think, to
sirable sort of world. So far in hist
nely and dispassionately,
observel to judge men and things sere
od, for a few individuals
has beeh possible—always, beit understo
numbers of different religious
—only ‘in those societies in which
That :

ggling for dominion.
and political currents have been stru
sable for the attainment of
same cbndition .. . is almost indispen
rty’-—in other words, the
what is commonly called ‘political libe
the relations between govhighest possible degree of justice in
withour imperfect human
ernors!and governed thatis compatible
se
that whenever, in the cour
nature.” (P. 196.) “History teaches
has exerted such an influence —

of the! ages, a social organization
beneficial way, it has done
[to rafse the level of civilization] in a
ve will of the men who have
so bechuse the individual and collecti
curbed and balanced by other
held powerin their hands has been
and

absolute independence
men, who have occupied positions of
those whom they have had
have had no common interests with
y, nay indispensable, that
to curb and balance. It has been necessar
l forces, that there should |
there!should be a multiplicity of politica

.

al
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be many different roads by whi
ch social importance could be
acquired . . .” (pp. 291-2.)
Freedom, in the world as
it is, is thus the product of
conflict
and difference, not of unity
and harmony. In these terms
we see
again the danger of “idealism
,” utopianism, and demagogy.
The
idealists, utopians, and demago
gues alwaystell us that Justic
e and
the good society will be achiev
ed by the absolute triumphoft
heir
doctrine and their side. The
facts show us that the absolu
te
triumph of any side and any
doctrine whatsoever can onl
y mean
tyranny. “The absolute pre
ponderance of a single pol
itical force,
the predominance of any ove
r-simplified concept in the org
anization of the state, the strictly
logical application of any sin
gle prindespotism, whetherit be a des
potism based upon divine rig
ht or a
despotism based ostensibly on
popular sovereignty; for they
enable
anyone who is in power to exp
loit the advantages of a superi
or
Positi
on more thoroughly for the
benefit of his own interests
and

that are deeply imbued with rel
igious beliefs or with democrati
c
fanaticism, and when no other
organized social forces exist apa
rt
from those which Tepresent the
principle on which sovereign
ty

over the nation is based, the
n there can be No resistance,
no effective control, to restrain a nat
ural tendency in those who
stand at
the head of the

social orderto abusetheir pow

ers.” (P, 134.)
By 1923, when Moscarevised
his major book (the Englis
h translation is made from this
revised version), he had
com
e
to the
conclusion that
the great parliamentary-r

epresentative governments of the roth century had
reached the highest level of
civiliza-

tion and juridical defense so far
known in history. In many way
s,
this was a remarkable opinion
for Mosca to have held. The chi
ef
theme of his entire work is
a devastating attack on the
entire

ENGhea
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ine. He
theoretical basis of democratic and parliamentary doctr
abuses 7
ete
e space to a withering exposure of concr

gives not 4littl
que of colunder moter parliamentary government. In his criti
anarchist |
and
ist
social
the
lectivism, he states: “The strength of
negative |
their
in
doctrines fies not so much in their positive as
our present —
aspects—ih their minute, pointed, merciless criticism of
the criticism —
organization of society”(p. 286), and he holds that
:
is largely ‘justified.
©
e.
justic
ute
Nevertheless, Mosca does not expect utopia or absol
etely the
Societies must be judged relatively; the least evil is concr
all their |
with
ns,
natio
ary
ament
best; and the roth century parli
have __
that
s
other
weaknessts, were comparatively superior to any
prin
ratic
yet existed. In their governmental structures, the autoc
the liberal .
ciple, furlctioning through the bureaucracy, balanced
cratic tendencies |
principle, expressed in the parliaments. The aristo

cedented So
of birth and inheritance were checked by a perhaps unpre
enter the __
ease with which vigorous new members were able to
red an.
ruling class. Above all, under these governments there occur
social forces, .
astounding expansion notof oneor a restricted few
able to gain
force
but of a!great and rich variety, with no one
well as the, OC .
exclusivepredominance over the rest. Commerce as
all were —_
arts, education and science, technology and literature,
follows.
able to flourish. His judgment on these governments thus
govary
ament
from his'general principles; he does not praise parli
ic circum-.
ernment, forits own sake, but because, under the specif
relatively
stances of the roth century, it was accompanied by this
:
se.
high level of civilization and juridical defen
connot
From!his favorable judgment, however, Mosca did
rnment
clude that the 19th century form of parliamentary gove
of those
was necessarily going to last. It is the habit of utopians,
scientists, to conwho,like Dante, interpret politics as wish, not of

, on the
fuse their desires with what is going to happen. Mosca

parliamentary
contrary, believed that it was almost certain that

—_
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governments, as the roth century
had known them, were not
going to last very much longer.

The War of1914, he believed, mar
ked the end of an age that
could be consideredas having begun
with the French Revolution,
in 1789. The

parliamentary governments wer
e the great social
achievement of that age; but the
age was ending. In the new age,
just

beginning, these governments wou
ld be displaced, It was
conceivable, he thought, that the
new organization of society
should be superior to the parliamentar
y-representative system: “Tf
Europe is able to overcome the diff
iculties with which she is
struggling at present, it is altogether
probable that in the course

of another century, or even within
half that time, new ideas, new
sentiments, new needs will automati
cally prepare the ground for
othe

r political systems that may be far
preferable to any now
existing.” (P. 490.) But the depth of
the crisis into which he understood that Europe had, with the first
World War, irrevocably

entered, suggested the probability
of attempts at extreme and
catastrophic solutions, These, he beli
eved, could lead only toward

the destruction of liberty and a decline
in the level of civilization.
Though a small reserve of optimism
was permissible, pessimism

was on the whole called for by the
facts.

“The feeling that springs spontaneousl
y from an

unprejudiced
judgment of the history of humani
ty is compassion for the contradictory qualities of

this poor human race of ours, so rich
in
abnegation, so ready at times for
personal sacrifice, yet whose
€very attempt, whether more orle
ss successful or hot at all successful, to

attain moral and material betterment,
is coupled with
an unleashing of hates, rancors and the
basest passions. A tragic
destiny is that of men! Aspiring ever to
pursue and achieve what
they think is the good, they ever find
pretexts for slaughtering
and persecuting each other. Once they
slaughtered and persecuted

over the interpretation of a dogma, or
of a passage in the Bible.
Then they slaughtered and persecut
ed in order to inaugurate the
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Today they are”
kingdom of liberty, equality and fraternity.
ring each other
slaughtering and persecuting and fiendishly tortu
they will slaughter
in the nameé of other creeds. Perhaps tomorrow
the last trace of
and torment each other in an effort to banish
198.) _
violence and injustice from the earth!” (P.
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SOREL: A NOTE ON MYTH
AND VIOLENCE
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Part IV

h
I. The Function of M wt
sidered in all respects a Ma

not be con
GEORGES|SOREL can
. Though
he was a political extremist
chiavellian. For one thing,
political
not committed to any single
are
s
ple
nci
pri
n
lia
vel
hia
Mac
extremism.
m to accord naturally with
program, th ey do not see
, scientific
ate
udiates, or seems to repudi
Further, Sorrel partly rep
legitimacy of
in certain connections, the
method, an | to grant,
philosderived from the French
cs
ysi
aph
met
a
of
d
ar
ion
intuit
ence, Sorel
the extent that he rejects sci
opher, Hen}ri Bergson. To
hiavellian tradition.

Mac
is certainly outside the
largely apation of scientific method is
udi
rep
However, Sorel’s
ic pseudoacks not science, but academ
pearance. Ikn reality, he att
o tell us
dst
ten
“little science, ’ that pre
science, which he calls the
ely
is
politics, but in truth mer
about the nature of society and
s
doe
el
group of power-seekers. Sor
seeking to: justify this or that
enough
scientific doctrines are not
indeed co tend that genuine
from |
far
action; but this conclusion,
to motivate mass political
analysis.”
ched by a careful scientific
being ant scientific, is rea

the “anti-formalshares fully what I have called
the |
refusal to take at face value
their
Machiavellians,
le
tk
ism” of
other Ma- ©
als of men. In common with
words and beliefs and ide
struggle .
subject-matter of politics as the
chiavelliahhs he defines the
of the.
kes the same general analysis
ma
he
and
r;
we
po
social,
for
act in
of men, that is to say, as they
behavior of “political man,”
|

Moreover, Sorel

power.
relation to the struggle for
on the.
n because of his influence
io
nt
me
es
Sorel al so requir
do Pareto,’
s, Robert Michels and Vilfre
other MaAC hiavellian writer
e gives
onc
n
tha
e
concerned. Pareto mor
with wh om we shall be
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tribute to Sorel. He writes
, for example: “It was the
surpassing
merit of Georges Sorel that
in Réflexions sur la violence
he threw
instead. As for certain Univer
sity professors who habitu
ally mistake pedantry for science,
and, given a theory, focus
their microscopes On insignificant errors
and othertrifles, they are com
pletely
destitute of the intellectual
Capacities required for und
ers
tanding
the work ofa scientist of Sor
el’s stature.” * Sorel, both thr
ough his
Writings and through person
al acquaintance, played a con
siderable

earlier career at a German
university,
I propose to deal only wit
h two points discussed by
Sorel in his
most famous work, Reflec
tions on Violence.t Howeve
r,
to undetstand the treatment of these
Points, it is Necessary to su
mmarize
briefly the context in which
the book was written,
Sorel was at that time active
, chiefly as a journalist and
theoreticlan, in the French and
CO some extent the intern
ati
ona
l revolutionary labor Movement.
The greater part of the
Politically
institutional strength, and
devoted themselves to win
ning economic concessions (highe
r wages, social insurance,
and
so
on) for
the workers, and parliamen
tary or governmental posts
for the
party leaders. Ostensibl
y, however, the Party pro
gramsstill pro-

* Mind and Society, foot
note 2 to § 2193, p.
1535, Vol. IV,
t The English translat
ion, by T. E. Hulme,
of Réflexions sur ia
Originally issued in New
violence.
York by B. W., Huebsc
h, this was re-published
Peter Smith, in T941.
by
The French text first
app
ear
ed
lived from 1847-1922,
in 1906, Georges Sore
l

.
“vail
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fessed the

the overthrow of
boals of revolutionary socialism:

, classless society.
capitalism and the snstitution of a free
onary syndicalist wing of
Sorel spoke for the dissident revoluti
were opposed both to the
the labor movement. The syndicalists
but to all states and governstate—not dnly to the existing state
uding the professedly labor
ments—and to all political parties, incl
ic “self-organization” of the
parties. They advocated the econom
no

es (that is, unions), with
workers, it} revolutionary syndicat
state
lute independence frorn the
professional officials and abso

ther the existing state or
and all political parties. The state, whe
ely a political instrument for =
any other, they considered to be mer
as
Political parties, socialist as well
the opprestion of the masses.
er.
pow
e
stat
attainment of
all the rest, have as their object the
of the machinery of oppart
are
Conseque itly, political parties
governmental power, this |
pression.If the socialist party took over
of socialism, of a free and :
would notat all mean the ‘ntroduction
tion of a new élite as ruler classless sdciety, but simply the substitu
a
.
over the rhasses.
s exactly with that made |
This analysis, we may remark, coincide

later discussion of Robert _
by the other Machiavellians. In the
detail how it applies to the parties of

Michels, Wwe shall see in

socialism.

|

sa

“scientific socialism” of the
In contadistnction to the allegedly
te de-_

grams of “immedia
official parties, to their elaborate pro
r lengthy treatises on how
mands” gad desired reforms, to thei
it will be like and how’
socialism!will be brought about and what
re revolutionary program it will work, Sorel insists that the enti
le catastrophic myth: the
must be ‘expressed integrally as a sing
strike.” The myth of the
myth, he maintains, of the “general
entire body of
absolute terms: the
general strike is formulated in

society is divided into two.
workers, of proletarians, ceases work;
all the
camps—the strikers on one side, and

irrevocably marked
uction wholly ceases; the entire
rest of sdciety on the other; all prod
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structure of the existing society,
andall its institutions, collapse;
the workers march back to beg
in production again, no longer
as
Proletarians, but as free and
un-ruled producers; a comple
tel
y
new
era of history begins,
Only such an all-embracing myt
h, Sorel believes, can arouse the
Masses to uncompromising rev
olutionary action. No detailed
rationalistic program, nocareful
calculation of pros and cons,
no
estimate of results and consequen
ces, can possibly be efficacious,
Indeed,the effect of such Progra
msfs to paralyze the independe
nt
action of the workers and to pla
ce power in the hands of the
leaders who devise and manipu
late the programs,
It is not the specific myth of
the general strike, as treated
by
Sorel, that particularly concer
ns us, but rather the more gen
era
l
problem of the positive role of
myth in political action. What
kind of construction is such a
political myth? If we interpret
it
as a scientific hypothesis, as a
prediction about the future,
it must
be regarded as absurd, fantasti
c, false. But this interpretation,
Sorel thinks, would beirrelevant.
Nor is the myth in the least like
a Utopia, though at first there
might seem to be a close resemblance. Like a scientific hypothesi
s, a Utopia is an “intellectual
product; it is the work of theori
sts who, after observing and discussing the knownfacts, seek to
establish a model to which they
“an compare existing society in
order to estimate the amount of
good and evil it contains. It is
a combination of imaginary inst
itutions having sufficient analogies
to real institutions for the jurist
to be able to reason abo

ut them, . »» Whilst contempor
ary myths
lead men to prepare themselve
s for a combat which will destro
y
the existing stat

e of things, the effect of Utopias has

always been
to direct men’s minds toward
s reforms which can be brough
t
about
by patching up the existing system
,. ,”

(Reflections on
Violence, pp. 32-3.)
A myth, in contrast to hypoth
eses or utopias, is not either tru
e

or false. The facts can never pro
ve it wrong. “A myth cannot be

SOREL: MYTH AND VIOLENCE
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refuted, SiNce it is, at bottom, identica
l with the convictions of a
group, being the expression of these
convictions in the language’
of movement;

andit is, in consequence, unanalyzable
into parts
which could be placed on the plane of
historical descriptions.”
“In the course of this study one thing
has always been:
present ij fh my mind, which seemed to
meso evident that I did.
not think it worth while to lay much stress
on it—that men who |

(P. 33,)

are partic ipating in a great social movement
always

picture their _
coming action as a battle in which
their cause is certain to tri-_
umph. These constructions, knowledge
of which is so important

a
for histor ians, I propose to call myths;
the syndicalist ‘general
strike’ an 1 Marx’s catastrophic revoluti
on are such myths. As remarkable examples of such myths, I hav
e given those which were ;
constructe d by primitive Christianity, by

the Reformation, by the [French] Revolution and by the follower
s of Mazzini. I now —
wish to show that we should not attempt
to analyze such groups :
of images in the way that we analyze a thin
g into its elements, "
but that they must be taken as a whol
e, as historical forces, and 2
that we sh ould be especially careful not to
make any comparison
betweenat complished fact and the picture peop
le had formed for
themselves before action,” (P. 22.)

“The m\ rths,” summing up, “are not desc
riptions of things, but
expression: of a determination to act.” (P.
32.)

“People whoareliving in this world of
‘myths,’ are secure fro

m
all refutati on.
on... . No failure proves anything
against Socialism
since the ] atter has become a work
of Preparation (for revolution); if th ry are checked, it merely prov

es that the apprenti

ceship
has been hennt they must set to
work again with more courage, persi tence, and confidence than befo
re . . .” (Pp. 35, 36.)
Though the myth is not a scientific theo

ry andis therefore not
required to conform to the facts, it is neve
rtheless not at all
arbitrary. Not just any myth will do. A
myth that serves to weld
together a sbcial group—nation, people,
or class—must be capable
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same
of arousing their most profound sentiments and must at the
ems
probl
time direct energies toward the solution of the real
be
which the group faces in its actual environment. “Use must
before
made of a body of images which, by intuition alone, and
as an
ng
evoki
of
e
any considered analyses are made, is capabl
to
ponds
undivided whole the mass of sentiments which corres
ism
the different manifestations of the war undertaken by Social

on of knowing
against modern society.” (Pp. 1 30-1.) “It is a questi

revoluwhat are the ideas which most powerfully move [active
being
as
tionists] and their comrades, which most appeal to them
to which
‘dentical with their socialistic conceptions, and thanks
ular
partic
at
g
lookin
of
way
their
their reason, their hopes, and
137.)
(P.
”
unity.
facts seem to make but one indivisible

t is,
The myth, though it is not fundamentally a utopia—tha

the picture of an ideal world to come in the future—does ordi-

world.
narily contain utopian elements which suggest such an ideal

“The
Is there any probability that the ideal will be achieved?

acting on
myth,” Sorel replies, “must be judged as a means of
takenliterthe present; any attempt to discuss how far it can be

should
ally as future history is devoid of sense.” (Pp. 135-6.) If we
in
will
ideal
the
that
nevertheless put the question, it is plain
way
no
in
truth never be achieved or even approximated. This
fact
detracts from the power of the myth, nor does it alter the

s which,
that only these myths can inspire social groups to action

about great
though they never gain the formal ideal, yet do bring
without
social transformations. “Without leaving the present,
to
reasoning about this future, which seems for ever condemned
first
escape our reason, we should be unable to act at all... . The
the
of
ruin
total
the
and
Christians expected the return of Christ
nts,
thesai
of
pagan world, with the inauguration of the kingdom
come
at the end of the first generation. The catastrophe did not

y from the
to pass, but the Christian thought profited so greatl
ain that
maint
ars
schol
apocalyptic myth that certain contemporary

pate:
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preaching of Christ referredsolely to this one point.
The hopds which Luther and Calvin had formed of the religious
exaltatior| of Europe were by no meansrealized. . . . Must we for
that reasdn deny the immenseresult which came from the dreams
of Christian renovation? It must be admitted that the real developments of the [French] Revolution did not in any way resemble’
the enche inting pictures which created the enthusiasm ofits first _/
adepts; but without those pictures would the Revolution have
been vict prious? ... These Utopias came to nothing; but it may
be asked whether the Revolution was not a much more profound |
transformation than those dreamed of by the people who in the;
eighteenth century had invented social Utopias.” (Pp. 133-5.)

ny oege eee ere

eer:

the whole

2. The Function of Violence
A GREAT MYTH makes a social movementserious, formidable,

and heroic. But this it would not do unless the myth inspired, and
was in turn sustained by, violence. In his analysis of violence—
the most notorious and attacked part of Sorel’s work—Sorel begins, as in the case of myth, with the narrowed problem of violence as related to the proletarian revolutionary movement. Heis,
however, seeking conclusions that will hold generally for all great

social movements.

Sorel was writing, some years prior to the first World War, at
a time when humanitarian and pacifist ideas were almost universally professed by the leaders of official opinion. International war
was going to be stoppedby treaties and arbitration; class war, by
reforms and the internal policy of “social peace”; violence was a
relic of barbarism,soon to disappear altogether. Ironically enough,
in spite of the two world wars, these notions retain their hold

in many quarters, and are always prominent in the dreams of
what the world is going to be like after the current war. In the
face of these official opinions, Sorel presents a defense of violence.
However, we must exercise care in determining just what he is
defending, and why.
Sorel does not take the ideas of humanitarianism and pacifism
at face value. As in the case of any other ideas, he relates them

to the historical environment in which they function. Their prom-

inence does not mean that force has been eliminated from social
relations: force is always a main factor regulating society. But,
under advanced capitalism, much of the force is exercised as it
were automatically and impersonally. The whole weight of the
126
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capitalist, mode of production bears down upon the workers, keep-

ing then} in economic, political, andsocial subjection. From one

point of view, the humanitarian chatter serves to obscure the.
social redlities. Still more important, the moral denunciation of
violence helps to keep the workers quiet and to prevent them

from using their own violent methodsin strikes and for the revo-_

lution, |
fe
ceed
It is trpe that overt acts of violence have becomeless frequent
than in many formerages.Is this in all respects an irnprovement? _
It is, to the extent that “brutality’—such as used by robbers and
brigands‘in earlier times, or by the state in the punishment of
criminals—has become rarer. Sorel is careful to explain that by
“violence” he does not mean brutality of this sort. From another

point of view, the lessening of overt acts of violence in social rela-

tions is nferely the correlative of an increase in fraud and corrup-—
tion. Fratid, rather than violence, has become the more usual
:

|

road to success and privilege. Naturally, therefore, those who ar
e
more adept at fraud than at force take kindly to humanitarian_

ideals, Crimes of fraud excite no such moral horror as acts of
violence: |“We have finally come to believe that it would be |
extremelyunjust to condemn bankrupt merchants and lawyers —
who retirt ruined after moderate catastrophes, while the princes©

of financial swindling continue to lead gaylives. Gradually the

new industrial system has created a new and extraordinary indul- ‘
gence forall crimes of fraud in the great capitalist countries.” _
(P. 222.)

Similarly in the case of the modern working class when under __
i
wae
the contd of reformis. ts and politici
ans. The frank acceptance of ©:

the method of proletarian violence would threaten all the existing |

institutions of society. Consequently, violence is deplored by all —
|

those whohavea stake in existing society. Cunning, in the form -
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of doctrinés of “social peace,” “co-operation,” and “arbitration,” is

in favor. An occasional act of violence by the workers is com- |
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fortably overlooked, because it can be used by the labor bureaucrats—or a governmentallied with the bureaucrats—to scare the
employers, to win concessions for themselves, and to prove their
indispensable role in controlling proletarian violence. “In order
that this system may work properly, a certain moderation in the
conduct of the workmen is necessary. . . . If financiers are almost
always obliged to have recourse to the services of specialists, there
is all the more reason why the workmen, who are quite unac128

customed to the customs of this world, must need intermediaries

to fix the sum which they can exact from their employers without
exceeding reasonable limits.
“We are thus led to consider arbitration in an entirely new
light and to understand it in a really scientific manner... . It
would be evidently absurd to go into a pork butcher’s shop, order
him to sell us a ham at less than the marked price, and then ask
him to submit the question to arbitration; but it is not absurd
to promise to a group of employers the advantages to be derived
from thefixity of wages for several years, and to ask the specialists
what remuneration this guarantee is worth; this remuneration
maybe considerable if business is expected to be good during that

time. Instead of bribing some influential person, the employers

raise their workmen’s wages; from their point of view there is

no difference. As for the Government, it becomes the benefactor

of the people, and hopes that it will do well in the elections...”
(Pp. 235-6.)

“In the opinion of many well-informed people, the transition
from violence to cunning which showsitself in contemporary
strikes in England cannot be too much admired. The great object
of the Trades Unions is to obtain a recognition of the right to
employ threats disguised in diplomatic formulas; they desire that
their delegates should not be interfered with when going the
round of the workshops charged with the mission of bringing
those workmen who wish to work to understand that it would

SOREL: MYTH AND VIOLENCE

129 __

be to theifinterests to follow thedirections ofthe Trades Unions.” i,
Furthefmore, the growth of the humanitarian and pacifist —

-

ideologies, this effort to hide the force that nevertheless continues . CS

operating’ in vicious and distorted ways, to place reliance for rule ©

upon cunhing and fraud and bribery and corruption, rather than

frankly used violence, is the mark of a social degeneration.It is _
not only the masses whoare lulled anddegraded. Therulers,too, ©
decay. The rulers rule hypocritically, by cheating, without facing —

the meaningofrule, and a general economic and cultural decline, :

a social softening, is indicated. “When the governing classes, no _
longer daring to govern, are ashamedoftheir privileged situation, °

are eager'to make advances to their enemies, and proclaim their i

horror of all cleavage in society” (p. 213), they are acting like

cowards and humbugs, not saints. “Let us therefore do more and . |

more evety day for the disinherited, say these [worthy liberals]; ~
let us shol ourselves more Christian, more philanthropic, or more democratic (according to the temperamentof each); let us unite :
for the adcomplishmentof social duty. We shall thus get the bet-—
ter of these dreadful Socialists, who think it possible to destroy”
the prestige of the Intellectuals now that the Intellectuals have ns
destroyed that of the Church. As a matter offact, these cunning”
moral cofnbinations havefailed; it is not difficult to see why. The .
specious #easoning of these gentlemen—thepontiffs of ‘social duty’
—suppos¢s that violence cannot increase, and may even diminish
in proportion as the Intellectuals unbendtothe masses and make,
platitudes and grimaces in honor of the union of the classes.‘Un-.
fortunately for these great thinkers, things do not happen in this |
way; violence does not diminish in the proportion thatit should.
diminish according to the principles of advanced sociology.” (Pp.
An opén recognition of the necessity of violence can reverse‘the.

social degeneration. Violence, however, can serve this function,
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can be kept free from brutality and from mere vengeful force,

only if it is linked to a great myth. Myth andviolence, reciprocally

acting on each other, produce not senseless cruelty and suffering,
but sacrifice and heroism.*
But, by whatis only superficially a paradox, the open acceptance
of violence, when linked with a great myth, in practice decreases
the total amountof actual violence in society. As in the case of
the early Christian martyrdoms, which research has shown to
have been surprisingly few and minor, the absolute quality of the
myth gives a heightened significance to what violence does take
place, and at the same time guards against an endless repetition

of vulgar brutalities. “It is possible, therefore, to conceive Socialism as being perfectly revolutionary, although there may only be
a few short conflicts, provided that these have strength enough to
evoke the idea of the generalstrike: all the events of the conflict
will then appear under a magnified form, and the idea of catastrophe being maintained, the cleavage will be perfect. Thus one
objection often urged against revolutionary Socialism maybeset
aside—there is no danger ofcivilization succumbing under the
consequences of a developmentof brutality, since the idea of the

general strike may foster the notion of the class war by means

of incidents which would appear to middle-class historians as of
small importance.” (Pp. 212-3.)
This seeming paradox, that the frank recognition of the func-

tion of violence in social conflicts may have as a consequence a
reduction in the actual amountof violence, is a great mystery to

all those whose approach to society is formalistic. If men believe
and say that they are against violence, if they express humanitarian
and pacifist ideals, it must follow, so formalists think, that there

will be less violence in the world than when men openly admit
the necessity of violence. Historical experience does not, however,
*By the romantic moral overtone of this view, Sorel steps abruptly away

from Machiavellism—though he is probably quite conscious of what he is doing.
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It is still
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ce, violence.

firmly believed that by denying the social role of violen

is thus somehow overcome.
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al social,
Sorel’s attitude toward violence is part of a more gener
.” He is, _
attitude Wwhich he does not hesitate to call “pessimism
optimist
“The
mism.
quite prtpared to defend the ethics of pessi
man,
rous
in politi¢s,” he writes, “is an inconstant and even dange

nted by
because he takes no account of the great difficulties prese

t, and if
his projécts. . . . If he possesses an exalted temperamen
tting
permi
,
unhappily he finds himself armed with great power
lead
may
him to tealize the ideal he has fashioned, the optimist
finding out
his country into the worst disasters. He is not long in
the ease _
with
about
ht
broug
that soclal transformations are not
of his
fault
the
thisis
that he had counted; he then supposes that
by
ns
happe
contemporaries, instead of explaining what actually
people whose
historical necessities; he is tempted to get rid of
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obstinacy seems to him to be so dangerousto
the happiness ofall,
During the Terror, the men who spilt most bloo
d were precisely
those who had the greatest desire to let their
equals enjoy the

golden age they had dreamt of, and who had
the most sympathy
with human wretchedness: optimists, idealists,
and sensitive men,

the greater desire they had for universal happines
s the more inexorable they showed themselves.

“Pessimism ... considers the march towa
rds deliverance as
narrowly conditioned, on the one hand,
by the experimental

knowledge that we have acquired from the obsta
cles which oppose themselvesto the satisfaction of our imaginat
ions (or, if we
like, by the feeling of social determinism), and,
on the other, by
a profoundconviction of our natural weakness, . .
. If this theory

is admitted, it then becomes absurd to make
certain wicked men

responsible for the evils from which society suffers;
the pessimist
is not subject to the sanguinary follies of the optim
ist, infatuated
by the unexpected obstacles that his projects meet with
; he does
not dream of bringing about the happiness of future
generations
by slaughtering existing egoists.” (Pp. 9-11.)

Part V

MICHELS: THE LIMITS OF
DEMOCRACY

a

WHEN § \OMEONE WRITES a book on democracy, we are
accustome d to share with him the assumption, as a rule not even :
mentionec , that democracy is both desirable and possible. The
book will sing the praises of democracy. Its ostensible problem :
will often be “how to make democracy work”—because even the,
most arde nt democrats, when they get downto the concrete, dis- :

cover that it has not been and is not working quite as well as.
democratic theory would lead us to expect. A similar approach is —
made to such goals as peace, employment, justice, and so on.It is .
assumed that these are desirable and possible. A writer then de-

votes his ¢nergy to stating his personal scheme for securing them, ©
and thus saving mankind from theills that somehow in the past

have always beset it.

No Machiavellian, however, makes such anapproach to social /

and polit cal subjects. A Machiavellian does not assume, without,
examinatlon, the desirability of democracy or peace or even of |
“justice” or any other ideal goal. Before declaring his allegiance, :
he make ; sure that he understands what is being talked about, |

together with the probable consequences for social welfare and
well-being. Aboveall, no Machiavellian assumes without inquiry

that the + rarious goals are possible. A goal must be possible before.
there is any point in considering it desirable. It is not possible.
merely b ecause it sounds pleasant or because men wantit. badly.

Before a: king, for instance, how democracy can be made to work,

we must ask whetherin fact it can work,or how far it can work.
In gener al, Machiavellians are very careful to separate scientific
question s concerning the truth aboutsociety from moral disputes,
135
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over what type of society is most desirable. “The
present study,”
Robert Michels writes in the Preface to the English
translation of
his masterpiece, Political Parties,* “makes no atte
mpt to offer a
‘new system.’ It is not the principal aim of science
to create systems, but rather to promote understanding.It is not
the purpose

of sociological science to discover, or rediscover
, solutions, since

numerous problemsof the individual life and theli
fe of social
roups are not capable of ‘solution’ at all, but must ever
remain

‘open.’ ”

The subject-matter of Political Parties seems, at first, both
narrow and pedestrian. The entire book is an analysis of the
nature
of organization in relation to democracy. This is at
the usual

Machiavellian distance from those hymns to an earth
ly heaven

whichare so regularly turned out by utopian writers. The
central
question, which Michels asks and answers, might be put as
follows: In what waysis the realization of democracy affected by
the
tendencies inherent in social organization?
When Michels wrote, the Marxist critique of capitalism had
for many decades been stressing the point that political demo
cracy
was necessarily incomplete so long as there was economic inequ
ality. The social power of the capitalist class rested upon its owne
r-

ship of the chief means of production. This ownershi
p was not

affected by the outcome of the democratic political proce
sses.

Therefore, democracy under capitalism, as under any
society
where there wasan inequality in economic rights and privi
leges,

was largely an illusion. From these facts the Marxists conclude
d

that the elimination of economic inequalities, through the build
-

ing of an economically classless society in which no one shou
ld

* The first edition of this book was published in Germany
, in 1911, with the
title, Zur Soziologie des Parteiwesens in der moderne
n Demokratie. A new edi-.
tion, somewhat revised, with a chapter on the war added,
was published in Italy
in late 1914, The English translation, by Eden and
Cedar Paul, was made from
the Italian edition, and published in 1915 by Hearst’s
International Library Co.,

New York. All the quotations in this Part are from this
translation. (Michels
lived from 1876 to 1936.)
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have special rights of ownership over the means of production,

. was a prerequisite for the attainment of genuine democracy.
The redsoning of the Marxists was correct so far as it went.
They failed, however, to demonstrate that it is possible to elimi- _

nate econbmic inequality and to organize a classless society. The :
Machiavellians, agreeing with the negative critique of the Marx- —
ists, at the same time show that their goals, on the basis of the .
evidence fom historical experience, are in fact impossible, that
the suppression of the specifically capitalist form of differential,
property tights would not atall guarantee a classless social struc- :
ture but

Would be followed by the consolidation of new kindsof ,

property tights and a new class division. Thus, from the point |
of view df the effect of economic factors on political and social /

relations, it is shown that the democratic goal cannot be reached.
Michels analysis, however,is still more fundamental than this . -

approach. to the problem of democracy through the effects of |

economi¢ structure. The economic field, after all, is only one

among many phasesofsocial life. It may be disputed just how |
decisively this economic phase affects the others. On the other,
hand, ordanization into groups and sub-groups—families, totems,
tribes, cities, nations, empires, churches, economic classes, clubs,

parties—fs an altogether universal feature of humanlife. The, _
general laws or tendencies of organization, then, are part of the
very conditions of social existence. There will be no escape from”
them no! matter what alterations occur in economic or political
structure$ all attainable social goals, good orevil, will lie within.
the limits set by them. It is these general laws or tendencies of
organization that Michels sets out to discover, in particular those:

tendenciés that bear upon thepossibility of achieving democracy.
In thig task, Michels does not, of course, proceed by abstract

demonsttation from “first principles”; he makes no appeal to’
metaphysics or theology or the “eternal nature of things” or to.
what “miust be.” Nor does he accept at face value what mensay
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or think or believe they are doing or want to do. Hefollows,
in

short, not Dante’s method, but Machiavelli’s. He
examines the

facts about organizations, what actually happens in real and existing human organizations, past and present. His generalizations
are derived solely from these facts.
In the course of his study, he draws upon the facts relating
to
many hundreds of human organizations, from the modern
nation-states to ordinary clubs. However, he gives special and prolonged attention to the European mass labor organizations;
and
of these, particularly to the German Social Democratic Party
and
the larger German trade unions. Itis necessary to understand
his

motivation for this emphasis,

Though Michels by no mea 3s neglects evidence from
the

operations of the state, conside..d as an organization,
and of

the reactionary or conservative political parties, he considers
it
already proved byothers, and indeed sufficiently obvious, that
the
modern capitalist-parliamentary state and the conservative
political parties are not genuinely democratic. The spokesmen
of both,

no doubt, express themselves usually in terms of a democratic
ideology—since such an ideology is the accepted form of modern
political thinking; but this must be regarded as no more than

what Michels calls an “ethical embellishment” of their social
struggle. “In an era of democracy, ethics constitute a weapon
which everyone can employ. In the old regime, the members of
the ruling class and those who desired to become rulers continually spoke of their own personal rights. Democracy adopts a more

diplomatic, a more prudent course. It has rejected such claims
as

unethical. Today, all the factors of public life speak and struggle
in the nameof the people, of the community at large. The government and rebels against the government, kings and party-leaders,
tyrants by the grace of God and usurpers, rabid idealists and
calculating self-seekers,all are ‘the people,’ and all declare that in
their actions they merely fulfil the will of the nation.” (Pp. 14-5.)

MI¢HELS: LIMITS OFDEMOCRACY 139

“Fyen conservatism assumes[in our age] at times a democratic .
—
form. Before the assaults of the democratic masses it has long

since abandonedits primitive aspect, and lovesto changeits dis-

guise. Today we find it absolutist, tomorrow constitutional, the _
next day parliamentary. . . . Democracy must be eliminated by —
the demotratic way of the popular will....A conservative _
candidate who should present himself to his electors by declaring /
to them that he did not regard them as capable of playing an
active part in influencing the destinies of the country, and should ,
tell them that for this reason they ought to be deprived of the .
suffrage, trould be a manof incomparablesincerity, butpolitically
insane. . . Nor does the theory of liberalism primarily base its :
aspirations upon the masses. It appealsfor support to certain def: .
inite classes, which in other fields of activity have already ripened _
for mastety, but which do notyet possesspolitical privileges—ap- .
peals, that is to say, to the cultured and possessing classes. For the _

_
liberals also, the masses pure and simple are no more than a necesf
mento
sary evil, whose only use is to help others to the attain
|
ends to which they themselvesare strangers.” (Pp. 2-7.)
/
results
that
ence
“In the society of today, the state of depend
ideal
an
from the'existing economic and social conditions renders
democra¢y impossible. This must be admitted without reserve.”

(P. 11.) In the governmentitself, therefore, and in all political

parties which accept, in general, the existing economic and social
conditions, we do not, and should not expect to, find democracy

in practite. “But the further question ensues, whether, and if so.

how far!within the contemporary social order, among the ele-

ments which ate endeavoring to overthrow that order and to re-

fe

writing, was clearly held by the Marxist, socialist parties, and by

ip ageraaptipteremspyeceiend

place it by a new one, there may exist in the germ energies tending to approximate towards ideal democracy,to find outlet in that,
direction, or at least to work towards it as a necessary issue.”
(P. 11.) Among these elements the first place, when Michels was
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the mass trade unions. Among these, the German Social Democratic Party and the German trade unions had attained
the
greatest numbers, influence, and development.
Moreover, these working-class movements did arise historically
for the sake of democratic struggle against oligarchy in all of its
forms throughout social life; their official doctrine was and remains uncompromisingly democratic; their founders, who began
the organizations and established the doctrine, were for the most
part men of unquestionable and remarkable sincerity. Their membership is based primarily upon and comprises great numbers of
the working mass of mankind. Uponall of these grounds, therefore, if democracyis possible, we may properly expectto find it,
or the strong tendency toward it, in these organizations.
If, on the contrary, we discover in these organizations, also,
not

democracy nor a tendency toward democracy butrather oligarchy
and powerful tendencies toward oligarchy, this will be a decisive
test in establishing the fact that democracy, as theoretically con-

ceived, is impossible. It will, together with the corroborative testi-

mony from the study of other organizations, demonstrate that
oligarchy or a tendency toward oligarchy is inherent in organi-

zation itself, and is thus a necessary condition ofsocial life.*

*T shall not, in the following sections, stress the
detailed facts which Michels
draws from the experiences of the German Social
Democratic Party, since it is

rather the analysis that holds for all organizations that concern
s me. I shall omit

altogether any reference to his very brilliant analysis
of the “social composition”
of the socialist leadership. The general principle
he arrives at is included in
Pareto’s discussion of the “circulation of the élites,”
and will be covered in
Part VI, on Pareto,

2. The Fact of Leadership
DEMOCRATIC THEORYis based upon theprinciple of “self' government”; the persons belonging to a social group are, accord- |
ing to democratic theory, able to, and properly ought to, govern :
themselve$.* It is possible to imagine, and even to discover, social |

groups in’ which this theory is fully realized. Such would be a
small company of adults (half a dozen or so), united for some
jointly he d purpose (business or recreation or crime, whatever it
might be) , who shared the same interests and level of culture,
and who reached decisions unanimously, after an adequate discussion, b y what wecall “a meeting of minds.” Certainly such

.

;

:
°

groups, Vj hich are not unknown, canbe intelligibly said to be
practicing , with respect to their organized purpose, “self-govern- °
ment”: ¢ heir members are, plainly enough, “governing them- /
selves.”

as soon as the group becomes at all large (and the
politically important groups of modern civilized society are very :
large) it is necessary, still retaining the democratic intention, to.
introduce arbitrary rules that are not wholly in accord with demo- .
cratic the ory. For example, the “group” has to be re-defined in ,
such a w% y as to exclude certain individuals who are nevertheless.
subject tq its decisions: children up to a certain arbitrarily determined ag e, criminals, insane persons, and so on. Usually, it may :
be added, additional restrictions apply in practice even when not,
So

*T must note that it is only with democracy in this traditional sense that I am
here dealin g. It is possible to define “democracy” in another way—roughly inthe sense t hat the Machiavellians give to “liberty.” If that is done, Michels’ .
at,
analysis is largely irrelevant, and his conclusions inapplicable. I shall return
some lengt! 1, in Part VII, to this other definition of “democracy.”

|
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in theory—property and racial and educational restrictions,
to
mention some of the most prominent. Secondly, since in larger
groups we seldom get opinions that are both freely given and
unanimous, it is necessary to accept the decision of a numerical
majority as the decision of the entire group.
Both of these qualifications are obviously unavoidable, and
no
sensible person could object to them. Nevertheless, it should
not
be overlooked that they do contradict strict democratic theory
,
even thoughit is easy enough for a clever philosopherto patch
up
the theory in order to allow for them. They are enough to show
thatstrict and full democracyis not possible in practice. Howev
er,
having noted this, we shall accept them as a legitimate emendation
of democratic theory, and go on to inquire whether democracy
thus circumscribed is compatible with the facts of organization.
Even if we accept majority opinion as democratically valid
for
the entire group, it is at once plain that, in the case
of large

groups, strict or “direct” democracy is impossible for mechan
ical
and technical reasons. A large group cannot itself directl
y decide

about its own affairs because there is no place big enoug
h to
permit a large group to assemble for discussion and decision. Even

if the group is sufficiently small to be contained within one place,

the study of crowd psychology shows that the decisions voted by
a large crowd seldom reflect the considered opinions of the constituent members of the crowd. Choices have to be limited to
a
few simple alternatives, whereas a great number of divergent
views may actually be held by various individuals. Only a few
speakers can be heard, not all who think they have something to
say. The devices of oratory, appeals to irrelevant sentiment,
enthusiasm, boredom, and weariness sway the crowd while it remains together. In a large assembly, votes are very often unanimous, by “acclamation,” when a survey of the individuals either
before or shortly after the meeting would show large minorities

or even a majority against the voted policy.
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All of these characteristics of the crowd are well known. Even

if they could be overcome or should bedisregarded, the simple —
fact remains that the operating political groups that function in

developed societies—the stateitself or mass political parties—are
far too large and too scattered in residence to be brought together -

in one place at one time. In reaching group decisions, there is no
technical meansto bring the will of the group—even if this could _
somehow! be determined—dizrecily to bear upon the problem at
hand.

many of the group's decisions must be made.
Furthermore, m
quickly if the organized group is not to be severely weakened or |
destroyed, If the armed force of the enemy strikes, the nation :
muststrike back at once. A political party unable to react quickly to the injportant events of the day, to meet or forestall sudden
movesof‘rival parties or of the state, to “take a position” on wars
and strikes and revolutions, would soon go under. Sometimesit
is said that the events which require quick decision are “ex- :
septional, and therefore do not count in the general history of |
the organizations. Butit is just these events demanding quick.
action that are the great and crucial events, settling the fate of.
organizations. Again from a merely mechanical and technical.
standpoint, it is impossible for a large group as a whole to make.
a quick decision; there is just no way for all the members topar-

ticipate. }
When!an organization grows to a certain size and when its
aims have a certain scope and importance, the conduct of the
|
organiza onal affairs becomesitself a considerableactivity. There
e
th
if
to
seen
be
thatmust
details
bureaucratic
are innu| merable
|
organization is to be kept alive. There are financial, administra

eoae

tive, diphomatic problemsto be settled. With organizations such
as politic al parties or trade unions, the facts of the economic and. __
political ‘situation must be at hand, campaigns must be planned
and cari ied out, negotiations entered into with other, organi- |
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zations, speeches prepared and delivered, articles written and
_ published. To be effectively performed, some of thesetasks require special talents; all of them needtraining; and all take a
great amount of time. Thespecial talents are not possessed by all;
and the great bulk of the membership, even if it had the inclination—which it does not—cannot acquire the training or give
the time. The principle of the division of labor operates. Certain
individuals specialize in the tasks peculiar to the organization and
its operational life; they devote all or a considerable portion of

their time andintelligence to the organization; they perfect them-

selves in the organizationalduties. Once the organization is fairly
large and its tasks of even a minimum importance—from thoseof
a country club to those of an imperial state—this development,
too, is unavoidable. Except through such a division of labor and _
specialization, there is no way for the organization to continue in

active existence.
|
To sum up: All of these causes work alike, and inescapably, to
create within the organization a leadership. The leadership, a
minority and in a large organization always a relatively small
minority, is distinguished from the mass of the organization. The
organization is able to keep alive and to function only throughiits
leaders.*
|
Democratic theory is compelled to try to adapt itself to the fact
of leadership. This it does through the subsidiary theory of “representation.” The group or organization is still “self-governing”;
but its self-government works through “representatives.” These
*JT am referring,’ here and throughout this analysis, to the de ‘facto leaders,

who often are not the same as the nominal leaders. As everyone knows, the
party “boss” does not necessarily occupy high position; the party chairman may
be an unimportant person in the organization. Nor need the member of Parliament or Congress or even a Prime Minister or President be as much a leaderas
the man or group that gets them elected. It is the fact, not the form, ofleadership that is under discussion. Equalitarian revolutionists—communards or an-

archists or syndicalists or jacobins—can eliminate titles, but they cannoteliminate
leaders.

Sindy
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have nojindependent status; what they do or decide
merely rep-

resents the will of the organization as a whole ;
the principle of
democraty is left intact.
|

This theory of representation is suspiciously simple
, and those
whoare pot bewitched by word-magic will guess at
the outset that
it is brought off by a verbal juggle. Indeed, the basic
theorists of

modern democracy were themselves more than
little troubled
by “représentation.” The truth is that sovereignty,
which is what

—according to democratic principle—ought to be posses
sed by the
mass, cattnot be delegated. In making a decision, no one
can represent
sovereign, because to be sovereign means to make
one’s own
decisions. The one thing that the sovereign cannot
possibly delegate is its own sovereignty; that would
be self-con-

tradictory, and would simply mean that sovereignty
has shifted

hands.

most, the sovereign could employ someone to carry

out decisions which the sovereignitself had alread
y made. But

this is not what is involved in the fact of leadership:
as we have
already sden, there must be leaders because there must
be a way
of deciding questions which the membership of the group
is not
in a position to decide. Thus the fact of leadership, obscur
ed by
the theory of representation, negates the principle of democr
acy. _
“For dqmocracy, however, the first appearance of profes
sional —
marks the beginning of the end, andthis, aboveall, on

account of the logical impossibility of the ‘representative’
system,
parliamentarylife or in party delegation. Jean Jacque
s
Rousseau jmay be considered as the founderof this
aspect of the
criticism of democracy. He defines popular gover
nment as ‘the exercise of the general will,’ and draws from this
the logical

inference, {it can never be alienated, and the sovere
ign, which is

simply a qollective being, can be represented only byitsel
f.’ Con-

sequently, ‘at the moment when a people sets up
representatives,
it is no lopger free, it no longer exists.’ A mass
which delegates

its sovercignty, that is to say transfersits sovereignty
to the hands

a
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of a few individuals, abdicatesits sovereig
n functions, For the

will

of the peoplif not transferable, nor avan the will of the
stngle
individual,” (Pp.

36-7. I have translated the quotations from
Rousseau, which are left in French in the text.
)
There is no need, however, to leave the
matter with this

somewhat abstract demonstration. The facts alrea
dy cited indicate not |
merely how a leadership necessarily arises
in an organization, but

how favorably the leaderchis i placed for acting independentl

y of

and, when occasion arises, counter to
the will of the mass of the

membership. Let us, granting the fact of
leadership, inquire
further into the problem: who controls who
m, the mass or the
leaders? ‘The leaders will always say that they
are only expressing
the will of the members (or “the people”), but
we are prepared
to pay very little attention to what they say.
We mayobserve that there are profound
psychological causes

hot mercly for the evistenee of the leadership (which
rests in

the
first place, as we have seen, on mechanic
al and technical causes),

but for the consolidation of the leadership
as a special group,
largely independent of control by the mass
of the membership.
For example, in nearly all organizations that
have left the

tempests of their birth, there comes to be acce
pted on all sides

what mightbe called a-customaryrightto office,
Formally, a new
election for an office may be held every year
or two. But in
practice, the merefact that an individual has
held the office in the
past is thought by him and by the memberst
o give him a moral

claim on it for the future: or, if not on the
same office, then

on
some other leadership post in the organization
. It becomes almost

unthinkable that those who have served the
organization so well,

or even not so well, in the pastshould be thro
wn aside. A duty to
the
leader is created in the sentiment of the memb
ers: the office-

holder gains a right. If the vagaries of elections
by chance turn

out wrong,then a niche is found in an emba
ssy or bureauorpostoffice, or, at the end, in the pension list.
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The str¢ngth of this customary right to office is well shown by _
the history of the trade-union movement in this country. During :

the violent early days of many unions, administrations come and .
go in series of overturns. But as soon as the unionis established, —
with a substantial, regular list of dues-paying members, and a
few signed contracts, the custom asserts itself. Hardly ever is

the admirjistration overthrown in a solid union. So long as the |

leaders have the necessary skill in the specialized task of guiding —
and contrblling organizations, they may be criminals or saints,
socialists or Republicans; depression or boom may come; wages
may go f or down; strikes may be won or betrayed; but the —
administr¢tion rides through all. This very natural phenomenon
is puzzling to those who reason formally. How, they wonder, can
this convitted criminal, that grafter, this man who sold outhis —
members|to the bosses, or that one whose incompetence lost the
chance to, organize a whole new branch of the industry, be re- :
tained still in office? They can answer such questions, if they are
not union members, by looking only a little closer at whatever
organization is nearer to them—lodge or chamber of commerce '
or club of governmental bureaucracy.

|

The customaryright to office makes possible an interesting de-

vice, freqhent in many political organizations: the device of res-

ignation. ‘The leader, threatened with an adverse vote from a _

conventioh or a parliament (or, in a smaller group, an assembly

of the entire membership), offers his resignation. The very heart,

it would seem, of democracy! The leader no longer represents the .
group will so he is ready to step aside as leader; and this is no

doubt the; way he puts it. But this is not the real meaning of the —
act. In truth,it is a powerful stroke whereby the leader forces his will upon the group. In the issue, the resignation is not accepted; :

it is the tonvention that gives up its opposition to the leader’s |
proposals, the parliament that votes “confidence.” Winston
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Churchill has proved himself a master of this device, which is

aided by the English system of a “responsible executive.”
More fundamental than the right to office is the psychological
need felt by the masses for leadership. This sentiment is a com-

poundof aumereus clementi Except in most unusual dramatic

circumstances, and seldom eventhen,the bulk of the membership

of any large organization is passive with respect to the organiza-

tionalactivities. Only a small percentage of a union’s membership
comes regularly to meetings.A still'smaller part of the membership
of a political party provides the active party workers: consider how
difficult it is to get 20,000 party members from among New York
City’s millions to a Democratic or Republican campaign meet-

ing—and attendance at a meeting is a minor enoughactivity. In

a referendum, only a minority bothers to mail back the ballots.
Unless voting is compulsory, only a fraction of the voting popu-

lation can even be got to the polls. How much smaller is the

fraction that participates.in the constant, active, decisive work of
the organization. “Though it grumbles occasionally, the majority
is really delighted to find persons whowill take the trouble to
look after its affairs. In the mass, and even in the organized mass

of the labor parties, there is an immense need for direction and

guidance. This need is, accompanied by a genuine cult for the
leaders, who are regarded as heroes.” (P. 53.) Whatever the causes
of this indifference and passivity,and this willingness to let others

do the active work of deciding, their existence is plain enough.

Moreover, as Machiavelli had also noted, “the most striking
proof of the organic weakness of the mass is furnished by the way
in which, when deprived oftheir leaders in time of action, they
abandon thefield of battle'in disordered flight; they seem to have
no powerof instinctive reorganization, and are useless until new
captains arise capable of replacing those that have been lost. The
failure of innumerable strikes and political agitations is explained
very simply by the opportuneaction of the authorities, who have
4
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placed the leaders under lock and key.” (P. 56.) Nor is this
phenomen bn confinedto labor organizations.
Tt may | ye added that this need for leadership brings it about
that the le aders of such organizations as mass political parties—
or the state—are kept extremely busy. “Their positions are any-

thing but sinecures, and they have acquired their supremacy at
the cost of extremely hard work. Their life is one of incessant
effort... ¢In democratic organizations the activity of the professional pee is extremely fatiguing, often destructive to health,
and in ge heral (despite the division of labor) highly complex.”

(P. 57.)

The masses have deep feelings of political gratitude toward
seemingly, speak and write in their behalf, and who

those who

on occasion suffer, or have suffered, persecution, imprisonment,or

exile in the name of their ideals. This gratitude finds ready ex-

pression in re-election to office, even where the events which gave
occasion fc x the gratitude lie in a distant and out-lived past. Machiavelli v ras aware, also, of this natural sentiment of gratitude.
In his zeal for the protection of liberty,he warned against it, and

~

praised the Romansfor not taking into account past services when
|
they were judging a present fault.
There ai re certain qualities, some innate and some acquired by
training, | yut none spread widely and evenly, that make for
leadership and are accepted by the mass as doing so. Oratorical _

Ss aprnersiamcremeneagmeimmnipemmesmmiy soe

and varied are the personal qualities thanks to which certain|
individual s succeed in ruling the masses. These qualities, which ©
maybeco! hsidered as specific qualities of leadership, are not neces- _
sarily all aksembled in every leader. Among them,the chief is the _
force of \ vill which reduces to obedience less powerful wills. —
[Again, M achiavelli’s virti.] Next in importance comethe following: a wic ler extent of knowledge which impresses the members

er beter

talent and the prestige of celebrity—in almost any field, however —
irrelevant- are prominent among them.In addition, “Numerous -
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of the leaders’ environment; a catonian strength of conviction, a
force of ideas often verging on fanaticism, and which arouses the
respect of the masses by its very intensity; self-sufficiency, even if
accompanied by arrogantpride, so long as the leader knows how
to make the crowd share his own pride in himself; in exceptional
cases, finally, goodness of heart and disinterestedness, qualities
which recall in the minds of the crowd the figure of Christ, and
reawaken religious sentiments which are decayed but not ex-

tinct.” (P. 72.)
In the case of great organizations with important activities—

the state, political parties, mass trade unions, and for that matter

large industrial and commercial corporations—the mass, both as

a body and in terms of most of the individuals composing it, is

incompetent to carry on the work. This follows not only from the
psychological qualities already mentioned, but because of the lack
of the required knowledge, skill, and training. The work, even

the routine through which the work is carried on—theintricacies
of parliamentary procedure, for example—is exceedingly complex; even with native ability, time is required to becomeeffective
at it. With respect to the organizational tasks, the leaders possess
a genuine superiority over the mass, and of this they are well
aware. “Flere, as elsewhere, the sayingis true that no undertaking
can succeed without leaders, without managers. In parallelism
with the corresponding phenomenain industrial and commercial
life, it is evident that with the growth of working-class [or any

other] organization there must be an accompanying growth in

the value, the importance, and the authority of the leaders.”
(P. 89.)

In short, the leaders—notevery individual leader, but the leadership as a group, and a group with atleast a considerable measure
of stability and permanence—are indispensable to every important
organization. Their genuine indispensability is the strongest lever
whereby the position of the leadership is consolidated, whereby
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the leaders! control andare not controlled by the mass, whereby,
therefore, hemocracy succumbs.‘The power of the leadership, organized asian informal sub--groupindependentof the mass of the
membership, follows as a necessary consequenceof its indispensability.

3. Lhe Autocracy of Leadership
CULTURAL AND PSYCHOLOGICALcauses, thus, combine

with the technical conditions of organization to bring about a

division between the leaders, on the one hand, and the mass of

the organization’s membership on the other. The leadership is
consolidated as a group,relatively independent of the mass. The
leaders are indispensable to the organization’s life and activities.
In practice, in spite of the forms and doctrines of democracy, the
leaders are in a position to control and dominate the mass. Let us
study further how the autocracy of the leadership expresses and
maintains itself,
The leaders—mere “representatives,” according to democratic
theory—haveeffective control of the organization’s finances. The
funds are for the most part supplied by the mass. In theory and

to some extent in fact, the mass can imposecertain restrictions

on what is done with the funds. But in practice the use and
distribution of funds is under the direct control of the leaders,
This control is often very crudely expressed by the tendency
of leaders to assign relatively large amounts of money to themselves, a tendency of particular interest asit operates in labor or-

ganization.* In the early days of trade unions or labor political
parties, the leaders are usually non-professional, serving perhaps

part-time with little or no pay. The indispensable need for fulltime and professional leaders is soon apparent. There is usually
a stage when the conception arises that a leader should be paid at
the rate that would be received from an ordinary employer by a
* The financial generosity which the leaders of big corporations show
to themselves is too well known to require comment.
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omesestablished and powerful,
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idly
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pay which, the leaders receive
ry
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sncome level of the
up until it is far beyond the
e —
tim
t
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cial in this country at the pre
members. A trade-union offi
=
in
e
$25,000 salary, plus that or mor
frequently gets as much as a
houses,
e” of union property such as
“expenses,” as well as the “us
domithe
financial privilege marks
cars, and even airplanes. This
e,
anization, and at the same tim
nance of the leaders over the org
which :
, cultural as well as material,
through the greater resources
ir
leaders’ disposal, reinforces the
the high income places at the
the
gs,
, at conventions and meetin
dominante. In the beginning
ard as.

nt, which they rightly reg
members protest this developme
or
themselves. But not successfully
autocratit and directed against
,
tes
ega
del
their control, and the
for long! The leaders are beyond
the increases.
some of them grumbling, vote

er of the tendencies discussed
‘The ptocess, as well as several oth
well illustrated in the proceedin the last section, are particularly
s.
the United Automobile Worker
ings of the 1942 convention of
anizational
and therefore shows org
This grkat union is young,
in estabwth, not as hidden and crystallized

tendencies in their gro
ore a leadership stabilized (inlished groups. In its first years, bef
the U. A. W. went through a
deed, itlhas not yet fully stabilized),
. It prided itself publicly on the
period of rapid administrative flux
sonal privilege from their work,
fact that its officials sought no per
led auto workers. I quote now
and were paid at the rate of skil
ort of the session of the 1942 con
from the New York Times rep
‘

on:
vention devoted to the salary questi

constitution committee moved
hy salary row started when the
ional president be advanced to
that t e salary of the internat
increased
secretary-treasurer be
$10,006 a year; that that of the
executive board members from
from $5,000 to $9,500 and that of
be set

of the new vice presidents
$3,500'to $6,000 and that the pay
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at $8,000. [Modest enough
sums,as union salaries go,
but the
Power ofa ruling class is not
built in a day. The U. A. W.
administ
ration knows that more
conventions will come tom
orrow.]

for order as speakers on
both sides of the questi
on went into
action. [When the U, A.
W.is older, the ungratefu
l boos will]
disappear.] James Lindah
l, cha

irmanof the constitution
committee, stated that ULLA, W.
had more than 600,00
0 members, that

those paid other union lea
ders,
“The sharpest ‘Opposition
was expressed by Willia
m Mazey,
delegate from Hudson Loc
al 154 of Detroit, who was
aga
inst any
inc
rease at all,” - wets

.

“T feel our officers should
be paid the same salary as
the rankand-file back intheshop,’
he shouted. ‘Pay them
lik
e
bos
ses, and
they begin to think like bos
ses! [Delegate Mazey is one
step behind: the leaders, thinking
like bosses already, logically
demand
to be paid like bosses,]
“To this, another delegate
retorted: ‘We're treating th
em like
the bosses try to treat us
when we ask for a raise!
’
.
.e
“President Thomas told the
convention that if its delega
tes desired to do so, the commit
tee

could take the amendm
ent back
underconsideration ‘and
cut our salaries,’ Hesaid
the
deb
ate was
embarrassing to him, an
d surrendered the gavel
to
Jam
es B.
Carey, international secret
ary of the C. LO. [A mil
d variant of
the resign

ation device, combined wit
h effect

ive democratic piety. ]
“Curt Murdock, president
of Packard Local, 190, of
Detroit,
told the opponents of the
measure that they oughtt
o
be
as
hamed
of themselves and that the
leaders of industry, to wh
om the union
men
would apply for their own
raises, ‘would be pleased to
hear
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our arguments against wage increases today.” [An appeal to the
sentiment gf gratitude, combined with a veiled threat that the
delegates had better knuckle down fortheir own good.|”

However} this is only one, and on the wholea minor, effect of

the power ‘that the leaders wield through their control of the
organizatioh’s finances. In passing, they may line their own

pockets. But it does not really matter if, through conscience or . a
fixed rules or scanty treasury, they do not. If the leaders are not

well paid, they are more subject to temptation from without and . st
less likely to be loyal to their own organization. Or, as often in
democratic! and labor politics, persons with independent means

take over the leadership. In any case, the leaders decide the more oo.
important uestions of the day-by-day use of what funds there0.
are: what tnd who shall be strengthened, what and who weak-

ened, who! put on the pay-roll and who taken off, who favored

and who financially frowned on. In these matters, nations are not

different from unions: shall this local or that get the subsidy from

the international? this town or that get the heaviest public-works

|
appropriat fon P
“the press consticontrol,
financial
with
Second, collaborating

tutes a potent instrument for the conquest, the preservation, and

the consolidation of power on the part of the leaders.” (P. 130.)
Publicity hnd propaganda are carried on by all large organizations. Sometimes they are direct and open, where the organization (a political party, for example) publishes in its own name .
a paper afd pamphlets and magazines, runs its own radio programs and speaking campaigns. Sometimes they are more in- |

direct and informal, with advertising and publicity handouts, and —
subsidized journals, writers and speakers who remain nominally

independent. “In. all cases, the press [as well as publicity and

propaganda generally] remainsin the handsof theleadersandis .

never controlled by the rank andfile.” (P. 135.) The case for the .

leadership and its policies, therefore, can be and is always the

|
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preponderant burden of the organization’s propaganda. “The
press is the most suitable means of diffusing the fame ofthe individual leaders among the masses, for popularizing their names”
(p. 130), and at the sametime for undermining opponents
either

by denunciation or by keeping their names out of sight. By the
nature of the case, the mass of the membership cannot control or
conduct the press and propaganda; and no onetherefore should
be surprised that modern governments employ tens of thousands
of publicists and raise the masters of propagandato their highest

posts.

A third powerful instrumentof control possessed by the leaders

results from the fact that they administer, in part or altoget
her,

the disciplinary mechanism of the organization. In the state, this

is open enough,since the leaders give orders to the police, the
jailers, and the armed forces. Physical force is not unknown as
a

disciplinary weapon in organizations other than the state, but
other punishments, such as fines and loss of tights or membership, can be equally effective from the point of view of protecting
the leadership. In the case of trade unions, the loss of membership can be extremely serious, because it often means for the
worker theloss of the right to make a living at his trade. Expulsion can obviously get rid of an opposition, though it is an
unwelcome device since it meansat least a temporary weakening
of the organization as a whole. Butthe leaders have at their disposal a more subtle disciplinary procedure: namely, their effective
control over much of the process of selecting delegates for con-

ventions. The proper handling of this process can be,as all trained

leaders know, a mostintricate and fascinating talent.
¥

*

¥

Wemust be careful to distinguish the problem of government
“by the people” from that of government“for the people.” With

MIC
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the latter, | Michels’ examination is not concerned. The argument
has shown that, in established organizationsof any size, including
the state ct ynsidered as a social organization, governmentis not
by the peo ble—that is, the mass of members does not controlthe
leaders, bu t the leaders the mass. It may quite possibly be that this
is, if not al ways, at least sometimes best “for the people”; that is,
the interes ts of the members as a whole andof the majority of
them indi idually, may be best served by leadershipcontrol.
This cor clusion is maintained by those who defend democracy
but at the same time are willing to recognize that normally the
leaders are in charge. They then attempt to reconcile this paradox
with deme cratic doctrine. “Those [ professed democrats] who defend the a rbitrary acts committed by the democracy, point out
that the hasses have at their disposal means whereby they can
react against the violation of their rights. These means consist in a

the right Of controlling and dismissing their leaders.” (P. 156.)
This brake on the leaders cannot be wholly disregarded, and it
' would be 'a mistake to suppose that it does not serve to differentiate detnocratic organizations from those completely subject to
an autocratic structure. “Unquestionably this defense possesses a __
certain theoretical value, and the authoritarian inclinations of the :

leaders ard in some degree attenuated by these possibilities. . . . :

In practicd, however, the exercise of this theoretical right is inter- :

Ce
fered wit by the working of the whole series of conservative
_
previously been made, so that
tendencies to which allusion has

the suprer hacy of the autonomous and sovereign masses is rendered pur ly illusory.” (P. 156.)
iewing 5
facts that we have been rev

All thos e organizational
unite to s how that where a definite conflict arises between thesist

leaders an d the mass, the odds are overwhelmingly in favor of |
the leader: |. Nevertheless, leaders are sometimes ousted. Does this _
violate th = general principle of the supremacy of leadership? :
What exa tly

happens whenleaders lose?

_
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“When there is a struggle between the leaders and the masses,
the former are always victorious if only they remain united.”
(P. 157.) The unled masses, less closely organized than theleaders, and perpetually weakened by the whole weightof the organizational pressures, never win against a united leadership. The

existing leadership may be overthrown under two circumstances

only, and not always underthese.
In the first place, if a division occurs among the leaders, one
section or both is forced to seek help from the masses of the
membership, andis able to organize their strength. The opposition
leadership is sometimes successful in eliminating the old leadership. Second, new leaders may, and do,arise as it were “spon-

taneously”out of the masses. If the existing leadership is unable or
unwilling to crush or assimilate these “outside” leaders, then it
may be overthrown. In both of these cases, however, though the
process may appear to take the form of a successful struggle of
the masses against their leaders, and thus to prove the supremacy
of the masses, in reality it consists only of the substitution of a
new leadership for the old. Leadership remains in control; “selfgovernment”is as distant as ever.
This problem is given more extended and generalized treatment by Pareto, and I shall return to it in both Part VI and Part
VII. I wish here, however, to remark, that Michels underestimates

the indirect, if not direct, democratic significance of the “opposition.” If it is true that in the end there can be no more than

the substitution of one set of leaders for another, nevertheless
through the opposition leadership the pressure of the masses is
brought indirectly to bear upon the leadership as a whole. An
opposition, so long as it remains an opposition, whatever its
theories, is compelled to rest to some extent on a democratic basis

and to defend democratic practices. The existence of an opposition
is the firmest and the only firm check on the autocratic tendencies
of the leaders.
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There jare, finally, certain tendencies of leadership which,

though almost always present to a certain degree, do not get

carried if every social organization to theirfull extreme. These

tendencies, however, and especially their extreme development,
are so profoundly important for democracy that they deserve a |

very special notice.

In established leaders there normally occurs what Michels calls /
a “psychglogical metamorphosis.” “In the majority of instances, and above all at the openingof his career, the leader is sincerely :
convinced of the excellence of the principles he advocates. . . . |
Hehas been pushed forward bya clearer vision, by a profounder —
sentiment, and by a more ardent desire for the general good; he
has been jnspired by theelasticity and seriousness of his character _
and by hiSs warm sympathy for his fellows. It is obvious that this /
will be true above all where the leader does not find already established a sblid organization capable of offering remunerative em-_
ployment, but wherehis first step must be to found his own party.
But this Must not be taken to mean that wherever a well-or- /
ganized party already exists the leader seeks at the outset to

gratify hig personal interests.” (Pp. 205-6.)

But these qualities do not long resist the habit of power. “He©
whohas dncé attained to power will not readily be induced to re- |
turn to the comparatively obscure position which he formerly

occupied. |... The consciousness of power always produces "
vanity, and unduebelief in personal greatness. . . . In the leader, |
consciousijess of his personal worth, and of the need which the
mass feels for guidance, combine to induce in his mind a recog- °

nition of his own superiority (real or supposed), and awake, in ;

addition, that spirit of command which exists in the germ in |
every mart born of woman. Wesee from this that every human
power seeks to enlarge its prerogatives. He who has acquired power will almost always endeavorto consolidate it and to extend. : |
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it, to multiply the ramparts which defend his position, and to
withdraw himself from the control of the masses.” (Pp. 206-7.)

At a typical stage in this psychological metamorphosis, the
leader identifies himself with the group—party or nation or whatever the group may be. “The bureaucrat identifies himself completely with the organization, confounding his own interests with
its interests. All objective criticism of the party [or nation,if he is
the leader of a nation] is taken by him as a personal affront. This
is the cause of the obviousincapacity of all party leaders to take a
serene and just view of hostile criticism. ... If, on the other
hand,the leader is attacked personally, his first care is to makeit
appear that the attack is directed against the party [or nation] as
a whole.” (P. 228.) Criticism of the group is personallibel against
the leader; criticism of the leader is subversion and treason against
the group. “The despotism of. the leaders,” moreover, “does not
arise solely from a vulgar lust of power or from uncontrolled
egoism, but is often the outcome of a profound andsincere conviction of their own value and of the services which they have
rendered to the commoncause.” (P. 229.)
These psychological changes are themselves part of a larger
process frequent in the development of democracy: the process of
the growth of what Michels, and others, call “Bonapartism,” a

name derived from the regimes of the two Bonapartes, particularly
from that of Napoleon III.

The despotic Bonapartist rule was not theoretically based, like
most monarchies, upon any claims of God-given right or of in-

heritance. The theoretical and also the historical basis was democratic; democratic form was carefully and consistently preserved.
Both Napoleons ruled as democratic representatives of the gov-

erned, the people. Their democratically legitimate right to act as

delegates of the people’s will was confirmed in a series of broad
plebiscites. The first Napoleon was overwhelmingly elected as
Consul, Consulfor life, and then (1804) as Emperor; the second,

M]
twice as

did not
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President, and finally (1852) as Emperor. “Napoleon IT

therely recognize in popular sovereignty the source of his.

power, h e further made that sovereignty the theoretical basis of
all his p tactical activities. He made himself popular in France
by declaj ing that he regarded himself as merely the executive
organ of the collective will manifested in the elections, and that he
was enti! ely at the disposition of that will, prepared in all things—

to accept its decisions. With great shrewdness, he continually re-

peated th at he was no morethan an instrument, a creature of the
masses.” (P. 216.)

The B napartist leader claims, with more than a show of justification, to be the most perfect embodiment of the will of the
group, the people. Everything, therefore, is permitted to him,
since he s merely the symbolof the group as a whole. The intermediary political organs—parliaments, for example—still continue; bu t they are now subordinate to the Bonapartist leader, for
only he c ompletely expresses the popular will; they are his agents,,

and only + through him are they agents of the people. ‘‘Once —_
elected,t ne chosen of the people can no longer be opposed in any oe

way. He personifies the majority, and all resistance to
0 his williis
anti-dem
for the nj ation, having once spoken, cannot contradictitself. He is,
moreove! , infallible. . . . It is reasonable and necessary that the
adversarij s of the government should be exterminated in the name

of popula r sovereignty, for the chosen of the people acts within his
rights as representative of the collective will, established in his.
position| by a spontaneousdecision. It is the electors themselves,
we are ag sured, who demand from the chosen of the people that |
he shoul 1 use severe repressive measures, should employ force,
should cc neentrate all authority in his own hands.’

All thi s is much more than mere pretense. Once granted the |
principle of representation, Bonapartism can be regarded as the
logical cu mination of democracy. More than this: to judge from _

162

THE MACHIAVELLIANS

the experience not only of our own times but from that of the
Greek city-states, the Roman Republic, and the medieval citystates, Bonapartism is likewise the normal—though not perhaps
the invariable—historica] culmination of democracy. Bonapartism,
in one or another stage of development, is the most striking and
typical political structure of our day. The great nations which,in
the period sincé the Renaissance, adopted democratic political
formulas and representative parliamentary practices, have without
exception in this century exhibited a powerful tendency toward
Bonapartism, a tendency which in Germany, Russia, and Italy has
gone to full maturity, but which is no less plainly marked in, for
example, England and the United States.
It is a grave historical error to identify Bonapartism with other
forms of despotism. Bonapartism is not mere military dictatorship; it is not the traditional hereditary or God-derived despotism
of absolute monarchies; it is not the oligarchical rule of a closed

hereditary caste. Mature Bonapartism is a popular, a democratic
despotism, founded on democratic doctrine, and, at least in its
initiation, committed to democratic forms. If Bonapartism, in fact

rather than in theory, denies democracy, it does so by bringing
democracy to completion.

4. The Iron Law of Oligarchy
THE AUTOCRATIC TENDENCIESof organization have

not, of course, escaped the notice of those proponents of democracy who have been both hard-headed andsincere. Recognizing
them, a number of measures have been proposed in an effort to
thwart these tendencies and to guard democracy. Michels discusses the results obtained from four of thechief of these: the

referendum, “renunciation,” syndicalism, and anarchism.

| :

The device of the referendum has been tried both in governmental Hpdies (Switzerland, certain States of the United States)
and in many lesser organizations. In theory, it serves to refer
policy-making decisions to the entire membership of the group,
and thus'to operate in accordance with strict democratic principle.

In practice, we find that it does not work. Usually only a small.

percentage of the membership participates in the referendum. It.

is easy for the leaders to put the referendum-question in such a
form as to assure the outcome that they wish. “The referendum.
is open to criticism to the same extent and for the same reasons |
as is every other form of direct popular government. The two
principal objections are the incompetence of the masses and the
lack of time. Bernstein has said with good reason that even if none
but the most important political and administrative questions are
to be submitted to the popular vote, the happy citizen of the.

future wjll find every Sunday upon his desk such a number of

interrogatories that he will soon lose all enthusiasm for the refer- /

endum. It is, however, especially in respect of questions demand- /

ing a prompt decision that the referendum proves impracticable.”
(P. 336.) We have already noted that these questions which de- /
163
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mand prompt decision are just those that are most crucial in
.
determining the fate of organizations.
not
advocated
strongly
,”
Amendment
The so-called “Ludlow
long ago in this country, which provided for a referendum vote of
the people before this country could go to war, was certainly a
consistent application of democratic principle. The pretended
arguments against it on the basis of democracy were either ignorant or hypocritical. Nevertheless, it was plainly ridiculous from

the point of view of practice—a war was not going to wait for
the conclusion of the unwieldy and elaborate mechanics of a
general referendum, Indeed, the real as distinguished from the
formal meaningof the agitation for the Ludlow Amendment had
nothing to do with democracy, but was a struggle against the
impending war and against the existing Administration.
The most conspicuous use of the referendum, it may further
be observed, is in the Bonapartist plebiscite (Hitler and Stalin
have followed the two Napoleons) where the vote attaches the

fiction of the “popular will” to what has already been decided
in historical fact.
By “renunciation,” Michels refers to a device that has been frequently advocated for working-class organizations, and sometimes

enforced by them. Reasoning that the anti-democratic habits of
leaders follow from their possession of material privileges beyond
those available to the rank-and-file, it is held that these tendencies
will disappear if the privileges are made inaccessible, if the leaders
are required to have the same income, conditionsoflife, social
and cultural environment, as the members. It is certainly a fact
that there is a most intimate connection between power andprivilege. Nevertheless, the device of renunciation fails in practice. In

the first place, except sometimes in small or persecuted organizations, the leaders never do renounce all privileges, and they can

find very plausible excuses in both the nature and quality of their
work for not doing so. Even where they do, renunciation does
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en more tyrannical _
not produce simple democrats but fanatics,oft
owed little by privthan thost leaders who are sometimes mell
:
|
ilege.
y. As”

nd democrac
Third, the “syndicalist” policy aims to defe
anti-democratic ,
the
ng
noti
we have deen in Part IV, syndicalism,
the workers to
tells
tendencick of the state and ofpolitical parties,
ine themselves alto-_
have nothing to do with politics, but to conf
e unions (syndicates) |
~ gether to/“their own” organizations, the trad
this proposal is apparand the labor co-operatives. The naiveté of
are not exempt from,
s
ent enough. Trade unions and co-operative
s, are rather prime sources.
the autockatic tendencies of organization
ing rid of political parties would not at all.

of these tendencies. Gett
n autocracy a field
get rid of autocracy, but metely leave the unio
Hy
free of rfvals.
ement to study in
Anarchism, finally, which was the first mov

, draws the clearest
detail the autocratic tendencies of organization
e all organization
and most formally consistent conclusion. Sinc
e
eve democracy, ther
leads tot autocracy, then, in order to achi

party Nor union.
must be no organization atall, neither state nor
capable

m showsis
This vigwpoint, which the history of anarchis
wholly divorced
is
als,
of producing very noble human individu
sarily includes orfrom the reality of human society, which neces

r be more than a faith ganizations. Anarchism therefore can neve
integrate an individ—and a completely unrealistic faith, able to
political movement.
ual’s own isolated life, but never aserious

their ideas into
Anarchists are compelled, when they try to put
narily do so in
social practice, to accept organization. They ordi

disguise it, among
the ecdnomic field and even, though they

e as a rule morally
themselves. “But though the anarchist leadersar
es working in the
superidr to the leaders of the organized parti
ties and pretenpolitical field, we find in them some of the quali
ed by a psychosions characteristic of all leadership. This is prov
vidual anarchist
indi
logical! analysis of the characteristics of the
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leader. The theoretical struggle .
.. has not stifled in them the
natural love of power. All that we
can say is that the means of
dominion employed by the anarchis
t leader belong to an epoch
which political parties have already
outlived. These are the means
utilized by the apostle and the
orator: the flaming power of
thought, greatness of self-sacrifice, pro
fundity of conviction. Their
dominion is exercised, not over the
organization, but over minds;
it is the outcome, not of technical indi
spensability, but of intellectual ascendancy and moral superior
ity.” (P. 358,)
It is not surprising that the test of
experience shows that these
and all other devi

ces fail. Social life cannot dispen
se with organization, The mechanical, tech
nical, psychological, and cultural
cond

itions of organization require leadersh
ip, and guarantee that
the leaders rather than the mass shal
l exercise control. The auto-

cratic tendencies are-neither arbi
trary.nor accidental nor temporary, but

inherent in the nature oforganizatio
n,
This, the general conclusion fro
m Michels’ entire study, he
sums up asthe tron
law of oligarchy, a law whi

ch, upon the basis
of the evidence at our disposal, would see
m to hold for all social

Movements and all forms of soci
ety. The law shows that the

democratic ideal of self-governmentis

impossible. Wha

tever social
changes occur, whatever happens
to economic relations, whether
property isin private hands or soci
alized, organization will remain,

and throughorganization an oligarch
ical rule will be perpetuated.
“The social revolution would not effe
ct any real modification of
the internal structure of the mass. The
socialists might conquer,
but not socialism, which would perish
in the momentofits adherents’ triumph.” (P. 391.)
“These phenomena would seem
to prove bey

ond dispute that:
society cannot exist without a ‘domin
ant’ or ‘political’ class, and
that the ruling class, whilst its elemen
ts are subject to a frequent
Partial renewal, nevertheless constitu
tes the only factor of suffciently durable efficacy in the history
of human development.
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According! to this view, the government, or, if the phrase be
preferred, the state, cannot be anything other than the organiza- _
tion of a rhinority. It is the aim of thisminority to impose upon .
the rest of society a ‘legal order,’ which is the outcome of the -

exigencies! of dominion and of the exploitation of the mass of
helots effected by the ruling minority, and can never be truly
representative of the majority. The majority is thus permanently
incapable $f self-government. . . . The majority of human beings,
in a condition ofeternal tutelage, are predestined by tragic necessity to submit to the dominion of a small minority, and must be |

content to constitute the pedestal of an oligarchy.” (P. 390.)
Howevér, from the iron law of oligarchy, Michels does not :
at all contlude that we should abandon the struggle for democracy, or, morestrictly, for a reduction to the minimum possible of |

those autdcratic tendencies which will nevertheless always remain.
“Leadership is a necessary phenomenon in every form otf social —
life. Conskquently it is not the task of science to inquire whether |
this phenbmenon is good orevil, or predominantly one or the

other. But there is great scientific value in the demonstration that |

every system of leadership is incompatible with the most essential
postulates of democracy. We are now aware that the law of the ,
historic necessity of oligarchy is primarily based upon a series of |
facts of experience.” (P. 400.) “The mass will never ruleexcept _
in abstradto. Consequently the question . . . is not whether ideal,
democrady is realizable, but rather to what point and in what de- .
gree dem ocracy is desirable, possible, and realizable at a given
moment.” (P. 402.) Oligarchy will always remain; but it may be

possible to put some limit and restraint on the absoluteness of, ob

oligarchy, This cannot beeffectively done by a utopian and sentimental idealism concerning the possibilities of democracy. “Noth-

ing but alserene and frank examination ofthe oligarchical dangers
of a denjocracy will enable us to minimize these dangers, even

though they can never be entirely avoided.” (P. 408.) “Those
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alone, perhaps, are in a position to pass a fair judgment upon

democracy who, without lapsing into dilettantist sentimentalism,

recognize thatall scientific and humanideals have relative values.
If we wishto estimate the value of democracy, we must doso in
comparison with its converse, pure aristocracy. The defects inherent in democracy are obvious. It is none theless true that as a
form of social life we must choose democracyas the least of evils.”
(P. 407.) “Democracy is a treasure which no one will ever discover
by deliberate search. But in continuing our search, in laboring
indefatigably to discover the undiscoverable, we shall perform a
work which will have fertile results in the democratic sense.”

(P. 405.)

“The democratic currents of history resemble successive waves.

They break ever on the same shoal. They are ever renewed. This
enduring spectacle is simultaneously encouraging and depressing.
When democracies have gained a certain stage of development,
they undergo a gradual transformation, adopting the aristocratic
spirit, and in many cases also the aristocratic forms, against which
at the outset they struggled so fiercely. Now new accusersarise to
denounce the traitors; after an era of glorious combats and of inglorious power, they end by fusing with the old dominant class;
whereupon once more they are in their turn attacked by fresh
opponents who appeal to the name of democracy. It is probable
that this cruel game will continue without end.” (P. 408.)
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and free markets. This point of view he gradually aband
oned. It
wasnot replaced by any other.
Critics have often argued that Pareto’s disavowal of
any prac-

tical goal is no more than pretense, and they have usually
attributed to him this or that program. It may well be that,
even

though no goals are explicitly stated in Mind and Societ
y, certain

values and attitudes are suggested by the over-all tone of
his remarks. However, about these nothing can be definitely settled
.
They are in anycase irrelevant to my purpose, which is to show
what Pareto added to the main trends of Machiavellian thoug
ht.
Everybody can argue all night about how to save societ
y; but

only a rare few havetold us any truths aboutsociety.
*

%

*

To understand Pareto’s general analysis of society, we
must

first be entirely clear about the distinction he makes
between

“logical conduct” and “non-logical conduct.” (Mind and Societ
y,
151 ff.)
A man’s conduct(that is, human action) is “logical” under
the
following circumstances: whenhis action is motivated
by a deliberately held goal or purpose; when that goalis possible;
when the
steps or means he takes to reach the goal are in fact
appropriate
for reaching it.
Logical conduct is common in the arts, crafts,
and sciences, and

frequent in economic activity (Pareto calls the econo
mic field,
“interests”). For example: a carpenter wants to make
table (the
production of the table is his deliberately held
purpose); this
goal is, normally, quite possible; he assembles lumbe
r and tools,
applies one to the other, and as a result gets the table
—the means
he takes are in fact appropriate to reach his goal. Thus
his conduct, with respect to this activity, is logical. Or a
scientist wants
to test the efficacy of a new drug in curing some
disease; he de-
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with the usual canons of
vises proper experiments in ‘accordance
her the drug does accomscientific'method, and determines whet
when the

er wages and,
plish a Gure. Or a worker wants high
lable new one that does in.
chance offers, quits one job for an avai
, wanting to maintain his funds in

fact pay more. Or an investor
s capital from a field of
the most profitable manner, withdraw
a new and expanding inenterprige that is drying up in favor of
to’s sense, logical.
dustry. All of such activities are, in Pare
conconditions for logical
If, however, any one or more of the

:
are non-logical.
duct ard not present, then the actions
,
berate motivation atall
Actions may, for instance, have no deli
behavior of animals;
the
This wduld be true ofall or almostall of
to

of rationalists, believes it
and Pareto, in spite of the prejudice
an actions. Taboos and
be true be a surprising percentage of hum
no means confined to primiother stfperstitious acts, which are by
sports, and

many rituals,
tive pedples, are obvious examples, as are

things, without any purpose
courtesies. Human beings simply do
active, whether or not there is
at all; it is natural for them to be
:

activity.
any consciously understood point in the
purpose or goal is imVery! common,also, are cases where the
—that is, located outside
possible. The goal may be transcendent
and history—and in all
of the 'real spatio-temporal world of life
standpoint, strictly impossuch cases it is, from Pareto’s scientific
ion of

Nirvana or the duplicat
sible. So, if the goal is Heaven or
scendent dream orillusion. On the,

the cube or any other tran
in strict logic, may neverother pond, the goal, if not impossible
purposes, granted the real
theless be impossible for all practical
a Tower of Babel to reach
naturd of the world. So, if the goal is
eternal peace and universal
to the!highest heaven, or a utopia of
as when a dreamer with
good will, or some fantastic personal goal
violinist in the world,
no aptitude decides to become the greatest
ttoa billion. In all these
or a child, just learning numbers, to coun
or purposes is non-logical.
cases, conduct motivated by such goals
e
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Pareto is strict with his definition.It migh
t be that, though the
deliberately held purpose is impossible, yet
the activities carried
out would yield a result that the person in
question would judge
desirable, if he stopped to think about it.
Striving for utopia, a
worker might get a 10% raise in standard
of living. This result,
doubtless, the worker might judge desirabl
e so far as it went.

Even in this case, however, the worker’s
conduct is non-logi

cal,
because it is not and could not be the logic
al consequence of the
conscious purpose; the desirable result foll
ows as a chance byproduct, and the goal held in mind js logic
ally irrelevant to it.
We have here the situation which I anal
yzed in discussing
Dante. Wherethere is a disparity between
the “formal” goal and
the “real” goal of an action, then the acti
on is non-logical. In
logical action, the formal goal and the real
goal are identical.
Finally, action is non-logical when the
means taken to reach
the goal are
in fact inappropriate to that purpose,
If the

carpenter
tried to pound his nails with a sponge,
then his means would be
inappropriate, no matter how suitable
he might himself think

them. So, too, if a surgeon used a pick
axe for an appe

ndectomy;
or if an oppressed people thoughtthey coul
d overcome a despotic
social regime by an assassination or two
; or if a democratic elec-

torate believed that by voting a chan
ge of parties in power they
might be guaranteed an era of endless
prosperity.

Everyone knows that a certain amount
of human conductis
non-logical. Pareto’s stress is on the enor
mous scope of the non-

logical—his book lists many thousand
s of examples, and each of
these coul

d suggest a thousand more of the same
kind. Other
Writers on the nature of society have reco
gnized the existence of
non-logical conduct; some have even admi
tted that, quantitatively,
it exceeds the logical; but almost all have
in the end held that
somehow the margin of logical conduct
is what is “most distinc-

tively human,”

and what is decisive for the developm
ent of government and society. Pareto not only
shows that non-logical
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logical
not
are
s
valley
vated. Temperature, rainfall, mountains and
huin
where
products; they are simply given as the environment
accept any
man sodiety develops. Few theorists nowadays would
a single
by
y
histor
all
in
expla
of the ektreme doctrines that try to
few
but
sort;
the
of
principle of climate or race or something
social
on
ence
would deny that these have at least some influ
interpreting —
change.! It might, however, be argued that, when
factors as
social change, we accept the physical and biological
tions
condi
the
n
withi
that,
historichlly irrelevant “constants”; and
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which they admittedly set, logical cond
uct functions to decide
what happensin history.
Thesocial goals, ideals, or purposes that
men presumably try to
achieve in political and social life are
capable of being put into
words. Especially in modern times thos
e goals that are of the
widest significance and thatare professe
d by great numbers of
men are often written into great public
documents: Constitutions,
Programs
, Codes, Declarations, Charters, and
so on. Thes

e public
goals, so expressed, are decisive for our
present investigation. If

the conduct that influences social chan
geis logical, then these
Constitutions, Declarations, and Char
ters, together with the human activities associated with them, will
meet, at least to a con-

siderable degree and a good part of the
time, the tests that we
havelisted for logical conduct. Let us see
what thefacts are,
First, we may at once observe that most
of the goals incorporated in these public documents are too
ambiguous to determine
one line of conduct as against another. The
y are so vague, indeed,
that whateveris actually done can be subs
equently interpreted as
consistent with the alleged goal. The Decl
arationscall, often, for
“freedom
.” But “fre

edom,” by itself, is a term with no
content
whatsoever. There is no freedom “in gene
ral”—only freedom
from
certain things

or for certain things, which always invo
lves
restrictions in other specific respects. If I am
to be free from being
murdered
by private individuals, then you are notfr
ee to mur

der
me;if the state is free to compel sales of comm
odities at set prices,
then the manufacturer is not free to sell the
m as he chooses; if

an owner is free to do what he wants with his
possessions, then
others are not free from the effects of what
he does,

Or take “liberty, equality, and fraternity
,” the great goals, it
was believed, of the French Declaration
of the Rights of Man,
and of the French Revolution. Anything
, or nothing, can be
meant by these terms. No two men are
or can be equal in all

things; all are equal in some. Michels remi
nds usthat, after the
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Revolutio}n, the three words appeared|over the entrance of every
;
French pfison.

The Atlantic Charter, as drawn up by Churchill and Roosevelt,

proclaimsas one of the centralaims of the United Nations, “Free- :

dom frorh Want.” Sucha goalis strictly impossible. Manis, as ,
we observed in another connection, a wanting animal; there is no
possible end to his wants except death, as the philosophersof the .
:
East havd always insisted.
The program of a political party declares ii n favor of “law and
order.” re what law and order, and whose law andorder? All.
sovereignty, the Constitutionssay, is vested in the people. But the

most libetal parliament and the most despotic Bonapartist equally
claim to tespect the principle of popular sovereignty. The Nazis.
are to bulld “the new order”; but concentration camps and work.
ers’ houses can with equal ease be interpreted as part of a new.
order. The United States stands, it is said, for “freedom of the,
seas.” But, in 1940, let us say, freedom of theseasdid not mean.
freedom for United States ships to sail to German ports, nor free-

dom for!German ships to sail anywhere. Japan is aiming, she.
says, at alGreater East-Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere; butthis Sphere
has no definable limits nor, apparently, much of what would,

normallybe called prosperity.

The pdint is not that these slogans, ideals, programs, and declarations do not influence action. Under certain. circumstances, they

undoubtédly do, and tremendously. But they are not and cannot.
be part df logical or rational action. Iam not taking logical steps’
in pursujt of a goal if the presumed goal is nothing definite. I
can say, no matter what happens, that I haveattained the goal;
and youl can say I have not. In spite of what I may think, the

expressed goal itself and the deductions I drawfrom it have,no.
logical rélation to what I do. My actions, whatever the appearances, ate non-logical, and spring not from the goal but from,
other somrces. Thus, in all cases—and these include the majority
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that is relevant to social change—where the goals are vague or
ambiguous or meaningless, human conduct is non-logical.

However, there are other cases where the goal is sufficiently
definite for us to determine objectively whether or not the actions
taken are in accordance with it. Even in some of the instances
cited above,the specific historical context may give a fairly definite
meaning to terms which by themselves are wholly vague. How

do matters stand when the goals are at least clear enough to be
understood?
Wediscover, to begin with, that men whoprofess a certain goal
are just about aslikely to take actions contrary to it as in accordance with it. Nor can we generally attribute these contrary actions

to duplicity; those who act contrary to the goal can continue at
the same time believing sincerely in it, and not noting any contradiction. One of the Ten Commandments forbids killing; but
all Jewish and Christian groups have frequently killed, without
in the least altering their faith in the Commandment. In modern
times there have been many pacifists; but the overwhelming
majority of them supportall wars in which their countries engage.
Soviet Russia did not at all drop its belief in the Marxist ideal of
a classless society while class differentiation steadily developed
after the revolution. Communities with the strictest beliefs about
monogamy and prohibition and the sinfulness of gambling are
alwaysable, in action, to display a good deal of sexual promiscuity,
drinking, and gambling. The same Attorney-General can on the
same day make an address in favor of free speech, and arrest individuals exercising free speech; the same legislator can praise
free enterprise while preparing a law for new state controls over
enterprise. A political party can get elected on a platform that
promises a balanced budget; and can then use power to run up
the biggest deficits in history.

Similarly, we may observe that various groups can profess the
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same goals and yet take differing andoften directly conflicting —
lines of attion. Reformist, syndicalist, Trotskyist, and Stalinist
parties of the labor movementall cite the same texts of Marx
while cutting each others’ throats; all Christian nations have the |
New Testament and the Fathers on their clashing sides. In one
state, the Seventh Commandment forbids capital punishment; in
its neighbgr, the same Commandment justifies capital punishment.
England and the United States both believe in freedom of the ,
seas; but for England this can mean capturing United States ships _
as contraband, and for the United States, sending them through

the blockatle. A belief in the immortality of the soul is compatible —
with a total disregard of material goods (this short life counting —

nothing against eternity) or total concentration on them (thus —

attesting, as Calvin taught, that the active soul is elected to bless- _
edness in after life).
On the jother hand, we find that groups can profess different
and contrary goals, and yet carry out the same type of actions. ©

Pareto cités many fascinating examples. There can be the most —
varying alleged moral codes governing sexual behavior, and yet
just about, the same kind of sexual behavior in practice. Intimate _
personal possessions are placed with dead bodies in the grave no

an after- —
matter what the belief or lack of any belief concerning

life for the soul. The Soviet Union can be on the sameside of a

war with England and the United States, and Japan with Germany, even though in both cases the implications of official beliefs
forbid the alliances. Germany proclaims doctrines of racial su-_
periority, and the United States condemns them; nevertheless, the

esdicentnpciieientinentieesninaten

Jews, andthe United States retains in law and practice the Exclu- —
sion Acts directed against the yellow races. Stalin can speak in
the name, of the classless society of communism, Hitler in that —
of the hietarchical society of the Herrenvolk, but the differences _

1a

United States acts toward negroes very much as the Nazis toward _
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between the Gestapo andthe G. P. U. in action are notreadily
discerned.*
All these are not examples selected arbitrarily for the sake of
proving a thesis. They are chosen at random and they could be
indefinitely added to. Moreover, most of them are notthe peculiar
quirks of individuals, but involve the important group actions
that have a significant bearing upon what happens in government
and society. If the analysis of these and similar actions shows that
they are not logical, that the professed goals are either too vague
or, if definite, are as a general rule not in accordance with the
actions that are taken in practice, then Pareto is right, and the
reformers andrationalists and moralists are wrong. Rational, deliberate, conscious belief does not, then, in general at any rate,

determine what is going to happen to society; social man is not,
as he has been defined for so many centuries, a primarily “rational animal.” When the reformerstell us that society can be

improved by education, by increasing men’s knowledge, by projecting the correct program and then taking actionto realize that
program, they are wrong because men in society do not act that

way. Their actions, their socially decisive actions, spring not from
logical but from non-logical roots.

This is not a question about which “one opinion is as good as
another.” Pareto presents evidence, a mass of evidence, drawn not

from one nation and one time, but from many nationsandclasses
and cultures and times. If he is wrong, he can be proved wrong

only by evidence equally cogent.

But, assuming that non-logical conduct is, on the whole, pre-

dominantin those actions that affect the course of history, we may

legitimately wonder why this has not been widely recognized.

Pareto readily grants that “if non-logical actions are really as
*TI assume it to be obvious—since Pareto died in 1923—that most of the

examples I cite are my own and not Pareto’s. I follow here the same practice
as throughout this book: I am trying to concretize the exposition of Machiavellian
principles by new, independent, and often contemporary illustrations.
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important} as our induction so far wouldlead us to suppose, it

would be btrange indeed that the many men of talent who have |
applied themselves to the study of human societies should not _

have notided them in any way.” (252.) The fact is that many '
writers on society, and many plain men and politicians as well —

or even better, have observed the importance of non-logical conduct. Nevertheless, they have almost never been willing to gen-

eralize thellegitimate inference from their observations. Something ,
seems to block them from accepting the conclusions of their own.

inquiries.

|

:

Pareto thinks that this is partly accounted for by the fact that :
few writefs on society are content to describe and correlate facts, —

but are always going on to tell what ought to be, and how to .

reform sotiety. He remarks of Aristotle, who recognized but re- :
fused to be consistent in recognizing, the importance of non- .
logical conduct: “Had Aristotle held to the course he in part so ;
admirably followed, we would have had a scientific sociology in

his early day. Why did he not do so? There may have been many —
reasons; but chief among them, probably, was that eagerness for —

prematuré practical applications which is ever obstructing the :

progress gf science, along with a mania for preaching to people ©

as to what they ought to do—an exceedingly bootless occupation :

—instead of finding out what they actually do.” (277.) A desire _
to reform! society seemsto call for logical action—the deliberate /

adoption of suitable means to bring about the reforms. Therefore, ©
those who wish above all for reform are likely in the end to _

minimize! the influence of non-logical action.

An even greater obstacle to understanding derives from the

:

fact that Wwe have a powerful non-logical impulse to make our
own and other human actions seem logical. Weare unable to
accept noh-logical actions for what they are, so we conjure up a
rational explanation for them. A taboo arises insome obscure way
—against| killing or incest, let us say. Later theorists give it a :
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pseudo-logical explanation by saying that a god commanded and

men accepted the command, whereasin reality the taboo long

preceded anybelief in a god.Still later, rationalist theorists decide
that the taboo was derived from the “natural principle” that men
wish to live co-operatively in society, or from an awareness of the
“scientific truth” (which they somehow discover) that incest is
biologically unsound. In fact, of course, no one dreamed of such
principles or truths when the taboos arose, not to mention the
fact that the pretended principles and truths are usually as absurd
as the taboos themselves. Many Jews, following the lead given by
the medieval rationalist, Maimonides, explain that the Hebraic
taboo against eating pork was really the means used in the days
of the Old Testament to guard the people against the lack ofrefrigeration for keeping pig-meat; with which explanation, which

has not the remotest basis inhistorical evidence, the taboo becomes

“
respectably logical.
Or (306 #.) the principles of non-logical conduct are dismissed
as unimportant, mere prejudices or absurdities or exceptions, or
tricks used by chiefs or priests to deceive and rule their groups.
Or various kinds of metaphysical and religious beings are invented, from whose nature and decrees the principles of nonlogical conduct logically follow. Zeus or Poseidon or Morality or

Truth or Progress or Natural Law demands that this or that be
done, which was being done, from non-logical causes, long before
Zeus or Progress was thought of. Or myths are taken as allegories
or disguised historical facts, and are thus only picturesque versions
of the logical,
This tendency, however, to logicalize the non-logical leads us
to Pareto’s more general analysis of “residues” and “derivations.”

ivy

2. Residues and Derivations

WORDS ARE PERHAPSthe most distinctive trait of human .
beings. If/man is only in small degree a rational animal, he is
pre-eminently a verbal animal. Words, spoken or written, are
associated with mostof his activities, and in particular with those _

activities that are of social and political significance. After finish- ing his discussion of non-logical conduct in general, Pareto re- |

stricts hinjself to those non-logical actions which include or are _
associated with words. Everyone will recognize that nearly all of
non-verbal conduct, such as is found in animals or in the purely —
instinctive! behavior of human beings, is also non-logical. The
peculiar and deceptive problemsarise in connection with conduct .
which is Verbal but at the same time non-logical.
:
Pareto ¢xamines a vast number of examples of this sort of ©

conduct, thken from many times and cultures. From this exami-

nation, Pareto concludes that two quite different phases may be _
discovered. There is, he says, a fairly small number of relatively ©

constant factors (or “nuclei”) which change little or not at all

from age to age or from culture to culture. These constant factors

he calls “residues.” Along with these there are other factors which are variable, change rapidly, and are different from age to age :
and natioh to nation. These variable factors he calls “deriva-. ;

tions.” *
|
|
4
Let us illustrate the distinction by examples, Pareto records a
long list df non-logical practices in many tribes, groups, and na-

* Pareto spmetimes uses the term “derivative” for the action as a whole. A.
derivative, therefore, is made up of the constant factor (residue or residues) —
plus the vafiable factors (derivations).
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tions which have astheir ostensible purpose the control of weather
conditions. Sometimes the practice is to sacrifice a bull or a cock
of a goat; sometimes to manipulate certain material objects; sometimes to repeat certain formulas. The most extreme concrete differences are observable. Often, along with the practice, there is
a theory which supposedly explains why the practice is able to
affect the weather—because a god is thereby propitiated, or something of the sort. These varying concrete practices together with
the explanatory theories are all “derivations.”
However, amongallthe variables, there is a common nucleus,

the feeling that by means of some manipulation or another it is
possible to control the weather. Once this common nucleus is
understood,it is seen to be the same that is manifested in many

other types of activities besides those related to weather-control:
activities through which menbring together into a “combination”
two or more elements of whatever kind, and for whatever supposed purpose or with no purposeat all. This nucleus, common
to all this great area of actions, is the “residue,” in this case what

Pareto calls the Residue of Combinations.
Again: we find in all ages a great variety of verbalized activities

connected with the sex impulse. Sometimes these take the form

of pornographic literature and stories; sometimes of denunciations

of sexual license, of asceticism or pruriency; sometimes ofstrict

or licentious theories about proper sexual relations; sometimes of
ideas about censorship; sometimesof religious or moralallegories.
Throughoutall these manifold derivations, nevertheless, runs the
common sex nucleus, remarkably stable at all periods, changing
style and mode, but always cropping up in some new expression

when an old disappears or is suppressed. This common sex nucleus is therefore also a residue.
Or again: we find that everywhere andatall times men believe
in the objective reality and persistence of entities like gods or
spirits or “the state” or “progress” or “justice” or “freedom” or
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“humanity ‘or “the proletariat” or “the law.” The namesand_.. et
99

special pergonalities of the entities change, sometimes rather

quickly. So also do the theories that explain the entities—religions

and philosophies and moralities. The names andspecial features

and the thedries are derivations.But always we find, however ex-

pressed, thi¢ commonbelief in the reality of such entities, so that
here too wk have a residue, the residue of “the persistence of

abstractions,
The ternl, “residue,” then, means simply the stable, common
33

element which we may discover in social actions, the nucleus

which is “left over” (hence, perhaps, Pareto’s choice of the word
“residue”) when the variable elements are stripped away. It must

be stressed that for Pareto “residue” is a sociological, not a psychological or biological term. Residues are discovered not by psychological gr biological research, but by comparing andanalyzing
huge numbers of social actions. Presumably a residue corresponds
to some faifly permanent human impulseorinstinct or, as Pareto
more often |calls it, “sentiment.” However, Pareto is not primarily

interested in where residues come from, but in the fact that social

actions may be analyzed in terms of them, whatever their origin.
“Our detailed examination of one theory or another has in any

case led to! our perceiving that theories in the concrete may be
divided in to

at least two elements, one of which is much more), iw

stable than! the other. We say, accordingly, that in concrete the-_,

ories, which we shall designate as c [derivatives], there are, besides factudl data, two principal elements (or parts); a substantial

element (part), which weshall designate as a (residue), and a

contingent element (part), on the wholefairly variable, which we
shall desig ate as b (derivation).” (798.) “The element a [residue]
corresponds, we may guess, to certain instincts of man, or more

exactly, mé¢n, because @ has no objective existence and differs in

different individuals; and it is probably because of its correspondence to instincts that it is virtually constant in social phenomena.
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The element & [derivations] represents the work of themind ii n
accounting for a. That is why b is much morevariable,as reflecting the play of the imagination.” (850.) “The residues a must
not be confused with the sentiments or instincts to which they

correspond. The residues are manifestations of sentiments and
instincts ...” (875.)
,

~ Pareto is not always strict about these distinctions, and some-

times uses terms like “sentiment” or “instinct” where he should _.

say “residue.” No great harm needresult, since from a rough
common-sense point of view they are interchangeable. However,
it is important to keep them theoretically distinct and to insist
that a “residue”is a social and not a psychological term, in order

to guard against the supposition that Pareto’s social theories could

be disproved by a psychological argument, by for example showing, if it could be shown, that an “instinct” theory of psychology
is false. Pareto’s theories, properly understood, do not depend
upon any special psychological doctrine. Evenif psychology says
that men do not have any permanentinstincts, it may still be true
that there are certain permanent, or at least relativelyconstant,
types of social activity.
Analysis can, Pareto believes, show thatthere are a good many

residues operative in social action. For convenience, he divides

them into six main classes, though other divisions might be sub-

stituted without altering the main theory. This list, with a brief

explanation of each class, is as follows (888 and 7.)
Class I: Instinct for Combinations. This is the tendency which
leads human beings to combine or manipulate various elements

taken arbitrarily from experience. Many magical practices are a

result of its operation: the manipulations to control weather ot

disease, to bring good luck, the supposed efficacy assigned to certain numbers (3 or 7 or 13, for example) suitably employed,
‘totems, and so on. Supposed connections are establishedbetween
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certain eve nts,

formulas, prayers, or words, and good or bad luck,
happiness¢ yr terror or sorrow. At a complex levelit is this residue
that leads restless individuals to large-scale financial manipulations, mers ring and combining and re-combining of various economic ent prprises, efforts to entangle and disentangle political
units, to m ake and remake empires.
It is resic ues ofClassI, also, that impel men to “system-making”

—thatis, tc » elaborate logical or rather pseudo-logical combinations
of ideas an d mental elements in general, to theologies and metaphysics an ideologies of all sorts. Thus it is this class of residue

that chiefly accounts for “derivations,” expressing man’s need to
make his ¢ wn behavior seem rational.
Class IT: Group-Persistences. When once any combination has
been forme ‘d, forces come into play to keep that combination sus-

tained and persisting. These are, one might say, “conservative”

forces, pre sent among animals as well as human beings, and
referred to as “social inertia.” They express themselves,
for instanc e, in the powerful feeling that the family or the tribe
or thecity or the nation is a permanent and objective entity. So
strong are they that the dead and the not-yet-living are included
in the sup} bosedly persisting unit, and we thus have all the many
forms of a hcestor-worship, belief in immortality, and social provisions made for a posterity that will not exist until all living persons
are long d ead, “Family pride,” “class solidarity,” patriotism, religious zeal are all quite direct modes of these residues.

sometimes

4

They ac count also for the feeling that “property” becomes a
permanent part of a man’s being, so much so that certain objects
are even p laced with the dead body in the grave, or for the “love
of the nati ve soil.” In another direction, they give persisting life

to abstract ons and personifications. Gods and heroes and Platonic
Forms and | “natural law” and “progress” and “the state” and “the
moral wil * and many other creatures of the dynamic human

imaginatio n are endowed with substance and enduringreality.
4

$

These Class II residues, as Pareto describes them, are usually

accompanied by a willingness to use force in order to maintain
the solidity and persistence of the entities in question—to “save
the nation,” or the “true faith,” for example.
/
Weshall later see that Pareto considers the Class I and Class II

residues to be the most important in influencing changes in

political and social structure.

-

Class III: Need of Expressing Sentiments by External Acts—

Residues of Self-Expression and Activity. Most human beings

constantly feel the need to “do something,” whether or not the

something done can accomplish any desired purpose. Ignorance

of medicalscience in no way stops the family from bustling about
when someoneis ill. Most persons always feel that something
must be done to improvepolitical and economic conditions, even
though they have notthe slightest idea whether what they do—
making speeches or campaigning for votes or advocating this or

that reform—will in fact affect conditions favorably; and most
people are very impatient with anyone who remains passive
“while civilization is being destroyed.” This class of residuesis
plainly connected with Class I—making “combinations” is one
of the chief forms of activity.
|
Class IV: Residues Connected with Sociality. This class, and
also Class V, as Pareto treats them, are related to residues of

Class II, and it is somewhat arbitrary to separate them in theory.

Indeed, with the exception of Class VI (sex residues), all residues
tend to fall into two main classes—(1) “combinations,” the tendencies to change, newness, manipulations, speculations, upsets,

progress; and (2) “group-persistences,” the tendencies to inertia,
resistance to change, social solidarity, conservation, conformity.

However, under Class IV Pareto groups such factors as the

need felt by the individual for conformity with the group, and

his effort to force conformity on others; the distrust or hatred

of innovation; the opposite but related social sentiments of pity

PARETO: THE SOCIAL ACTION

189

property
and cruelty;the willingness to sacrifice life or comfort or
ranking
social
of
ments
senti
for the supposed good of others; the
some
that
,
thatis
s,
and hierarghy present in most persons—feeling
the
and
individuals are superior, someinferior in the social scale;
almost universal need for group approval.
Most of these feelings, and the significant part they play in
writers —
providing 6 foundation for social life, have been noted by

We should _
on society from the time of the Greek philosophers.

them
keep in mind that whatis distinctivein Pareto’s analysis of
.
origin
in
gical
is his gentral contention that they areall non-lo
|
the
They mayyield good or bad results—that will depend upon
case, not
circumstatces—but they continue to function in any
of ra- :
ses
proces
all
tof
from deliberate intention but independen
cus- :
s
andit
tional thotight. We do not conform with the group

becomes
toms because we have a theory that thereby our own life
only
more satisfactory; we begin with a tendency to conform, and
way
best
“the
is
this
later do We invent or adopt a theory that
we
se
of life.’ We do not,sacrifice our life for our country becau
are
believe in'some complex philosophical theory, of which many
tendency
available, about the nature of social life and the state; a

.__
—

|
:

to self-sa¢rifice is prior to the theories, and they are only an atncy
tempt, under the pressure of ClassI Residues, to give the tende
:
a pleasing logical form.
Class Vj: Integrity of the Individual and His Appurtenances. In

general, according to Pareto’s account, these are the feelings that"
s,
lead men/to guard their personalintegrity, to maintain themselve
oo
and the donditions oftheir existence, together with whatever they

existe, os.
happen tb identify with themselves and thoseconditigonsof
againstany

ence. Fot example, there is the usual strong feelin
serious alteration in the social structure. Inaslave society, most.
t”
people ate indignantat a proposal for doing away with slaves; in
the
a capitalist society, at attacks on “the rights of property”; and

indignation, which would seem natural enough in the case of,
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slave-holders or capitalists, extends to the other memb
ers of the

social group who do not have slaves or capital wealth.
Many of

those who fought most bravely on the Southern side
during the

Civil War never owned or could hope to own slaves; many
of
those fighting today in the United States Army, in order, so
some
of their leaders tell them, “to defend free enterprise,” have never
owned and will never own any share of that enterprise. Never
theless, they identify the preservation of their own integrity with
the preservation of the generalsocial structure.
When something has gone wrong, has violated the
integrity
of the individual, he seeks to restore his integrity. A
taboo has
been broken, so a purification ceremony is performed (as
in the

case of baptism, the purification may be required becau
se of the

impiety of a very distant or even mythical ancestor).
The individual must “re-assert” himself after a slip. A Purgatory
must
testore’a balance that has been upset during real life. Or
the in-

tegrity is restored by actions directed against the real
or supposed

violator—thatis, vengeance mustbecarried out, the criminal
pun-

ished, the heretic burned.

Pareto also holds this Class of Residues responsible
for many
of the feelings of social equality. Such feelings, he shows
, are

never what they seem to be, but are always in fact
a drive toward

extra privileges for the group that adheres to the doctr
ine of
equality that may be in question. The post-Renaissanc
e bourgeoisie, calling for “equality,” wanted in fact the transf
er of the
major social privileges from the feudal aristocrats to thems
elves ;
analogously today in the case of the working-class dema
nds for
equality. From the pointof view of this analysis, there
is no con-

tradiction in the evident fact that a nation fight
ing sincerely for
equality can at the same time accept internal practi
ces of racial

and religious discrimination. The contradiction exists
only in the

words used, which are of slight influence, and not
in the feeling

which the words in their own curious way express.
J
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Class VI: The Sex Residue, The‘merely biological sex urge is
not, properly speaking, a residue. Thesex residue functions only |
whereit réceives an expression thatis at least partly verbal, where
theories ad literature and moralrulesandreligious doctrines are.
used as the ever-varying but always present disguises and dis-

tortions ot the sex impulse. In his treatment of the sex residue __
andits “sublimations,” Pareto is not unlike Freud, though he was ;
apparently not directly acquainted with Freud’s writings.

These six, then, or others of the samesort, are the major and
relatively ‘unchanging nuclei of non-logical conduct, the conduct
that makfs up the greater proportion of human action andin |
particula of those actions that affect the course of government |
and histofy.
*

*&

*

Along|Wwith the more or less constant residues, which operate/
at all timds and in all cultures, are found the shifting, variable ele-.

ments, He manifestations of the residues, the outward forms,’

what Partto calls the derivations. Of special interest to Paretoare,
the verbql explanations, dogmas, doctrines, theories with which
man, with that passionate pretense of his that he is rational,
clothes the non-logical bones of the residues. These verbal deriva-. ee
|
tions * ate themselves specifically evoked by the operation of one,
|
d.
of the Combination Residues, as I have already remarke
“Conctete theories in social connections are madeup of residues.
and derivations. The residues are manifestatiions of sentiments.

The derivations comprise logical reasonings, unsound reasonings,
and manifestations of sentiments used for purposes of derivation:
they are manifestations of the human being’s hunger for thinking.
If that hunger were satisfied by logico-experimental[i.e., empiri-

* “Derivation,” in this narrower verbal sense, is a generalized term which
forincludes alnumber of ideas which we have previously discussed: “political

that matter,
mula” (Mosca), * ‘myth” (Sorel), “ideology” (Michels); and, for
Freud’s ‘“‘gationalization.”
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cal-scientific] reasonings only, there would be no derivations ;
instead of them we should get logico-experimental [ scientific]
theories. But the human hungerfor thinkingis satisfied in any
number of ways; by pseudo-experimental reasonings, by words
that stir the sentiments, by fatuous, inconclusive ‘talk. So derivations comeinto being.” (1401.)
Derivations—which include all or nearly all doctrines and beliefs and theories that figure in social struggles, principles of
democracy and law and authority, moral and theological systems,
justifications of this or that form of society, bills of rights and
programs and charters—are divided by Pareto (1419) into four

main classes:

Class I: Assertion. These, the simplest and most direct and often
the most effective of derivations, are mere dogmatic assertions.
They frequently take the form of maxims and aphorisms—

“Honesty is the best policy,” “Expect from another what you have

done to another,” “It is better to receive a wrong than to inflict
one,” the Golden Rule, and so on. The tone and feeling with
which these simple assertions are made and accepted, especially if

they are constantly repeated, may give them great persuasive value.
This point is stressed in Hitler’s discussions of propaganda in

Mein Kampf: “Any effective propaganda must be confined to a
very few points, and mustuse these as slogans until the very last
man cannot help knowing what is meant... . Propaganda must
limititself to saying verylittle, and this little it must keep forever
repeating. .. .”
Class II: Authority. This large variety of derivations argues by
making an appeal to some authority: an individual or group of
individuals; divine beings or personifications; or the authority of
tradition and custom. Thereis seldom the slightest scientific justi-

fication for accepting the relevance of the authority’s opinion—

which besides is not seldom wholly unreal—but this does not
weaken the effectiveness of the derivation. God’s Will, the Bible,
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what out forefathers did, Marx’s “real meaning,” a Farewell

Address 6r a Testament toPosterity, remain cogent arguments :
from a nbn-logical standpoint. re
the help
With
iples.
orPrinc
ent
Sentim
with
s
Class if: Accord
of Class II Residues, men convert sentiments into abstractions, —

persistent realities and everlasting principles. The power of these
entities ig derived from the feelings they express, not from their
supposed)logical or scientific rigor. Because of their power they
too can serve as premises in the pseudo-logic of derivations. The,
theorist tan appeal to “universal judgment” or “the collective.
mind” of “the will of the people” or “the opinion of all the best.
minds,” and be persuasive without any need to take the trouble,
to gather the actual facts about what actual people think. A political program which serves the “bestinterests of humanity” or
embodies the “principles of natural law” or respects the “eternal
rights of individuals” is made acceptable without a tedious scientific assessment of just what its effects upon real society and real
'
|
men wolild probably be.

t
Class 1V: Verbal Proofs. These are the familiar derivations tha

depend upon verbal confusions and fallacies, ambiguous terms,

of esis
the intrision of emotive expressions in the place of statements

fact, metaphors and allegories taken for proofs, all of which have
been retently so much discussed by the many writers on “semantics,”

:

It will be evident from the examples and analysis given in this

ve
and the! preceding section that Pareto believes derivations toha
are
es
little effect in determining importantsocial changes. Residu

the abiding, the significant and influential factor. Whenthe com-

l course
plex of residues is given and while it remains, the genera
change
go,
and
of conduct is decided; the derivations can come
ions _
and be! changed, but nothing much is altered. The derivat
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cannot, it is true, be disregarded; but their importance is prima
-

rily as expressionsof residues, not in themselves,

“Theologians, metaphysicists, philosophers, theorists of politic
s,
law, and ethics, do not ordinarily accept the order indicated. They
are inclined to assign first place to derivations. What we call residues are in their eyes axioms or dogmas, and the purpose [that
is, the supposed goal of conduct which is in fact non-logical]
is
just the conclusion of a logical reasoning. But since they
are not
as a rule in any agreementon the derivation, they argue abouti
t
till they are blue in the face and think that they can change
social
conditions by proving a derivation fallacious. That js all an
illu-

sion on their part. They fail to realize that their hageli
ngs never

reach the majority of men, who could not make head ortail
to
them anyhow, and whoin fact disregard them save asarticles
of

faith to which they assentin deferenceto certain residues.”
(1415.)

‘A’politician is inspired to champion the theory of ‘solida
rity’
by an ambition to obtain money, power, distinctions. Analys
is of

that theory would reveal but scant trace of his motives,
which are,

aiter all, the motives of virtually all politicians, whether
they
preach white or black. First prominence would be held by princi
-

ples a that are effective in influencing others. If the politician
were
to say, “Believe in “solidarity” because if you do it means
money

.for me,’ he would get many laughs and few votes... .” (854.)
The influence on people’s actions and on the course of events
that derivations—theories, doctrines, reasoning—seem at times
to
have is always deceiving the surface observer. At most
the derivations strengthen already existing residues—a truth well
realized by skilled propagandists; for the rest, they operat
e only

indirectly. The seeming influence of the derivation is In reality
the influenceof the residue whichit expresses. It is for this reason
that the “logical” refutation of theories used in politics never
accomplishes anything so long as the residues remain intact. Scientists can prove with the greatest ease that the Nazi racial theori
es
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are altogether false, but that has no effect at all in getting Nazis

them,
to abandon those theories; and even if they should abandon

they would merely substitute some new derivation to express the

same residues.

|

\

sion

.
Pareto, As well as the other Machiavellians, is often charged by —
dgar
sentimentdlists with “neglecting human ideals” and “disre
is —
ing men’sgoals.” No charge could be more inappropriate. It
—
have
who
school,
er
the Machiavellians, perhaps more than anyoth
more
paid closebt attention to ideals. However,as I have already
s acthan oncd stated, they do not take ideals and the theorie

companyihg them at face value. They insist onrelating the ideals
and theorles to the whole complex of human behavior, and inter- :

their :
preting what men do, not merely by their words, but by

—
words related to the rest of their actions. Recognizing that moral,
fic
scienti
ely
genuin
no
or
social, and political doctrineshave little

content, they dao not try to evaluate them through a superficial -

|
examination of the words that appear in them, nor do they expect
to understand andpredict the course of social events by accepting

political.
the verbal nonsense that a Constitution or Platform or

speech

may contain. Often they discover that the actual effects of

a doctriné are completely at variance with the results thatit claims .
to be able to accomplish—a discovery not without its practical
importance, if we are interested in the welfare of society. Let us.
Pareto”
take as ahother example of their method a brief analysis by

.
of the widespread modern derivation, “humanitarianism” :
the.
in
notlie
does
n
“The Weakness of the humanitarianreligio
|
logico-experimental deficiencies of its derivations. From that.
oe
standpoint they are no better and no worse than the derivations of
other religions. But some of these contain residues beneficialto in .
lacking in such residues. But how cana religion that has the good,
of humahity solely at heart, and whichis called ‘humanitarian’ for
with sothat very reason, be so destitute in residues correlated

ae

ccna:

sadly
dividuals and society, whereas the humanitarian religion is
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ciety’s welfare? ... The principles from which the
humanitarian doctrine is logically derived in no way correspond
with the

facts. They merely express in objective form a subjective
sentiment
of asceticism. The intent of sincere humanitarians is
to do good to

society, just as the intent of the child who kills a bird
by too much
fondling is to do good to the bird. We are not, for
that matter,
forgetting that humanitarianism has had some socia
lly desirable
effects. For one thing, it has contributed to the mitig
ation of criminal penalties; and if among these some were beneficial
, so that
society has suffered from their mitigation, there were
others that
were useless, so that by their mitigation society
has gained... .
Andso for the democratic religion in general. The
many varieties

of Socialism, Syndicalism, Radicalism, Tolst
oyism, pacifism, humanitarianism, Solidarism, and so on, form a
sum that may be

said to belong to the democratic religion, much as
there was a
sum of numberless sects in the early days of the Christian
religion.
Weare now witnessing the rise and dominance of the
democratic
religion, just as the men ofthe first centuries of our era
witnessed
the rise of the Christian religion and the beginnin
gs of its dominion. The two phenomenapresent many profound
ly significant

analogies. To get at their substance we have to brus
h derivations

aside and reach down toresidues. The social value
of both those
tworeligionslies not in the least in their respective theol
ogies, but
in the sentiments that they express. As regards dete
rmining the

social value of Marxism, to know whether Marx’s
theory of‘sur-

plus value’ is false or true is about as importan
t as knowing

whether and how baptism eradicates sin in
trying to determine

the social value of Christianity—and that is of
no importance at
all... .” (1859.)

2. Social Utility
ic thought—that is, for”
SINCE ‘THE BEGINNING of systemat
has been constant dise
about 2500 years in western culture—ther
ideal so-.

y,” “the
cussion df the problem of “the good communit
of perform of government.” Tens of thousands

ciety,” “the best
arguments over these
sons have given time and intelligence to
answers. After all this.
questions, and have devised nearly as many
y accepted conclusions,
while, nien have not reached any generall
nced in these matters
and there is no indication that we have adva
the ancient Greeks and
a single! step beyond the reasonings of
ents to the advances
Romans This fact, and the contrast, it pres
sciences, are enough
made int solving the problems of the physical
e questions are not,
to show that the attempted answers to thes
l expressions, that is
scientifically credible theories, but non-logica
subject to the controls
to say, derivations. Derivations, not being
any objective stability,
of logic} clarity and evidence, never reach
iment and cultural
but corhe and go with every shift of sent
:
fashion,
be
can
nt
rnme
gove
Disputes over the best form of society and
ty.” When weare
utili
al
“soci
of
on
interpréted in terms of the noti
belief or waror
or
e
nomic measur
eco
or
law
e
som
r
the
whe
asking
wondering if it will
revolution will be best for society, we are
utility. In connection.
contribute to the community’s welfare or
to makes certain distinctions __
with the idea of “social utility,” Pare
lem.

which help to clarify what is meant by this

whole type of prob

rved that a community (a
To begin with, it may readily be obse
ed of

It is not compos
nation! for example) is heterogeneous.
lasses:
sub-divided into various groups andc

identical elements, but
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rulers and ruled in one rough way,
but with many more intricate
and elaborate divisions—economic
classes, religious sects, and so

on. Ordinarily, the philosophers
, reformers, and social Writers
speak of

“the community” or “the society”;
but these are vague
and distant abstractions. It is to be
expected, and it is ordinarily
the case, that any given proposal sho
uld be useful to some subSroupsof the community, and detrimen
tal to others: a benefit to
the rulers, a detriment to the tuled;
good for the workers, but
hurtful to emp

loyers... . The spokesmen for the
various groups
never, of course, put things in this
distinct way. They make use
of

derivations, and always put a progra
m, the consequences of
which would be favorable to their own
group, forward in the
name of the community as a whole.
From this habit not a little
confusion results.
A war wherein defeat would result in
death or enslavement for
the whole population is directly rela
ted to the welfare of the entire community; but in modern time
s this is not usually what
happensas a result of defeat in war. Atle
ast some sections of the
defeated communities Prosper even in
and through the defeat.
Morepla
inly, in the case of such measures as
tariffs and subs

idies,
is it pointless to speak of the community
as a whole. There are
benefits for some sections; hurts for
others. It is by no means
true, to take a prominent current exa
mple, that inflation harms

everyone. A certain amount of infl
ation, under certain circum-

stances, can, by stimulating the economy,
help nearly everyone

.
More usually, inflations harm some
groups—those living on relatively fixed incomes: and aid others—t
hose whose incomes vary

easily, or who are expert speculators and
manipulators. Does force
contribute to social utility? The general
question is meaningless.

We must first determine what force
is under discussion, to be
used by whom and against whom andf
or what purposes. Force

used against the state and the ruling class,
for instance, is very

afb
pgaSe oye tp a
jeanbdOR
Ok edd
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class.

its effects fromforce used bythe state and the
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But eveh a proper analysis in terms of sub-groups and classes. /
will not sufficiently clarify the meaning of utility (welfare, happiness). We must, in Pareto’s language, distinguish further between .
the utility “of a community” and the utility “for a community.” _
By the 1 htility of a community Pareto refers to what might be —
called the community’s survival value, its strength and power of |
for a comresistance as against other communities, By the utility
munity Ps reto meansits internal welfare, the happiness and satis- /
factions of its members.

The firgt of these may be objectively studied. We can observe .
whether the community endures in its struggles with external ,
rivals, or s overthrown, and disappears as a separate community. :

The second utility, however, is purely subjective or relative, since :
what is ihternally useful for the community will depend upon _
what the members of the community want, what they regard as _

constituting happiness andsatisfaction,
Grante that we accept someparticular conception of internal_
utility (material prosperity would be suitable in the case of most
i
modern ations), we must note that these twoutilities, the internal and t he external utility, seldom coincide. ‘Those factors which ;

give ac bmmunity survival value, strength and endurance as _
against other communities, are usually not the factors that can,

7
contribute most to the happiness of its members.
There are many fairly obvious examples of this divergence. .
Lengthy and adequate war preparations absorb time, require a

discipline most men find unpleasant, and reduce the volume of.
material goods available for current satisfactions. Nevertheless,
they gre: tly increase the utility of the community. Again, large —
numberstof children usually increase the utility of the community,’

its survival value against other communities, at least up to the

limit of the physical means for subsistence. However, in many

Alii
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cases, they decrease the pleasures andsatisfactions of the
constituent members of the community. In general, measu
res which
provide more adequately for the strength of the communit
y in the

future, especially in a future some years or gener
ations distant,

diminish thesatisfactions of the existing generation.

Which, then, is better: a shorter historical life
for the community, to end in its destruction, with more intern
al satisfactions

as it goes along, or a longer life with fewer satisfaction
s? This
seems to be frequently, perhaps always, the choice. The
answer,
needless to say, is never given by deliberate, logical decisi
on. And
it may bethat there is no way in which this question
could be
objectively answered.

Let us turn to another fundamental question raised
by the

problem ofsocial utility. There are, in every community,
prevail-

ing norms or standards of conduct, embodied in
customs, codes,

laws, moral philosophies, and religions, By various device
s, rang-

ing from the automatic pressure of social approval
and disapproval
through education to physical force, each indiv
idual member of

the communityis called upon to observe these standards.
As usual,
men are not content merely to try to bring about
conformity.

There mustbe a theory to explain whythe individual
“ought”to

conform—that is, there must be a derivation. This
type of der-

ivation is the substance of most systems of ethics or
moral philosophy.
The question suggested by the facts is: Does an
individual in
truth realize a maximum happiness for himself by
conforming to

the prevailing standards of his community?
If the community
norm says to be honest, patriotic, faithful in marri
age, is it true

that an individual member ofthe community will
be happier by
notstealing, by sacrificing his life in war, by foreg
oing adultery?
The overwhelming majority of moral philosophies
unite in holding that these things indeed are true, that the indiv
idual best secures his own private happiness by conformingto
his community’s

ACTION
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standards. By a careful analysis (1897 ft); Pareto shows that the;
reasoning’ of the moral philosophies are almost withoutexception _

derivations, depending upon those non-scientific devices briefly

outlined in the preceding section. There is never, or almost never,

_an objective examination of the facts themselves, but a reliance
upon vagueness, ambiguity, empty abstraction, and sentiment, |
Andif it;should nevertheless appear that some miscreant seems :
happy thoughhelives a life of wickedness, self-indulgence, and_
disregard for duty, then the philosophers tell us that this is only

appearance and that he is not “really happy.”

There are a few philosophies, in contrast, that take a pessimistic |
view. They deny that the individual secures his own happiness by —
following the standards of the group. These philosophies, too, are
derivations. “Such [pessimistic] solutions countfor little in the :
social equilibrium. They are never popular. They have vogue
primarily a mong menofletters and philosophers, and are valuable _
only as njanifestations of the psychic state of this or that individual. In,moments of discouragement manypeople repeat, as we
saw, with Brutus, ‘Virtue, thou art but a name,’ Oftentimespessi- _
mism acts as a spur to material enjoyments, and many people of |
literary intlinations will repeat the maxim: ‘Let us eat, drink, and
be merry,for tomorrow wedie.’ In Russia, after the war with Ja-

pan, there|was a movementfor revolution, with eager hopes of an

exciting future. The revolution was put down, the hopes were
dispelled. A period of discouragementfollowed, with a marked _
impulse towards purely physical enjoyments.” (1999, 2000.)
Whatis the truth about this problem, apart from derivations? a Ca
The truth seems to be that no general conclusion can be drawn. /

Sometimes the individual best secures his own happiness by con- .

forming t the group standards; sometimes by disregarding or
violating Ihe standards. It all depends upon the individual in

question,¢ind upon the circumstances.
Nevertheless, though this is the truth, it would, generally speak- _
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ing, be disadvantageous to society for this truth to be known. Al-

most alwaysit is socially useful, it contributes to social welfare, to

have people delieve that their own individual happiness is bound
up with acceptance of the community standards: or, as moral
philosophers putit, that there is a direct correspondence between
the welfare of the individual and the welfare of society.
Here, however, we have reached a principle with much wider
application than to this particular problem. Is the truth, or rather

a knowledgeof the truth, always advantageous to society? is falsehood, or nonsense, always harmful? To both of these questions,
the facts compel us to answer, No. The great rationalistic dream
of moderntimes, believing that social actions are or can be primarily logical, has taughtthe illusion that the True and the Good
are identical, that if men knew the truth about themselves and

their social and political life, then society would become ever
better; and that falsehood and absurdity always hurt social welfare. But things do not stand in that simple way. Sometimes the
truth aids society. But often a widespread knowledgeof the truth
may weaken or destroy sentiments, habits, attitudes upon which
the integrity of sociallife, aboveall in timesofcrisis, may depend.
False beliefs do sometimes produceevil social results; but they
often, also, benefit the community. Again no general conclusion
is possible. We must examine each concrete case, each specific
truth and falsehood in its specific circumstances.
Weare not, therefore, entitled to judge that it is invariably a
“bad thing” that men believe derivations, ideologies, myths,
formulas, these verbal constructions which from a scientific stand-

point always contain a large measure of the false and the absurd.

The mythsare, in the first place, a necessary ingredient of social

life. A society in which they would be eliminated in favor of
exclusively scientific beliefs would have nothing in common with
the human societies that have existed and do exist in the real
world, and is a merely imaginary fantasy. Here once more our
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investiga tion must be concrete, Certain derivations or myths under
certain ¢ ircumstances are socially useful, others detrimental; when

the circumstances change, so may theeffects of the myths. The
doctrine of the divine right of kings is scientifically ridiculous.
From tk is it does not follow that it would always bebetter if
men un derstood that it was ridiculous, nor that a belief in it

urts society. The democratic ideology is equally ridicuthe point of view of scientific truth. Belief in it may,

nevertheless, in one historical context greatly aid, in another

eS

gravely injure, the welfare of society. Society is not so simple as
a problem in mathematics, which is fully solved once ignorance
is overcdme. Not only is it impossible that all men should know
the sciertific truth about society and act in accordance with this —
knowledge; it is far from clear that this would improve society
'

amen

even if it were possible.
|
Those/who
Ww believe that all social difficulties could be overcome

if the truth about society were known “recognize only one tie
[obstacle]—ignorance. Ignorance being eliminated, they have no
doubt that society will follow the course they think is the best.

The tie bf ignorance maylegitimately be said to have been suppressed, at least in great part; for it is certain that there are edu-

cated pebple in our time just as there have been educated people—
in the pdst; and in society as a whole knowledge has increased in
the course of the ages. So far, therefore, no obstacle blocks our

path; but one rises insuperable in that part of the argument which
holds that the tie of ignorance is the only tie that has to be removed hefore the conclusion is possible. If the most intelligent
people we know—the ‘best-educated,’ to use a current term—were
also the, people who make most extensive use of logico-experimental[ scientific] principles in social matters to the exclusion of
all other principles, it would be legitimate to conclude that, in
course a f time, such people would reject everything of a nonexperim¢ ntal character; and that other people, more or less their
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equals in knowledge, would also be moreorless like them in their

exclusive acceptance of logico-experimental principles. But the

facts do not stand that way. If theologians have diminished in
number among our educated people and lost muchof their power,
metaphysicists, properly so called, are still prospering and enjoying fame and influence, to say nothing of those metaphysicists
whocall themselves ‘positivists’ or under some other name are
merrily overstepping the boundaries of the logico-experimental.
Manyscientistswho are supremely great in the natural sciences,
where they use logico-experimental principles exclusively or almost so, forget them entirely when they venture into the social
sciences.* As regards the masses in the large, what one observes
is an unending alternation of theologies and systems of metaphysics rather than any reduction in the total number of them.”
(1881.)
* How easily we observe this in the United States, with the examples before
us of great natural scientists like Millikan and Conant and Boas and Urey and
Compton, whose not infrequent remarks on social affairs are, scientifically, much
below the level reached by the average factory worker.

i

4. The Circulation of the Elites
BY “SOCIAL EQUILIBRIUM,”Pareto meansthe general state

and strudture of society, considereddynamically, at any given moment. Thatis, the term refers to the state of society insofar as it
involves the interplay of those forces that both determine what it
is at any given moment, and at thesametime, through their
operation, work to changeits state and structure. What are these _
forces that determine the social equilibrium, that make society
what it is and bring about changes in society? Pareto believes the

chief of them to bethe following:

:

and devel

|

1. The) physical environment—climate, geographical factors,
and the like—is plainly of great importance, but, since it alters—
very slowly during historic periods, may be treated as a constant /
and disregarded when trying to discover the lawsofsocial change ©

2. Residues are very influential. Residues, Pareto finds, change ©
slowly, r¢maining surprisingly stable especially within each or:
ganized social group. In the end, however, these slow changes —
alter the whole fabric of social life. Quicker and more obvious in
their effect are changes not so much inthe residues that are pres- _
ent as in the distribution of residues in the various strata of so- /

ciety. The study of these changes in the distribution of residues _

can be incorporated in the discussion of (5) below.

/

3. Econpmic factors—what Pareto calls “interests’—have also

a major rdle, as is recognized by almostall modern historians and |
sociologists. In Mind and Society, however, Pareto does nottreat _
the econotnic factors at great length. _
4. Derivations, too, have a certain influence on the social equi—
205
|
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be minor
librium, though Pareto, as we have seen, believes this to

facand for the most part indirect compared to the other major

chiefly nottors. These non-logical beliefs, myths, formulas, are

ct
able as expressions of residues orinterests, and for their indire
circula
the
of
n
patter
ability to reinforce residues or to alter the
tion of the Clites.
5. Finally, there functions what Pareto calls “the circulation of
r
the élites.” The analysis of this conception will occupy the greate
part of this section.
Pareto, like all Machiavellians, has thus a pluralistic theory of
history. Changes in society do not result from the exclusive impact of any single cause, but rather from the interdependent and
reciprocal influences of a variety of causes, principally, though not
only, thesefive.
*
*&
*
“Whether certain theorists like it or not, the fact is that human

society is not a homogeneousthing, that individuals are physically, morally, and intellectually different. . . . Of that fact, there-

of
fore, we have to take account. And we must also take account

another fact: that the social classes are not entirely distinct, even
‘n countries where a caste system prevails; and that in modern
civilized countries circulation among the various classes is exceedingly rapid... . We shall consider the problem [in order to simplify it] only in its bearing on the social equilibrium and try to
reduce as far as possible the numbersof the groups and the modes
of circulation, putting under one head phenomenathat prove to be
roughly and after a fashion similar.” (2025.)
“Let us assume that in every branch of human activity each
individual is given an index which standsas a sign of his capacity,
very much the way grades are given in the various subjects in
examinations in school. The highest type of lawyer, for instance,
will be given 10. The man whodoes not get a client will be given
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I—reserving zero for the man who i3 s an out-and-out idiot.To |
the mdn who has made hismillions—honestly or dishonestly as
the caseL may be—we will give 10. To the man whohas earned his _
thousahds we will give 6; to such as just manage to keep out of
the popr-house, 1, keeping zero for those who get in. To the
womar, ‘in politics,’ such as the Aspasia of Pericles, the Maintenon of Louis XIV, the Pompadour of Louis XV, who has
manag’ ed to infatuate a man of power and play a part in the
man’s career, we shall give some higher number, such as 8 or 93
to the $trumpet who merelysatisfies the senses of such a man and
exerts no influence on public affairs, we shall give zero. To a
clever rascal who knows how to fool people andstill keep clear
of the penitentiary, we shall give 8, 9, or 10, according to the
numbe r of geese he has plucked and the amount of money hehas
been a ble to get out of them. To the sneak-thief who snatchesa
piece ¢ f silver from a restaurant table and runs away into the
arms d £ a policeman, weshall give 1. To a poet like Carducci we

shall giive 8 or g accordingto our tastes; to a scribbler who puts

people to rout with his sonnets we shall give zero. For chessplayer§ we can get very precise indices, noting what matches, and
how n nany, they have won. And so on for all the branches of
|
humay | activity.* (2027.)
me such way we shall be able to distinguish, at least
In
roughly,the élite or better the élitesin society from the mass. We
shall quickly observe, moreover, that human beings are not distributed evenly over the scale. At the top there are very few, considerably more in the middle; but the overwhelming majority are
group¢ d near the bottom. The élite is always a small minority.
Wittnin the élite we may further distinguish a “governing
élite” from a “non-governing élite.” The élite within many
branches of human activity—chess-playing, for example, from the
list quoted—does not exert any appreciable influence on political
affairs! and social structure.
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The character of a society, Pareto holds, is above all the character ofits lites its accomplishments are the accomplishments of
its élite; its history is properly understood as the history of its
élite; successful predictions about its future are based upon evidence drawn from the study of the composition andstructure of

its élite. Pareto’s conclusions here are the same as those reached by

Moscain his analysis of the narrower but similar concept of the
“ruling class.”
The élite in any society is never static,Its structure, its composi-

tion, and the way in which it is related to the rest of the society

are always changing. Most obviously the élite changes through the

death of its individual members, and their replacement by other
individuals, In itself, however, this is ofno significance. If each
dead individual were replaced by anothét of the same type, the
élite as a historical grouping would remain unaltered. What influences social development is not the mere shift of individuals,
but change in the types of individual, and in the relations of various types to each other andtotherest of society.
If, in the selection of membersof the élite, there existed a con-

dition of perfectly free competition, so that each individual could,
without any obstacle, rise just as high in the social scale as his
talents and ambition permitted, the élite could be presumed to
include, at every momentand in the right order, just those persons best fitted for membership in it. Under such circumstances
—which Pareto seems to imagineafter the analogy of the theoretical free market of classical economics, or the biological arena

of the struggle for survival—society would remain dynamic and
strong, automatically correcting its own weaknesses.
However, a condition of this sort is never found in reality,
There are always obstacles, or “ties” as Pareto calls them, that
interfere with the free circulation of individuals up and’ downthe
social scale. Special principles of selection, different in different

societies, affect the composition of the élite so that it no longer
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includestall those persons best fitted for social rule. Weaknesses
set in; ahd, not compensated by a gradual day-by-day circulation,
if they go far enough they are corrected sharply by social revolution: tha is, by the sudden intrusion into the élite of large numbers of jindividuals hitherto prevented by the obstacles from
finding their natural social level.

;

The rrost evident and universal of the obstacles to free circula-

tion is the aristocratic principle. The children of members of the
élite are helped to a position in the élite regardless of their own.

capacities and at the sacrifice of individuals of greater capacity
appearing among the non-élite. If this principle is carried far
enough,lif the élite becomes “closed”or almost sO, degeneration

is bound to set in. The percentage of weak and inferior persons’

within the ¢lite necessarily increases, while at the same time superior perspns accumulate among the non-élite. A point is reached
wherethe élite will be overthrown and destroyed.
/
This, for example, is what happened to Sparta. The doors of

entrancejto the Spartan élite (the Citizens) were firmly closed to —

the Helots).
the otherclasses of the population (the Periceci and

The élite to some extent guarded its internal health by the nega- |

tive devite of killing its weak and feeble children, but this was _
not cn In spite of an unmatched tradition of self-sacrifice

and disclpline, the élite declined gravely in numbers and even
more in quality until it was utterly defeated, in the 4th century,—
at the battle of Leuctra, by the people of a city (Thebes) which
Sparta had for generations thoughtofaslittle more than a second-_

rate ally. From this defeat, which might in a nation less rigidly
organized have become the stimulusto rejuvenation, Sparta never

recovered.
From these considerationsit follows that a relatively free circu-

lation of the élites—both up and down thesocial scale—is a

requisite for a healthy and a strong society. Conversely, it follows that when in a society the élite becomes closed or nearly closed,
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that society is threatened either with internal revolution or with

destruction from outside. It must be added that Pareto is discuss-

ing here not the law or theory dealing with entranceto theélite,
but the facts. In theory—as in almost all modern nations, for example—entrance to the élite may be open to all comers. This is of
no importance if, in fact, by one device or another—as, again,is

true of many modern nations especially since the end of the roth

century—newcomers are kept out. In the United States, everyone

has the theoretic right to become a millionaire and the owner of
a great industry. In fact, however, at about the time of the first
World War, newcomers, with less than a handful of exceptions,
stopped becoming millionaires or big owners. Conversely, there
have been societies where, though in theory the élite was closed
(by rigid hereditary regulations), it was in fact opened, at least .
sometimes, by such means as adoption or clientage or re-definition of citizenship. This was true at certain periods in Athens and
in Rome.

But, since a perfectly free circulation according to ability is
never found, a healthy and strong society is not assured merely
by keeping the élite more or less open. The additional problem remains of the kind of individuals admitted to or excluded from the
élite. We have noted that, according to Pareto, the basic residues

within a given society change little and slowly. However, the
character of the society is determined not only by the basic residues present in the entire population, but also by the distribution
of residues among the various social classes; and this distribution

may change quite rapidly. To put the matter simply: a given
society will include a certain and relatively stable percentage of,
for example, clever individuals; but an enormousdifference to the
society and its development will result from the extent to which
these clever individuals are concentrated in its élite, or spread
evenly throughout the entire population, or even concentrated in

the non-élite.
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The rtsidues which, in their circulation,
are of chief influence

on the social equilibrium are those belonging to
Class I and Class
If. Indeed, in discussing the circulation of
the élites, Pareto
expandshis definition of these two Classes so that
the whole problem can be summed up roughly in terms of them
.
.
Individuals marked primarily by Class I (Com
binations) residues are the “Foxes” of Machiavellj. They live by
their wits; they.

put their reliance on fraud, deceit, and shrew
dness, They do not

have strdng attachment to family, church, nation,
andtraditions.
(though fen may exploit these attachments in other
s). Theylive
in the présent, taking little thoughtof the futur
e, and are always
read
y forichange, novelty, and adventure. In econ
omic affairs, they

incline toward speculation, promotion, innovation
, They are not :
adept

, as'a rule, in the use of force, They are inven
tive and

chancetabing

\
Individuals marked by Class II (Group-Persiste
nces) residues
are

Machlavelli’s “Lions.” They are able and read
y to use force,
relying ox it rather than brains to solve their
problems, They are

conservative, patriotic, loyal to tradition,
and solidly tied to

supra- |
individual groupslike family or Church or
nation. They are con- |
cerned for posterity and the future. In econ
omic affairs they are
cautious, saving and orthodox. They distrust
the new, and praise ©
“character” and “duty”rather than wits.
.
Pareto cites ancient Athens as a typical
example of a state with a heavy pfoportion of Class I residues in
its élite, and an unusu- —
ally large propo
rtion even in

the non-élite (where Class II resi.
dues almost always greatly predominate).
From this distribution —
sprang many
of the glories of Athens, as well as
the

extraordinarily rdpid shifts in its fortunes. In
every field, economic,
political, ahd cultural, Athens welcomed
the new, and was ready
for any adventure. After the defeat of Persi
a at Salamis, Athens
could not return to the old ways. Taking
immediate advantage —
of the fleet| which had been built up for
the war, she went on to ;

elie
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establish her commercial empire in the eastern Mediterranean.
Whenthe tribute from thealliance was no longer needed for war,
it was used to build the wonderful temples and statues. Philosophers and poets were honored for attacking the old, traditional
ways of life. But her glories were comparatively short-lived. She
was always weakened from within by the numerous Class I individuals who were constantly forming factions, plotting with
internal or external enemies, and organizing rebellions. And
Athens couldnot endure the long-drawn-out trials of the Peloponnesian Wars. On the onehand,the Class I tendencies led her
to attempt too much: she refused peace whenit could have been
made with honorandprofit, and launchedtheSicilian Expedition
which in its outcome proved her ruin. On the other, wit and
shrewdness were not a firm enough foundation to sustain the
shock of plague, death, siege, weariness, and defeat.

Sparta, in extremecontrast, was a nation where Class IT residues

were wholly predominant both in the general population and in
the élite. Innovation in Sparta was a crime; everything was regulated by ancient custom andreligion and time-sanctified tradition.
The individual counted for nothing, the group for all. Adventure
was always to be distrusted. From these roots Sparta derived a
tremendous power of endurance when faced with adversity. But
she always stopped short of anything spectacular. She produced
no philosophy, no liquid wealth, and little art. She never tried to
establish a great empire. Her own armies went home after the
Persians were defeated. In spite of defeats and crushing hardships,
she finally conquered in the Peloponnesian Wars; but in the 4th
century, when the conditions of life and warfare greatly changed,
she too was lost. Because of her lack of Class I residues, Sparta
could not adapt herself to new ways; so, defending the old, she
perished.
The social combination that is strongest against external ene-

mies, and at the same time able to bring about a fairly high in-
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ternal level of culture and
material prosperity, is that
wherein (1)
Class IT regidues are Widesp
read and active among the
masses (the
non-€lite) ;| (2) the individua
ls with a high level of Class
I residues are cdncentrated in the
élite; (3) a fair Percentage
of Class
II residues! nevertheless stil
] femains within the élite;
(4) the
élite is comparatively open,
so that at least a comparati
vel
y free
circulation can take place,
|
The meahing of this opti
mum combination can be tra
nslated
as follows ihe more usual ter
ms: (1) The masses have fai
th
in an
integrating 'myth or ideology,
a strong sense of group solida
rity,
a willingnets to endure phy
sical hardship and sacrifice
. (2) The
best and mdstactive brains of
the community are concentra
ted in
the élite, a ready to take
advantage of whatever opp
ort
uni
ties
the historical situation pre
sents, (3) At the same tim
e
the
élite is
not cynical, and does not dep
end exclusively upon its wits,
but is
able to be fitm, to use for
ce, if the internal or extern
al condition
calls for it. (4) The élite
is prevented from gross deg
eneration
through the ability of new
elements to rise into its ran
ks,

A combindtion of this sor
t doesnot,

however, as a rule last lon
The typical, though not uni
g.
versal, pattern of developme
ntof organized sociéties goes along
some such lines as these: Th
e community (nation) becomes
established and consolidated
after a
period of wars of conquest
or of internal revolutions. At
this point
the governing élite is strong
ly weighted with Class IT
residues—
revolutions ahd great wars
put a premium on faith, pow
ers of
endurance
, ahd force. After the con
sol

idation, activities due to
Class I residues increase in
importance and are able to
flourish.
The relative ercentage

of Class T residues in the
élite increasess
the Foxes replace the Lio
ns. The Proportion of Cla
ss IT residues
remains high,

as always, in the masses. A
time of great material
Prosperity may follow, und
er the impulse and manipu
lations of
the Class

E
g

“TYEBleedingRime aegis ia

I restdues, But the élite has

lost its faith, its self-iden
tifcation with the group;
it thinks all things can be
solved by
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no longer willing and able
shrewdness, deceit, combinations; it is
it cannot withstand the
to use force. It reaches a point where
in Class II residues; or
attack from an external enemy, stronger
OF another, get a leaderfrom within, when the masses, one way
ngth. The combinationist
ship able to organize their potential stre
its whole society to ruin
élite is destroyed, very often carrying
along with it.
ible terms by reducLet us put this process in the simplest poss
that a willingness and
ing it to the problem of force (noting
ession of Class II Resiability to use force is primarily an expr
tto be usedin a society,
dues). “To ask whether or not force ough

ficial, is to ask a question
whether the use of force is cr is not bene
force is used by those who wish to pre-

that has no meaning; for
ting class structure of
serve certain uniformities be.g., the exis
wish to overstep them;
society, the status quo] and by those who
rast and in conflict with
and the violence of the ones stands in cont
partisan of a governing
the violence of the others. In truth, if a
the use
ns that he disavows
class disavows the use of force, he mea

from the norms of the
of force by insurgents trying to escape
says he approves of the
given uniformity. On the other hand,if he
he approves of the use
use of force, what he really meansis that
to contrain insurgents
of force by the public authority to cons

subject class says he deformity. Conversely, if a partisan of the
ly detests is the use of
tests the use of force in society, what he real
dissidents to conform;
force by constituted authorities in forcing
the use
he is thinking of
andif, instead, he lauds the use of force,

m certain social uniof force by those who would break away fro
formities.” (2174.) *

to internal relations would hold also
*The analysis here stated with reference
s
ated by the dominant powers mean
advoc
as
ism
Pacif
nal relations.

for internatio
an acceptst the international status quo, and
a disavowal of force directed again
se when
rever
the
just
s
mean
ism
s quo. Pacif
ance of force in upholding that statu
case, it is a method of
latter
the
In
ns.
natio
ed
favor
advocated by the less
dicting,
l status quo, supplementing, not contra
ideological attack on the internationa
the violence of the “have-nots.”

Cone
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That is' one side of the matter. But, in addition, the argument _
may be carried further, and directed against the use of force in :
any sense whatever. Such arguments express a concentration of
Class I residues, at the expense of Class II, in the élite whose
spokesmen formulate the arguments. “The dispute is really as to
the relative merits of shrewdness and force, and to decide it in the ,__
sense that never never, not even in the exceptionalcase, is it useful :

to meet wits with violence, it would be necessary first to show .
that the use of cunning is always, without exception, more advis- .
able than! the use of force. Suppose a certain country has a gov-_
erning class A, that assimilates the best elements, as regards
intelligente, in the whole population. In that case the subject
class, B, ib largely stripped of such elements and can havelittleor
no hope $f ever overcoming the Class A so longasit is a battle
of wits. If intelligence were to be combined withforce, the do-_
minion of the 4’s would be perpetual... . But such a happy combination bccurs only for a few individuals. In the majority of |
cases people whorely on their wits are or becomeless fitted to use .
violence, 'and vice versa. So concentration in the class A of the,

individudls most adept at chicanery leads to a concentration in.
class B of the individuals most adept at violence; and if that process is lonx continued, the equilibrium tends to become unstable, |
because the 4’s are long in cunning but short in the courage to_
use force'andin the force itself; whereas the B’s havethe force and ,
the courage to use it, but are short in the skill required for exploit-_
ing those advantages. But if they chance to find leaders who have.
the skill-and history shows that such leadership is usually sup-'
plied by !dissatisfied A’s—they have all they need for driving the
A’s from power. Of just that developmenthistory affords count-.
less exarhples from remotest times all the way down to the
\
present.” (2190.)
The rdsult of such a revolution—forthe passage just quoted is
simply the generalized description of the form of social revolu-.
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tions—is to get rid of the weaker elements of the old élite, open
up the lite to the rapid influx of new elements, and to alter the
balance of residues in the élite in favor of those from Class IL. In
spite of the cost of revolution in bloodshed and suffering, it may,
under certain circumstances, be both necessary and socially beneficial, Even in the latter case, however,it is always an illusion to
suppose that the masses themselves take power through a revolution. The masses can never successfullyrevolt until they acquire a
leadership, which is always made-up-in part of able and ambitious
individuals from their own ranks who’cannot gain entrance into
the governing élite, and in part of disgruntled members of the
existing ¢lite (members of the nobility, for example, in the opening stages of the French Revolution, or dissatisfied intellectuals
and middle-class persons in the Russian Revolution). So long,
therefore, as the governing élité is both willing and in a position
to destroy or to assimilate all such individuals, it has a virtual
guarantee against internal revolution. If the revolution does take
place, we merely find a new élite—or more properly a renewed
élite, for the old is almost never wholly wiped out—in the saddle.
Nevertheless, the change may quite possibly be for the benefit of
the community as a whole and specifically of the masses who, remaining the ruled and not rulers, may yet be better off than
before.
Pareto’s theory of the circulation of the élites is thus a theory of
social change, of revolution, and of social development and de-

generation. It is a re-statement, in new and moreintricate terms,

of the point of view common to the modern Machiavellians and

found, more crude, in Machiavelli himself.
Pareto claims, as we have seen, that, though we can come to

objective conclusions about the strength of a society relative to
other societies, we cannot make any objective judgment about
whattype of social structure is “best” from the point of view of
internal welfare. However, a certain tendency in his ownfeelings
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4
becomes evident from his anayls
is. To begin with, he Plainly
puts
external) strength first, since
it is a pre-condition of everyt
hin
g
else: that is, if a nation can
not survive, it is rather pointl
ess to
argue in the abstract whethe
r or not it is a "00d societ
y.” In
order to survive, a societ

y must have a fairly free cla
ss-circulation :
the élite must not barits doo
rs too rigidly. This freedom
wil] at
the same! time on the whole
Operate to increase the intern
al well.
being of the society.

Second, in discussing the dis
tribution of

residues, Pareto implicity joins the other Machia
vellians in an evident prefer
ence for

social checks and balances. The
strongest

and healthiest societies ;
balance a predominance of Cla
ss I residues in the élite wit
h a
predominance of Class I] residu
es in the non-élite. But Class
II
residues rhust not be altogethe
r excluded from the élite. If
Class ;
IT residues prevail in all clas
ses, the nation develops no
active :
culture, degenerates in a slough
of brutality and stubborn pre
j- —
udi

ce, in the end is unable to ove
rcome new forces in its enviro
n- :
ment, and meets disaster. Dis
aster, too, awaits the Nation
given ©
over wholly to Class I resi

dues, with no regard for the mor
row,
for discipline or tradition, with
a blind confidencein clever tric
ks
as the sufficient means for salvatio
n,
The laws of the circulation of
the élites serve not only to clarify
our understanding of societies
of the past; they illuminate also

our analysis of present soci
eties, and even, sometimes
, permit usto
predict the future

course ofsocial events. Writing
in the years just
Prior to the first World War
, Pareto analyzed at length
the
United States and the principal
nations of Europe. He foundth
at
the mode of circulation of the élit
es during the Preceding century
had brought most of these
nations into a condition whe
re the
ruling classes were heavily ove
r-weighted with Class | residues
,
and were subject to debilitating
forms of humanitarian beliefs,
The results of such a condition
he summarizesin general terms
as follows: it. A mere handfu
l of citizens, so long as they
are
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their will upon public officials
willing to use violence, can force
lence with equal violence.If the
who are not inclined to meet vio
to force is primarily motivated
reluctance of the officials to resort
t result ensues very readily; but
by humanitarian sentiments, tha
ause they deem it wiser to use
if they refrain from violence bec
en the following: 2. To prevent
some other means, the effect is oft
s resorts to ‘diplomacy,’ fraud,
or resist violence, the governing clas
ity passes, in a word, from the
corruption—governmental author
class bows its head under the
lions to the foxes. The governing
s only in appearances, trying to
threat of violence, but it surrender
not demolish in frontal attack.
turn the fank of the obstacle it can
cedure comes to exercise a farIn the Jong run that sort of pro
n of the governing class, which
reaching influence onthe selectio
foxes, while the lions are blackis now recruited only from the
knows the arts of sapping the
balled, ‘The individual who best
of winning back by fraud and
strength of the foes of ‘graft? and
surrendered under pressure of
deceit what seemed to have been

lThe man who has bursts of rebe
force, is now leader of leaders.
ne at the proper

crook his spi
" Jion, and does not know how to
his presence is toles, is the worst of leaders, and

times andplac
distinguished endowments offset
erated among them onlyif other
that the residues of the combinathat defect. 3. So it comes about
ied in the governing class, and
tion-instinct (Class I) are intensif
(Class II) debilitated; for the
the residues of group-persistence
isely, the artistry and resourcecombination-residues supply, prec
tes
ingenious expedients as substitu
fulness required for evolving
mues of group-persistence sti
for open resistance, while the residu
sentiment of group-persistence
late open resistance, since a strong
‘to curvature. 4. Policies of the
cures the spine of all tendencies
oo far ahead in time. Predomigoverning class are not plannedt
s and enfeeblement of the sentinance of the combination instinct
in making the governing class
ments of group-persistence result
less thoughtful of the future.
more satisfied with the present and
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The ind ividual comes to prevail, and by far, over family, com:

munity, nation. Material interests and interests of the present or
a near future come to prevail over the ideal interests of community br nation andinterests of thedistant future. The impulse
is to enjt by the present without too much thought for the morrow.
5. Some of these phenomena become observable in international

as well. Wars becomeessentially economic. Efforts are
made to avoid conflicts with the powerful andthe swordis rattled
only bef ore the weak. Wars are regarded more than anythingelse
as specu lations. A country is often unwittingly edged towards war
by nursings of economic conflicts which,it is expected, will never
relationg

get out of control and turn into armed conflicts. Not seldom,
however., a war will be forced upon acountry by peoples who are
not so f ar advanced in the evolution that leads to the predominance of Class I residues.” (2179.)
Confr pnted with these circumstances, Pareto believed that anal:

ogies fre m comparable processes in the past made plain what was
to be ex pected. In one way or another, probably catastrophically,
the socid 1 unbalance within the élites would be corrected. Internal
revoluti¢ ns and the impact of external wars would re-introduce
into the élites large numbers of individuals strong in the residues
of group-persistence (Class II) and able and willing to use force
in the maintenance of social organization, This development
mightnyean the almost total destruction of certain of the existing
élites, d, along with them, of the nations which they ruled. In
other cz ses, a sufficient alteration in the character of the élite
might t ake place in time to preserve the community, though
greatly « hanged.
This survey
¢
should seem familiar today. Pareto was writing, in
advance, an outline history of the generation just passed, and the
present. Munich,in 1938 was, in its way, a definitive expression of
his theo ry of the circulation of the élites. At Munich, there was
demonst rated the impotence of an exclusivereliance on Class I
Eb
of
ie
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residues: combinations, no matter how shrewdly conceived, could
no longer meet the challenge of the matured world social prob-

lems. And at the same time Munich revealed that only those two
nations—Russia and Germany—where a redistribution of the

élites had already taken place, had been able to prepare seriously
for the war which was so evidently sure to come.

Part VII
POLITICS AND TRUTH

mA

The Nature of the Present
i

I SHALL NOW summarize the main principles of Machia

vellism, those principles which are commonto all Machiavellians

and which, taken together, define Machiavellism as a distinctive
traditioh of political thought. These general principles constitute
a way of looking at social life, an instrumentfor social and political analysis. They are capable of being applied concretely in the
study |of any historical period, including our own, that may interest US. ‘They are to be found, implicit as a rule, in the writings of
Machiayelli himself. The modern Machiavellians, with a vastly
increased number of historical facts at their disposal, have explicitly formulated them.
|
In eac ‘h case, in the list that follows, I shall state in oarenthese

t of view which is opposed to the Machiavellian

the cont

principle.rary
In poin
order to understand what a thing is, we must understand also whatit is not.
I.
its met

| objective science of politics, and of society, comparable in
ods to the other empirical sciences, is possible. Such a

science 4 ill describe and correlate observablesocial facts, and, on

the basis of the facts of the past, will state more orless probable
hypotheses about the future. Such a science will be neutral with
respect to any practical political goal: thatis, like any other science,its statements will be tested by facts accessibleto any observer,
rich or poor, ruler or ruled, and will in no way be dependent |
upon th e acceptance of some particular ethical aim or ideal.
(Cont rary views hold that a science of politics i§ s not possible,
because of the peculiarity of “human nature” or for some similar |
reason: or that political analysis is always dependent upon some
abr,
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practical program for the improvement—or destruction—of society; or that any political science must be a “class science”—true
for the “bourgeoisie,” but not for the “protetariat,” as, for ex-

ample, the Marxists claim.)
2. The primary subject-matter of political science is the struggle
for social power in its diverse open and concealed forms.
(Contrary views hold that political thought deals with the general welfare, the common good, and other such entities that are
from time to time invented by the theorists.)
3. The lawsofpolitical life cannot be discovered by an analysis

which takes men’s words and beliefs, spoken or written, at their
face value. Words, programs, declarations, constitutions, laws,
theories, philosophies, must be related to the whole complex of
social facts in order to understandtheir real political and historical

meaning.

(The contrary view pays chief attention to words,believing that
what men say they are doing or propose to do or have doneis the
best evidence for what they actually do.)
4. Logical or rational action plays a relatively minor part in
political and social change. For the most part it is a delusion to
believe that in social life men take deliberate steps to achieve consciously held goals. Non-logical action, spurred by environmental
changes, instinct, impulse, interest, is the usual social rule.
(The contrary views assign an important or the primary place
to rational action. History is conceived as the record of the rational attempts of men to achieve their goals.)
5. For an understanding of the social process, the most signifi-

cant social division to be recognized is that between the ruling
class and the ruled, between the élite and the non-élite.
_
(Contrary views either deny that such a division exists, or con-

sider that it is unimportant, or believe that it is scheduled to dis-

appear.)

6. Historical and political science is above all the study of the
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on to .
élite, its cdmposition, its structure, and the mode of its relati
the non-él ite.

(Contrary views hold that history is primarily the study of the .
| _
masses, of of individual great men, or purely of institutional
arrangem: nts.)
4. The primary object of every élite, or ruling class, is to main- —
tain its OV mn power andprivilege.
(The ce ‘ntrary view holds that the primary object of the rulers |
is to serve ‘the

community. This view is almostinvariably held by

all spokes men for anélite, at least with respect to the élite for.
°
which the y are speaking. Among such spokesmen are to be num,
social
and
bered almost all of those who write on political
matters.)
8. The rule of the élite is based upon force and fraud. The ,
_
force may, to be sure, be muchof the time hiddenor only threaton.
ened; an¢ 1 the fraud may not entail any conscious decepti

(The ¢ ontrary views hold that social rule is established fundamentally upon God-given or natural right, reason, or justice.)
9. The social structure as a whole is integrated and sustained by
a politics 1 formula, which is usually correlated with a generally
accepted religion, ideology, or myth.
(Conti ary views hold either that the formulas and myths are:
“truths” or that they are unimportantas social factors.)

Veo

easedis

less with |
ro. The rule of an élite will coincide now more, now
that the
fact
the
of
spite
in
the inte! ests of the non-élite. Thus,
primary object of every élite is to maintain its own power and

privilegd, there are nevertheless real and significant differences in,
social structures from the point of view of the masses. These
differen: les, however, cannot be properly evaluated in terms of
formal meanings, verbalisms, and ideologies, but by: (a) the
strength of the community in relation to other communities; (b)

005 oe hehbegpraise ma eneTBRE

le

ig

the leve 1 of civilization reached by the community—its ability,
that is t p say, to release a wide variety of creative interests and to
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attain a high measure of material and cultural advance; and
(c)
liberty—that is, the security of individuals against the arbitr
ary
andirresponsible exercise of power.

(Contrary views either deny that there are any signif
icant

differences amongsocial structures, or, more frequently, estima
te
the differences in formal or verbal terms—by, for example, comparing the philosophies of twoperiods or their ideals.)
11. Two opposing tendencies always operate in the case
of
every élite: (a) an aristocratic tendency wherebytheélite seeks to
preserve the ruling position of its members andtheir descendants,

and to prevent others from entering its ranks; (b) a democr
atic

tendency whereby new elements force their way into the élite
from below.
(Though few views would deny the existence of these tenden
cies, some would maintain that one of them could be suppressed,
so that an élite could become either completely closed or completely open.)
12. In the long run, the second of these tendencies always prevails. From this it follows that no social structure is permanent
and nostatic utopia is possible. The social orclass struggle
always
continues, andits recordis history.
(Contrary views conceive a possible stabilization of the social

structure. Theclass struggle, they say, can, should,
and will be
eliminated in a Heaven on Earth or a “classless society
,” not

understanding that the elimination of the class struggle would
,
like the elimination of blood-circulation in the individual organism, while no doubt getting rid of many ailments, at the
same

time mean death.)

13. There occur periodically very rapid shifts in the compositio
n

and structure of élites: that is, social revolutions,

(Contrary viewseither deny the reality of revolutions or hold

that they are unfortunate accidents that could readily be
avoided.)

It may be remarked that these Machiavellian principles
are
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much clost“r to the more or less instinctive views of “practical
men” who are themselvesactivein the social struggle than to the

views of theorists, reformers and philosophers. This is natural,
because th e principles are simply the generalized statement of.
what pract ical men do and have been doing; whereas the theorists, most often comparatively isolated from direct participation
in the soci al struggle, are able to imagine society and its laws to :
be as they would wish to have them.
In terms of these Machiavellian principles, I shall now analyze
three prob lems: (1) What is the nature of the present historical
period? (2 ) Whatis the meaning of democracy? (3) Can politics
be scientifi c?

During the past two or three years it has become fashionable to
say that w e are in the midst of a revolution. There is something _

rather lud icrous in the spectacle of well-paid ministers telling
their cong regations all about the great revolution in which they —
live, or a * 5-year-old bank president explaining world revolution
to an after -dinner audience—the congregation and the audience, —
as likely a s not, feeling excited and thrilled at the prospect.
When v ve examine whatis said, it becomes doubtful how seriously we should take the revolutionary phrases. The strict com- —
munists te Il us that Russia is the revolution, andall the rest of the _
world cap! talist and counter-revolutionary. Others, like Hermann —
Rauschnin ig, say that Nazi Germany is the revolution, and that |

what the world needs is a “conservative counter-revolution” to be __

led by En’ gland and the United States. Still others, like Herbert ©

Agar or Vice-President Wallace, say that two revolutions are _
going on: a badrevolution led by the Nazis, and a good revolu- _
tion of the “people” or the “common man”led or to be led by the
United N ations. As for the kind of revolution, it is indiscrimi- :
oop Seeeteneetents

nately lab eled as communist or socialist or internationalist or
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national-socialist or people’s or fascist or monopolist. We may
reasonably conclude that a majority, at least, of the revolutionary
commentators have not made up their minds whatthey are talking about.
This is a case, however, where words express more than the
speakers are usually aware. For there really is a revolution, and
we are in truth living in the midst of it. In The Managerial

Revolution,* I tried to summarize the general character of the

revolution. I did so, in the analysis I therein made, primarily in
institutional, especially in economic, terms. I propose here to redefine the nature of the revolution through the use of the Machiavellian principles. This is not at all arbitrary, since the present
revolution wasin fact anticipated andits general course predicted

by the modern Machiavellians, more than a generation ago. Their
predictions are, indeed, a powerful confirmation of their prin-

ciples. Moreover, there is no necessary conflict among several
possible modes of analyzing historical events. Economic, political,
sociological, cultural approaches to history do not have to contradict each other, since these various social factors are at least to

some extent interdependently correlated. It is for this reason that
we can often reach approximately the same conclusions about
history from any of a numberof quite different approaches.
From a Machiavellian point of view, a social revolution means
a comparatively rapid shift in the composition and structure of
the élite and in the modeofits relation to the non-élite.It is pos-

sible to state the conditions under which such a rapid shift takes

place. The principal of these conditions are the following:

1. When theinstitutional structure, and the élite which has the

ruling position within this structure, are unable to handle possibilities opened up by technological advances and by the growth,

for whatever reason, of new social forces.

2. When a considerable percentage of the ruling class devotes

* Published by The John Day Company, New York. 1941.
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little atter tion to the business of ruling, and turns its interests to

such fields as culture, art, philosophy, and the pursuit of sensuous —
pleasure.
3. Whehan élite is unable or unwilling to assimilate rising new —
elements from the masses or from its own lower ranks.

4. Wheh large sections of the élite lose confidence in themselves _

and thele

itimacy of their own rule; and whenin both élite and_
+

non-lite there is a loss of faith in the political formulas and —
myths that have held the social structure together.

5. When the ruling class, or muchofit, is unable or unwilling ©

to use forfe in a firm and determinedway, and instead tries to

rely almo t exclusively on manipulation, compromise, deceit, and
fraud.
2

These afe the general pre-conditionsof social revolution in any
culture. They characterized the age just ending, as the modern —
Machiavellians understood.

During

the past several centuries, the major and most privi- —

leged sect on of the ruling class of the chief nations consisted of the capitalists, or bourgeoisie, together with the closely related _
parliamen ary type of politician. Soldiers, military men, who had _
been so pt ominent in many ruling classes of the past, sometimes —
the exclusi ve rulers, were in a decidedly minorposition. The legal
formula w hich expressed the privileged position of the capitalists
was summed up in the conception of individual property rights _
in the ins rruments of social production, which were accepted as
giving the owner control over those instruments and a preferred share in t heir products.

elaborately | sub-divided mass industry, made anachronistic both —

~.renemes netpeen clmememntetccheyetnanecapamen

The fiv > revolutionary pre-conditions may readily be seen to ©
hold for this private-capitalist ruling class in the generation or |
more whic th has just concluded:
1. Tech nological advance, exceeding during the past 150 years
what tool . place during all prior history, and the growth of ;
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private-capitalist enterprise and the political system of post-Renais-

sance nationalism. The private owners, dependent for existence

upon a market economy, have shown themselves unable to handle
integrated mass enterprise, the functional requirements of which
are incompatible with a market economy. Similarly, the private

owners are unable to organize either a world polity or the great

regional states which are the political minimum that is needed in
order to permit contemporary social and economiclife to continue
operating. In addition, the private capitalists have proved unable
to organize and control the mass labor movement, brought into
being, as the greatest new social force, by the structural changes
in modern economy. Leadership over this force has already gone
into other hands.
2. During the last generation in this country and some decades
earlier in Europe, many members of the capitalist ruling class,
particularly from its highest strata, have largely given up active
political and economic life in favor of the pursuit of pleasure or
of culture.
3. Toward the end of the last century in Europe, and since the
first World War in this country, admission to thecapitalist ruling
class became much more difficult for new aspirants. The top rank
of the ruling class became almost completely closed. This development wasespecially significant because during the greater part of
the roth century class circulation was more rapid and extensive
than in any previoussocial era except for revolutionary crises. The
difference is plainly seen in the changed attitude of the youth:

young ambitions were no longer directed toward the goal of be-

coming a greatcapitalist, but more and more toward such outlets
as a high place in the labor movement or in government.
4. Equally noteworthy have been the loss of confidence by the
capitalist élite in its own right to rule and in the formulas which
upheldits rule, as wellas the decay of mass faith in the sustaining
capitalist-parliamentary myths. The self-confident myth of Prog-
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ress, so bri ght in the late 18th and throughout most of the 19th
centuries, | negan to fade, in Europe, before the end of the rgth

century. T oday it is scarcely even referred to except to be “exposed” anc refuted by pessimistic interpretations of world history.
Prominent children of the ruling class have taken up Communism, Soci: lism, and anti-capitalist versions of fascism. The results
of the first World War produced a great wave of disillusionment
which eng tulfed especially the capitalists themselves. Both élite
and massds have become susceptible in the highest degree to —
formulas that abandon those key terms which, when they were —

written into the Constitutions and Declarations of the late 18th
century, sdemed like eternal and irrefutable truths.
/

5. The tinwillingness or inability to use force effectively was
shown in the unprecedented growth of humanitarian sentiments _
and their pttempted expression in all fields of social life. Reform
instead of punishment was to solve the problem of domestic —
crime. Arbitration was to replace strikes andriots in settling internal class disputes. Imperialism was to be done away with. War _
was to belabolished by a League of Nations and recorded signa-

tures on a:Kellogg Pact. Such ideas, carried to such extremes, were -

in their own way merely reflecting the inability of the old élite to
face any lpnger the facts of social life.
Thus, ds always under analogous circumstances, a social rev-_
olution takes place. In order to remove these conditions, to solve —

at least sufficiently the problems out of which they grow, there
occurs a drastic renewal and re-organization of the ruling class. —
Moreover the general character of the new élite, though notits —
specific p srsonnel, becomes clear simply through the analysis of the pre-cc nditions of the revolution.

The ne w, or re-newed, élite (as we have seen, the old élite is |
never wh olly wiped out) must include men who are able to.
control cd temporary

mass industry, the massed labor force, and
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a supra-national form of political organization. This means, in
place of private owners skilled in the manipulation of financial
profits or losses on the market, and of the old sort of parliamentary politician, those whom J call “managers”—the production
executives and organizers of the industrial process, officials trained
in the manipulation of the great labor organizations, and the
administrators, bureau chiefs and commissars developed in the
executive branch of the unlimited modern state machines. And,

that the managers may function, the economic and political

structure must be modified, as it is now being modified, so as to
rest no longer on private ownership and small-scale nationalist
sovereignty, but primarily upon state control of the economy, and
continental or vast regional worldpolitical organization,
The renewed élite will ‘not only incorporate a large percentage

of fresh elements, with a greater self-confidence and faith in the
mythsof a new order, but will permit—atleast for a while, until
it too, under the pressure of the aristocratic tendency, begins to
harden—a readier entry into its own ranks. We may be sure that
the soldiers, the men of force, the Lions, will be much more

prominent among the new rulers than in the ruling class of the
past century. This shift of weight toward the soldiers is already
clear enough on a world scale. Most naturally, the war promotes
it. We must, however, recognize thatit is not, this time, a mere
accident of war, but a far more fundamental realignment of a

social unbalance which has been accumulating over many gener-

ations.

Few changes to be brought by the revolution will be more
striking than this for the United States, and few are being more
stubbornly disregarded. Up to the present, soldiers have had a
lesser place in the sociallife of this country than, probably, in the
case of any other great nation in history. Comparedto religion,
agriculture, commerce, industry, labor, finance, the army has been

a
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a social force of most trivial influence. ‘The men with virtd, the :

ruler-types, have seldom felt any attractive pull from the military
field: it offered too small a scope to those who were serious about
the strugble for power.

.

Those days have ended. This time the soldiers are here to stay. |
Never aghin, in our time or ourchildrens’, will the army dry up _
into a small puddle on the fringe of the social pond. The armed
forces will henceforth be not merely quantitatively large. They

ambitious _
will also become a major arena for the contests of the

and pow rful, will supply a considerable section of the ruling class.

of the future, and willexert a_ great, perhaps sometimes the de
cisive, in uence

on the social equilibrium. In what direction, in-

ternally, will the weight of the army fall? Our columnists and
editors, who can discover the fate of the country depending upon
some mi hor escapade of a labor leader or a farm lobbyist, do not
seem eve n to have asked themselves thismighty question. But.
some of the soldiers, already, are beginning to ask it.*
:

:

Nog.
.
.
.
‘
|
There is only one revolution now going on. It is at different. =

proceeds through different paths in the different
nations. [t is, however, the first genuinely world revolution. Once,
in the classical world, a social revolution could be confined to a,
single stnall city-state. Most of Europe and the Mediterranean
basin todk part in the revolution that led from the Roman Empire
to med: eval feudalism. The capitalist revolution spread still

stages a nd

further, and its indirect effects were felt almost everywhere. Our

phase

*In Th 2 Managerial Revolution I failed to give enough attention to this
that under the
of the rev lution. I continue to believe, as I stated in that book,
ruling class
complex ; ocio-economic conditions of modern civilization a stable
under more
classes
ruling
many
were
as
soldiers,
of
entirely
made up almost
must include
primitive Konditions, cannot develop. The ruling class in our age
those able to direct the intricate social forces of our day, and,.this the soldiers

s, the
cannot dd , except perhaps during some brief period ofcrisis. Nevertheles

for some while
heightene { influence which the soldiers are gaining, and will
managerial revmaintain, constitutes one of the most significant features of the
olution.
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revolution, today, directly involves every part of the world. How

plain this should be from the events of the war—for this war
is,
also for the first time, in the most strictly literal sense, a
world

war,
Weshould understand that, beginning in 1914 and prepared
for some while before then, a double war has been going on, and
continues. The double nature of the war correspondsto the fact

that the world élite is organized in terms of two different struc.

tures: it is broken up into localized segmentsas the ruling class

of this or that nation; and, within and across national boundaries,

it is stratified into various social sub-classes and groups (capitalists,
workers, farmers, managers, soldiers, and so on). Thus at one and
the same time the national sections struggle for world domination,

and the social sub-classesstrive either to resist the general revolution or to assure their ownleading positions within the new élite
of the new order,
The two phases of the warareinter-related, with now one, now
the other, becoming the more prominent. From 1914-7, the
struggle seemed to be only between the national sections; but in
1917 the Russian Revolution brought the internal social contest

into the open. Today, also, the national aspect is, for a while,
the more obvious. During the intervening years, however,
events
in Italy and Germany and then in Spain were reminders of
the
second phase. In the summer of1942 that phase again shotto
the

surface, with the beginning of the Indian revolution. In each of

the warring nations, moreover, the internal struggle procee
ds at

varying intensities in a variety of forms, along with the international contest. Washington,like Moscow and Berlin, is a focus
of both wars, not of one only. Notall of the participants in the
revolution have yet openly appeared, There are many shocksstill

awaiting those whobelieve that this is nothing more than
a very

big warof onecoalition ofallies against another, which will
end
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ing a new Versailles.
with onk side, intact and victorious, writ
n, is a stage in a
The present war,let it be repeated once agai
to recapture the
world sdcial revolution. The real struggle is not
be that those who
past, buf to conquer the future. It may well
:
‘
victors.
most cldarly understand this will emerge the

2. The Meaning of Democracy
vw

‘DEMOCRACY” IS USUALLY DEFINEDin somesuch terms 7 -

at “self-government” or “government by the people.” Historical

ekperience forces us to conclude that democracy, in this sense, is

i possible. The Machiavellians have shownthatthepractical
i possibility of democracy depends upon a variety of factors:

on psychological tendencies which are apparently constant in
sbcial life, and, most decisivelyof all, upon the necessary technical
cbnditions of social organization. Since our expectationsof the

fliture can be based only upon the evidence from the.past, and

s{nce there is no reason to suppose that the tendencies and con-

ditions which prevented democracy in the past will cease to hold

for the future, we must, from a scientific standpoint, believe that
C emocratic self-government is ruled out for the future.as ithas

k een absent from the past.
The theory of democracy as self-government must, therefore,
Ke understood as a myth, formula, or derivation. It does hot cor-

tespond to any actual or possible social reality. Debates over the
therits of the theory are almost wholly valueless in throwing light
|
gn social facts.
It does not, however, follow that the theory of democracy (1
dontinue to refer to democracy in the sense of “self-government”
ér “government by the people”) is without any influence on the

docial structure. The theory does not correctly describe any social
facts. No societies are governed by the people, by a majority; all
Societies, including societies called democratic, are ruled by a

Minority. But the ruling minority always seeks to justify and
legitimize its rule in part through a formula, without which the
236
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social ‘structure would disintegrate. The positive
significance of

demodratic theory is as a political formula of this
kind. Moreover,

certait} political practices are associated with
the democratic
formuja: of particular importance, the practice of
suffrage extended to a considerable Proportion of the adult
members of the
society, whereby some questions, including the namin
g of certain
state officials, pass through the electoral process.
The! democratic formula and the practice of suffra
ge do not
mean the self-government of the people by themse
lves. They do,
however, constitute a special mechanism ofrule by
the minority
élite, differing from other mechanisms. As a special
mechanism of
tule, they have effects upon the social structure which
differ from
the effects of other mechanisms of rule. In general,
they exercise

a partitular kind of influence on the selection
of members of the

ruling class. When, for example, there exists in societ
y an established yuling class that uses a non-democratic formu
la (an aristocratic formula, let us say) to justify its position,
the influence of
the democratic formula and of the suffrage machi
nery tends to
weaken the position of that established ruling class.
In addition,
the existence in society of the suffrage machinery
naturally tends
to favo those individuals who are adept at using
the machinery;

just as,iin a society where rule is founded
directly on force, the

ablest fighting men are favored against the rest.
Wecan see how this influence worked during the

|
18th century.

At that; time, there still existed in many nation
s an aristocratic
section bf the ruling class which used non-d
emocratic formulas,

and neither liked nor was able to manipulate the
suffrage ma-

chinery. Under those conditions, the democratic formu
la and the
introdudtion of wider suffrage machinery weake
ned the position
of the dider, non-democratic aristocracy, and
greatly aided the
newer, dapitalist élite. The spread of the democratic
formula and
the electoral practices were an important, even essent
ial, factor, in

238

THE MACHIAVELLIANS

the rise of the capitalists to the
dominant place in the modern
rulingclass,
|
However, we cannot conclude
that the influence of the dem
o-

cratic formula and the suffrage Méd
hanism fs always the same.
Whencircumstances change, the
influence may well have quite
different results, just as planting
seeds may have quite different
results in autumn from those that
follow in spring. Circumstances
today are not those of the 18th cen
tury: for one thing, there no
longer exists an established ruling
class making use of a nondemocratic formula.
If we ask whatare the primary effe
cts in our own time of the
democratic formula of self-gove
rnment and the suffrage machinery,
we must reply, as we noted in
Part V, that

they are to
strengthen the international trend
toward Bonapartism. It can

hardly be denied that this trend
exists, that it is the most indisputable

political tendency of our generation.
In every

advanced
nation we observe the evolution
of the form of government

toward that wherein a small group
ofleaders, or a single leader,
claims to represent and speak for
the whole people. As the em-

bodiment of the will of the who
le people, the leader claims an
unlimited authority, and consider
s al] intermediary political
bodies,

such as parliaments or local govern
ments, to be wholly
dependenton the central sovereignty
which can alone stand legitimately for the people. The regime is
democratically legalized by
the use of the suffrage mechanism
in the form of plebiscites.
Theseare

the characteristics of Bonapartism. We
find them completely developed in Germany and
Russia; and more and more

closely approximated in England and
the United States.
Bonapartism is a type of governmen
t very dissimilar to what
men in the rgth century ordinari
ly thought of as democracy.
Neve
rtheless, as we have

already seen, Bonapartism does
not
violate the formula of democracy nor
the place assigned to suf-

antl

a
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munist International, wh
ich called itself the “Con
gress of American-Soviet Friendship.”
Its occasion was the Cel
ebratisn of the
3sth anniversary of “the
Russian revolution.” The
Press overlooked the detail that the
revolution in question wa
s not the revolution against Czarism,
which took place in Marc
h, 1917, but
the November Bolshevik
revolution against the par
liamentarydemocratic government of
Kerensky, the revolution
which in its
development has led to the
most extreme totalitarian
-Bonapartist

Only the first three Paragr
aphs of the speech contain
any references to the present war.
The rest is a comparative soc
ial commentary on Russia and the
United States, and a statement
of social
Program. After quoting so
me century-old words of Toc
queville
on Russia, Wallace discov
ers that “Russia and the
United States
are far closer than Tocque
ville could possibly have
imagined.”
“Both,” he declares, “are
striving for the education
, the productivity and the enduring
happiness of the common
man,”
Wallace’s goal, in comm
on with Russia

’s, is “the new democtacy, the democracy of the co
mmon man.” This new democr
acy

“includes not only the Bil
l of Rights, but also eco
nomic democracy, ethnic democracy, edu
cational democracy, and
democracy in
the treatment of the sexes,
”all of which “must be wo
ven together
into a harmonious

whole.” Of these five typ

es which make up the
harmonious whole of the
democracy of the comm
on man,

Wallace finds Russia todayto
be far superior in four, all but
“Bill
of Rights democracy.” Let us
not imagine that this is a Rus
sian
defect. “Somein the United
States”—and the context make
s clear
that Wallace numbers himsel
f among them—“believe tha
t we
have over-emphasized wh
at might be called politi
cal
or
Bill-ofRights democracy. Carried teit
s extreme form, it leads to rug
ged
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is on States’ rights,
l exploitation, impractical emphas
individua
te
and even y anarchy.” *
ace's, an interesting
Two md nths before this speech of Wall
st doctrine occurred in the
expression Lf another facet of Bonaparti
ered Congress to pass
sudden mes sage by which the President ord
sident said: “I ask the Connew anti-idfation legislation. The Pre
of October, Inaction on your
gress to take this action by the first
an inescapable responsibility
part by that date will leave me with
it that the war effort is no ©
to the people of the country to see to
ic chaos. In the event that —
longer imperiled by threat of econom
adequately,I shall accept |
the Congress should fail to act, and act
the same time that farm _
the respohsibility, and I will act. At
be stabilized also. This .
prices are stabilized, wages can and will
ers under which I
I will do. When the war is won, the pow
people—to whom they belong.” In
act autom atically revert to the
for future research |
this short passage, there is much rich material
is particularly enlightenin United States constitutional history.It
as the directly responsible
ing to uf derstand that the Executive,
e Congress, and that _
agent of the people, is now able to supersed
acting are derived |
the powé 5 under which the Executive is now
n, directly from the
not from Congressionallegislation but, agai
of the last sentence,
people— who, to judge from the implication
to the Executive, who
have for the time being turned them over

people had not.
can exer Kise them as unlimited attorney (if the

there would be no meangiven uf their powersto the Executive,
rs would “revert
ing in th e promise that, after the war, the powe
‘to the p eople”).

9,
printed in the New York Times, Nov.
*My q hotatjons are from the text Wallace’s words have no correlation what-

1942. As In the case of all derivations,
statements he made about Russian
ever with the facts. Disregarding the fantastic
notions about the social conabove
the
d),
quote
not
conditions (which 1 have
nonsense from the point of
utter
are
sequences of “Bill of Rights democracy”
icant as expressions of attisignif
‘storical science. They are nonetheless
view of

tudes and residues.
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When we keep in mind the connecti
on between Bonapartism
and the formula of democracy as gov
ernment by the people, we
should notbe surprised by what mig
ht otherwise seem to be a
paradoxical political phenomenon:
the rapidly growing number
of individuals in this country who mayp
roperly be called “democratic totalitarians,” Pathological new
spapers like New York’s
PM, frustrated poets like Archibald
MacLeish, choleric bureaucrats like Harold Ickes, gutter-colum
nists, like Walter Winchell,
trying to crawl out of the gutter, guil
t-ridden bankers’ sons, like
Corliss Lam
ont

, authors, like Walter Millis, tryi
ng to lead the
public to forget that once they though
t there was something to be
said
against war, ambitious detective-st
ory writers,

like Rex Stout,
ministers enjoying the platforms that
they get from fellow-traveling with the Communist party—the
se people are, as we can
teadily discover

from their speeches ‘and articles and

books, the
most extreme democrats in the coun
try and quite possibly in the
world. In the name oftheir democrac
y, they preach the attitudes
of Bonapartism, and they advocate the
suppression of the specific
institutions and the specific rights and
freedoms that still protect
the individual from the advance of the
unbridledstate.
Huey Long knew much more abou
tpolitics than

these persons
will ever know. When hesaid that if
fascism destroys democracy
in this country, it will do so in the
name of democracy, he was
correctly predicting the role that the
democratic totalitarians are
today play
ing. His opinion, expanded into
the lan

guage we have
been using, may be put as follows: the
Bonapartist development
of the democratic formula of self-gov
ernmentwill be used in the
attempt to destroy those concrete
individual and social rights
which were once also associated wit
h the idea of democracy.
It should not be imagined that this
phenomenon js confined
to the United States. Some people
have the naive opinion that
in other
countrie

s despotism was established in
the name of
despotism, that dictators who were
in the process of destroying
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de clear to the people that they were doing just that.
Naturally, it never happens that way. The modern despotisms

freedom m

have all m -ched to the tune of “the workers” or “the people.”
The Stalini t Constitution of 1936 is, we are assured, the most
democratic n the world. Nazism expresses, according to its own
account, th aspirations and highest freedom of the entire Get- cn

man poorst and, indeed, when Europe begins to get conquered
by German , of all European peoples; and would doubtless do.
the samefo r the peoples of the whole world, if Nazi arms should
be fully sud cessful. Honest men have never been able to get an
exclusive p ntent on the words of democracy.
*%

*

*

accepted a definition of
Up to t his point, the analysis has
“democracy in terms of “self-government” or “government by
the people, ’ ‘The analysis holds only for democracy interpreted
in this way . The truth is, however, that there are other meanings
commonly associated with the word “democracy,” which have
nothing to do with “self-government.” *
:

,

If we ex amine, not the verbal definitions that most people, in-

cluding di tionary-makers, give for “democracy,” but the way in
which they | use the word in practical application to affairs of our
time, we V Fill discover that it does not have anything to do with

self-goverr ment—which is not surprising, because there is no _
such thing _In practice, in the real world rather than the mythical _

world of ideologies, a “democracy” means a political system in
which the re exists “liberty”: that is, what Mosca calls “juridical ©
in which _
* One suc Lh meaning, as we have seen, refers to a social structure

for members “
there is fair | y rapid class circulation, in which it is relatively easy
here .
of the non-é lite or their children to rise into the élite. 1 am not concerned
|
MachThe
length.
some
at
discussed
been
already
has
with this m¢ laning, which
s to the ees javellians u nanimously believe that rapid class circulation contribute
strength and happiness of a society.
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defense,” a measure of security for the individual which protec
ts
him from the arbitrary and irresponsible exercise of personally

held power. Liberty or juridical defense, moreover, is summ
ed

up and focused in the right of opposition, the right of opponents of the currently governing élite to express publicly their
opposition views and to organize to implementthose views.
Democracy so defined, in terms of liberty, of the right of opposition, is not in the least a formula or myth. Wewill never be
able to decide whether the democratic wills of their respective
peoples are more truly represented by the governments of the
United States and England than by the governments of Japan,

Germany, Russia, and Italy. We cannotdecide because the whole

problem is fictitious and the disputes in connection with it purely

verbal.* But it is a fact, an objective and observable fact, that
liberty exists in some societies and not in others; or, more exactly speaking, that it exists more in some societies, less in others
.

It is a fact that today there exists more liberty, much more, in
England or the United States, than in Germany, Russia, Italy or
Japan; andit is also a fact that in the United States today there
is less liberty than 15 or even 2 or 3 years ago.
The modern Machiavellians, like Machiavelli himself, do not

waste time arguing the merits or demerits of the myth of democracy defined as self-government. But they are very profoundly
concerned with the reality of democracy defined as liberty. They
know that the degree of liberty present within a society is a fact
of the greatest consequence for the character of the whole social

structure and for the individuals living within that structure.

What does liberty, juridical defense, the right of opposition,
mean for a society? Let us examine the conclusions reached by
* This is the reason, by the way, why democratic statesmen
are always getting

themselves into a jam when they promise, as seems to
be required by the democratic formula, that all peoples shall have governm
ents of their own choosing.
Someone can always raise the awkard point that the
German people may prefer
Hitler, or the Japanese, the Mikado.

4
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the Machiay ellian analysis of this question. I shall disregard the
effect of th = presence or absence of liberty on individual selfdevelopmen: | (great and significant as this seeras to me to be)
because this would lead to problems of subjective moral evaluation which L wish to avoid; I shall confine myself to observable
distinctions of a sort that may becalled sociological.

field of human interest, liberty is a necessary condition of scientific advance. This follows because science can.
proceed onl y where there is complete freedom to advance hypoth-.
eses contraty to prevailing opinion. Pareto, indeed, considers
liberty to b e an indispensable requirement of scientific method:
“Tt follows that before a theory can be considered true, it is
n
virtually inpispenable that there be perfect freedom to impug
Within a ny

ed
it. Any li itation, even indirect and however remote, irapos

on anyone choosing to contradict it is enough to cast suspicion
upon it. H ence freedom to express one’s thought, even counter
to the opin ion of the majority or of all, even when it offends the
lly
sentiments of the few or of the many, even when it is genera
disthe
to
ble
favora
s
reputed absurd or criminal, always prove
le
covery of objective truth.” * It must be added that it is possib
al
for liberty fo rernain within restrictedscientific fields (the physic
al
politic
in
eared
disapp
1s
ha
it
sciences, for example) even when
ions,
condit
such
and social affairs generally. Nevertheless, under
to be precariits continu ance in the restricted fields would seem
modern totalious, as is 3 ndicated by the political intervention. of
ss
tarian gov ernments (especially Russia and Germany) to suppre
s.
or lessen | iberty in fields like biology, and even physic
y is a con- ©
libert
,
Experie nce seems to show that, almost always
sense that _
dition for an advanced “level of civilization,” in the
Mosca us ts

this expression. Thatis, liberty is needed to permit :

Pareto, translated by Arthur :
*From find and Society (568), by Vilfredo
by Harcourt, Brace and —
1935,
ht,
copyrig
no,
Bongior
w
Andre
ind
Livingston
Company, I ic.
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the fullest release of the potential social forces and creative impulses present in society, and their maximum development. With
liberty absent, great development may occur along certain restricted lines—in religion, perhaps, or the technique of war, or
a
conventionalized art style——but the compulsory conformity to
official opinion limits variety and stultifies creative freshness
not
only in the arts and sciences, but in economic and political
affairs
as well.
Liberty or freedom * means above all, as I have said, the
existence of a public opposition to the governing élite. The crucial
difference that freedom makes to a society is found in the
fact
that the existence of a public opposition (or oppositions)
is the
only effective check on the power of the governing élite.
The Machiavellians are the only ones who have told us
the
full truth about power. Other writers have at mosttold the
truth
only about groups other than the ones for which they themse
lves
speak. The Machiavellians present the complete record: the
primary object, in practice, of all rulers is to serve their own
interest,
to maintain their own power and privilege. There are no
exceptions. No theory, no promises, no morality, no amoun
t of good

will, no religion will restrain power. Neither priests
nor soldiers,
neither labor leaders nor businessmen, neither bureau
crats nor

feudal lords will differ from each other in the basic use
which
they will seek to make of power. Individual saints,
exempt in
individual intention from the law of power, will nevert
heless be
always bound to it through the disciples, associates,
and followers
to whom they cannot, in organized social life, avoid beingt
ied.
Only power restrains power. ‘That restraining power
is expressed in the existence and activity of oppositions. Oddly
and
fortunately, it is observable that the restraining influe
nce of an

opposition much exceeds its apparent strength. As
anyone with
*T am using the term “freedom” as equivalent in
meaning to “liberty.”
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even a small opposition,
experience ih any organization knows,
le

block to a remarkab
providedit feally exists and is active, can
n all opposition is
whe
degree the dxcesses of the leadership. But
power may do. A
destroyed, there is no longer any limit to what
volent only by
despotism, Any kind of despotism, can be bene

accident.

|

hists and by the
It may, however, be argued, as it is by anarc

ence of the opposition
sectarian wing of Marxism, that the influ

all of small imin restraining the power of the rulers is after
n an opposition
portance td the non-élite, to the masses. Whe
the ruling class;
in
exists, this faeans only that there is a division
is only a change
if an “out-¢lite” replaces the governing élite, this
nstill the ruled.
in the personnel of the rulers. The masses remai
interest is the
Why should they be concerned? and of what
whole prockss for the great majority?
/

section of the élite asa
It is true that the opposition is only a

governing
whole. It ib also true that when the opposition takes
es of the
gogu
dema
power this! is only a change of rulers. The
of the peoopposition [say that their victory will be the triumph
theless, the
ple; but they lie, as demagogues always do. Never
that the actrue
not
is
it
seeming conclusion does not follow;
ce for the
feren
tivities of ithe oppositions are a matter of indif
freedom,
masses. THrough a curious andindirect route by way of
ver _
we return to self-government, which we were unable to disco
5
by any direct path.
g
rulin
the
in
age
The existence of an opposition means a cleav
is
class. Part! of the struggle between sections of the ruling class
ions take
purely infernal. Maneuvers, intrigues, even assassinat
When,
ion.
posit
for
ying
jocke
place in the course of the continual

cts ,
however, the opposition is public, this means that the confli
.
élite
ing
cannotbelsolved merely by internal changes in the exist
nd the
The oppotition is forced to undertake external moves, beyo
y to —
abilit
he
upont
ds
depen
limits of the ruling class. Since rule
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control the existing social forces, the opposition secks to draw
forces to its side, and to win over new leaders who are coming up
from the ranks of society. In this attempt it must promise certain
benefits to various groups; if successful, it must keep at least a
few of the promises. At the sametime, the struggle stimulates
new demands by many groups, even by the non-élite. Finally,

_

the opposition must seek to destroy the prestige of the governing
élite by exposing the inequities of its rule, which it knows much
better than do the masses,

Confronted with this multiple attack, the governing élite, in
order to try to keep control, is in turn compelled to grant certain
concessions and to correct at least some of the more glaring
abuses. The net indirect result of the struggle, whichfrom one
point of view is only a fight among twosets of leaders, can thus
be benefits for large sections of the masses. The masses, ‘blocked ©
by the iron law of oligarchy from directly and deliberately ruling
themselves, are able to limit and control, indirectly, the power of

their rulers. The myth of self-government is translated into a

measure ofreality by the fact of freedom,
These, then, are the primary effects of political liberty, of freedom, upon the social structure. However, the question of liberty
does not end, as the Machiavellians again relentlessly show, at

the bare political level. They explain not merely whatliberty is,
what it means for society, but also what the conditions are for
its preservation. The rightof public opposition to therulers, the
heart of freedom, will not be keptalive merely by wishing—and
it is besides very doubtful that a majority of men aremuch concerned about it one way or the other. It requires the existencein
society of a number of relatively autonomous “social forces,” as
Mosca calls them. It demands that no single social force—the
army or liquid wealth or the Church or industrial management
or agriculture or labor or the state machine, whatever it might
be—shall be strong enough to swallow up the rest and thereby
f
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be in a position to dominate all phas
es of social life. When this
happens; there cannot be a signific
ant opposition to the rulers,
because the opposition cannot have
any social weight and therefore cantot restrain the powerof theru
lers. It is only when there
are several different major social forc
es, not wholly subordinated
to any ofe social force, that there can
be any assuranceofliberty,
since only then is there the mutual che
ck andbalance that is able
to chain power. There is no one
force, no group, and noclass that
is the prdserver of liberty. Liberty is
preserved by those who are /
against the existing chief power. Oppo
sitions which do not exPress genhine social forces are as trivi
al, in relation to entrenched
power, ag the old courtjesters,
From this point of view we may und
erstand more fully the political direction of our democratic
totalitarians. The state, they
say, whey it is led by their leader
—and it will always be, because they take as their leader the one
who happens to be in the —
saddle—js| the people. Democracy is the
supremacy of the people.
Therefore}
democracy is the supremacy of
the

state. Whenever
the state absorbs another phase of socia
llife, that is a victory for
democracy. And therefore, more part
icularly: a serious critic of |
the state of its policies is a fifth columnis
t and atraitor, “Pressure _
groups,” ab they call them—that is,
those groups whose activities
simply reptesent the interplay of aut
onomous social forces, which
is the only foundation for liberty—
are saboteurs of democracy.
The
Churth is fascist if it wants to
have its own

schools, independent of} the state-controlled educ
ational system. John L. Lewis
is a Nazi if he refuses to allow his sect
ion of the labor movement
to be integrated into the state labor
machinery. Industrial management is) playing the game of
the enemyif it points out that
even state bureaus are wrong when
they declare that moresteel
can be made by following abstract poli
tical aims than by accepting the consequences of modern tech
nology. Teachers are spies
if they wish to control, on the clai
m of expert knowledge and
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proficiency, the presentation of their subjects. Farmers are slackers if they argue that they cannotraise more dairy products with

no hands to milk their cows.‘Skeptics are notorious reactionaries
if they doubt, however mildly, that state control will of itself

draw all the viciousness from private monopolies, or free the

press andradio from all distortion of the news.
The policies of the democratic totalitarians are consistent with

each other, and consistent with what they mean by “democracy.”

And they are consistent also in being uniformly directed against

the foundations of freedom. Not unity but difference, not the
modern state but whatever is able to maintain itself against the
state, not leaders but the unyielding opponents of leaders, not
conformity with official opinion but persisting criticism, are the
defenses of freedom.
A considerable degree of liberty is not usual in human society.
If we review the history of humanity, so far as we know it, it

is apparent that despotic regimes are far more frequent than free
regimes, and it would therefore seem that despotism is more

nearly than freedom in accord with human nature. Moreover,
special circumstances of our time count heavily against freedom.
Pareto shows how the maximum external strength of a community in its struggle against other communities for survival

need not atall coincide with a maximum of internal welfare for

the members of the community. We are now at a period when
the external struggle for survival is at the most acute possible

juncture. Many sincere men feel that liberty, even though it may
contribute most to internal welfare, cannot stand up against
despotism in the external struggle. Liberty, they argue, means too
much dissipation of energy, too much delay, too much division.

These feelings makeit easier for them to accept the loss of liberty
as an inevitable destiny.
Then, in the economic structure, the economic arrangements

which during the past several centuries aided political liberty,
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are being rapidly swept away. Private-capitalist ownership of the
economy {meant a dispersion of economic power and a partial
separation! between economic and other social forces in a manner |

that prevehted the concentration ofan overwhelming single social -

-force. Today the advance of the managerial revolution is every-~
where cohcentrating economic power in the state apparatus, —
where it tends to unite with control over the other great social —
forces—the army, education, labor, law, the political bureaucracy,

art, and stience even. This development, too,tends to destroy the
basis for those social oppositions that keep freedom alive.
It would be absurd to deny how muchthese two factors darken |
the prospects of freedom for our time. Nevertheless, I am not
yet convihced that they are sufficient to make freedom impossible.
The argument that a free structure of society is not so strong”
externally as a despotic structure, and therefore must be given
up in an Fra of wars and revolutions, seems to me unproved, and

not little suspicious. Whether valid or not, the argumentis cer- /
tainly a donvenient cover under which a despotic regime may be
imposed pon a free society.
Liberty, with its right of public opposition, does often delay
decisions! and undoubtedly expends social energies on internal,

conflicts. Both of these consequences make for externalweakness.

But it may well be that this is more than compensated for by
two othek consequencesof liberty, as against despotism. Under a.
free regime there is more chance for the development and utiliza-__

tion of cteative forces and individuals that cannot get expression—
under a ldespotism. And, second, public criticism by an opposition expbses, and tends to force correction of, mistakes on the,
e governing élite which might prove fatal if too long

and stubbornly maintained.

|

ignportance to survival of this critical function of an opposition, which can be effective only where freedom is retained,

may beillustrated by direct examples, both positive and negative.
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On many occasions during the Civil War, the
activities of the
extremist “Black Republicans” in Congress were
a temporary
handicap; but it is very doubtful that the Nort
h would have
won the war if it had not been for their bitter and
relentless
criticism of the Administration and the compromi
sers. During
the Warof 1914, a wider leeway for public opposition
would almost surely have forced the British leadership to adop
t the tank
at least a year sooner than it did, with a probable
consequent
saving of manylives, and a quicker victory. In the prese
nt War,
Germany might well have avoided some grave strat
egic errors,
particularly in connection with the Russian campaign
s, if a
measure of freedom in Germany had permitted the exist
ence of
an active, public opposition. In this country, the extr
eme airpower advocates have not madetheir total view acceptable
; but
their vigorous public propaganda has undoubtedly been
a major
influence in correcting somewhat the hopelessly out-d
ated views
that prevailed at the top of the armed forces and the Admi
nistration. Without the public criticism of the production prog
ram,

especially in steel, oil, and rubber, and thecritica
l work of the
Congressional investigating committees, the inter
nal war pro-

gram would by now beclose to collapse.

Asfor the economic threat, it would seem to be true
that, since

economic power comprises in all so large a percentage
of total
social power, the full concentration of all economic powe
r in a
centralized state apparatus would necessarily destroy the foun
dations of liberty. This conclusion, demonstrated theoretica
lly by
the modern Machiavellians, has been proved empiricall
y by the
history of the Soviet Union. No other social force can,
under

such circumstances, retain sufficient independence to
support lib-

erty. All social forces are either eliminated or absorbed
by the

centralized state. Private-capitalist property rights in
the instru-

ments of production meant—even undertrust or monopoly
conditions in many branches of industry—a sufficient fragment
ation
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of econo mic power to provide a basis for freedom. Nevertheless,
it does r ot follow that the elimination of private-capitalist prop-

erty righ ts must do away with every possible basis for political
freedom Freedom or liberty, in the specific meaning that is being give n to these terms in this chapter, has existed, at least in
some de gree, along with economic structures which were not,
capitalis t:

under slave or feudal structures, for example. Free-

dom dods require that all economic power should not be centralized, but there are other means than capitalist property rights to
prevent such centralization.
Durin p the past generation, capitalist property rights have in

been becoming more and more nominal. If they were
largely Jone away with, if most property rights in the instruments of‘ production were vested formally inthestate, economic
any casg

power ¢ buld still be divided. The state itself, for instance, could
be decer tralized. Or the economic forces could be divided along
function al or syndicalist lines: management, workers, consumers,
or diffeti‘ing branches of industry, could operate as separate or-

ganized groups with relative independence. Instead of the old
capitalist economic market, constituted by the operations of individual owners, there would be a new kind of market con-

py the operations of the functional andsyndicalist groups
as units, and by the various relevant institutions of the state. A
developmnent of this kind, far from being afantasy, is already
prepared for in many respects by the structural economic changes
of rece decades.
arxists and the democratic totalitarians claim that free.
The
stituted

now besecured only by concentrating all social forces
and esp} scially economic forces in the state which, when they or
their fri ends are runningit, they identify with the people. The
conserva tive spokesmen for the old-line capitalists claim that
freedom is bound up with capitalist private property and can
dom ca

therefor =

be secured only by returning to private capitalism. The
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two groups are, though for different reasons, both wrong; or,
rather, their arguments and programs are both simply myths
that express, not movements for political liberty, but a contest
for control over the despotic and Bonapartist political order which
they both anticipate. The concentration ofall social forces in the
state would in fact destroy all possibility of freedom. On the
other hand, it is false that capitalist private property is the only
foundation for political freedom; andit is in any case impossible
to return to private capitalism.
We cannot, I think, state with any assurance what chances
freedom has for surviving during the nexthistorical period. But
we do know something of the conditions under whichit is possible for freedom to survive. We know thatits fate will not be
decided by the war nor by economic changes alone nor even by
the general character of the great social revolution through which
weare traveling. Political freedom is the resultant of unresolved
conflicts amongvarious sections of the élite. The existence of these
conflicts is in turn correlated with the interplay of diverse social
forces that preserveat least a considerable degree of independence.
The future of liberty will, therefore, depend upon the extent to
which, whether by necessary accident or conscious design, society
is kept from freezing.

3. Can Politics Be Scientifi
c?
DURING THE18th and tgt
h centuries,

andstill in many quarters at the present time, theorist
s haveraised the question whethe
r
politics dan be scientific. It has
generally been assumed that an
affirmative answer would be a
ground for optimism: that is,
if
politics dould be and were scie
ntific, it has been assumed tha
t
this would contribute to the wel
fare of mankind. John Dewey,
the leading American philosoph
er, andhis followers continue
to’
debate this problem, to give an
affirmative answer, and to maintain an attitude of social optimi
sm,
Tt was natural that the questi
on should be raised. From the
.
16th centhry on, the application
of scientific methodto one afte
r—
ano

ther field of human interest, oth
er tha

n social affairs, has
uniformly resulted in hum
an triumphs with respect
to those

fields. In levery field, science
has solved relevant problems;
in- :
deed, sciehce is in one sense
merely the systematic method
for
solving relevant problems. If this
is the case with mathematics, ©
estronomy, physics, chemistry,
geology, why should it not also
be with sbciety? Why could we
not solve the most important
problems of all, those of soci
al and political life, by applyi
ng
science?
|
These hopes in science reflecte
d a wider optimism, both abo
ut
what science could do and

about the possibilities of soci
al progress, which, from the point
of view of the social achiev
eme
nts of
the 18th ahd rot

h centuries, seemed unlimited
, In our time an
anti-scientific attitude has been
forming, at least toward the que
stion of applying science to soci
ety. This, in turn, seems to refl
ect
a pessimism both about wha
t science can do and about
all
255
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is running the usual
utopian social ideals. The idea of progress
empty illusion.
course from self-evident article of faith to
rence to the facts,
Let us try to answer this question by refe
of either optimism or
without attempting to justify an attitude
pessimism are; after
pessimism. Granted the facts, optimism and
apparent that the
all, a matter of temperament. It is at once
?” is ambiguous. It
broad question, “Can politics be scientific
questions before anmust be resolved into several more precise
e with which I shall .
swers become possible. The three of thes
a science of politics
deal are the following: (1) Can there be
social life)? (2) Can
(and of society, since politics is a phase of
rs? (3) Can theElite,
the masses act scientifically in political affai
in political affairs?
or some section of the élite, act scientifically

be answered easily
The first of these narrower questions can
ce of politics and
and with assurance: Yes, there can be a scien
to such a science. It
of society. There is no insuperable obstacle
and social affairs
ical
is certainly the case that in the field of polit
may be recorded and
there are observable events. These events
observations, we
systematically described. On the basis of the

theses. These can then
may formulate generalizations and hypo

events, of about the
be tested through predictions about future
in
make a science possible
results of further research. In order to

any field, nothing further is required.
e are serious pracOf course it may be readily granted that ther
ical science. It is
polit
tical difficulties in the way of social and
p actions—is
grou
often argued that the subject-matter—human
the subject-matter
extremely complicated; and this is so, though
r complicated. A
of a numberof the other sciences is also rathe
unwillingness
the
in
sts
more direct and peculiar difficulty consi
y of political
stud
the
of mento adopt a scientific attitude toward
tific procedure.
and social events, or to apply the canons of scien
. A physicist would
“Sentiment,” as Pareto would call it, interferes
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find it ludicrous if every treatise in his field habitually included
a plan for curing the ills of mankind, and selected facts—and
fictions; —with the chief aim of proving the desirability of that
plan. Y et, in 99% of the articles and books which pretend to
tell us the way society works, such a method is accepted, without comment, as normal. More particularly and deliberately, the
public Bpplication of scientific method to politics is interfered
with by those who are powerful. They do not want genuine
political knowledge to be available, and they block freedom of

inquiry’ whenever it threatens, as it so often threatens, to under-

mine pei power. From the time of the Greek sophists until
today, ¢veryone who,by objective inquiry, discloses some of the |
truth about power has been denounced by official opinion as
subversive.
Becawse of these obstacles, which do not seem to be temporary,
we shduld not expect too much in the way of results from
political and social science. Nevertheless, such a science is not a
mere theoretical possibility. We have already at our disposal a
science! of society, incomplete and undeveloped no doubt, but
actual. 'The truths so far discovered by this science are of two

kinds, !

.

/

Fairly exact results have been obtained about problems of
limited range. Whencare is taken not to project the conclusions
too far'beyond the temporal and spatial boundaries within which
the data have been gathered,statistical conclusions dealing with
mortality, diseases, certain economicfacts, suicide, crime, literacy,

trade nhovements, all illustrate these results. They are the primary
and most fruitful achievement of academicsocial research.
At th ¢ other end, rough laws havebeen discovered aboutlargescale ahd long-term social and political movements. These are

the achievement of, for example and outstandingly, the Machi-

avelliags; many instances are given in this book. However, most
of therh may also be found (often somewhat
s
differently worded,
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but similar in content) in the works of other social scientists

from the time of Karl Marx * onward.
Wehave available, indeed, much more knowledge about so
ciety than is ordinarily recognized—and far more than is ever
used. There is a widespread misunderstanding about thenature
of scientific knowledge, partly fostered by academic scientists
whoprefer their profession to remain an esoteric cult. Thestatements, for example, that bodies when unsupported fall toward
the surface of the earth and that water runs downhill, are a

Jong way from the mathematically formulated law of gravity.
Interpreted literally, they are in fact false, as the behavior of
feathers and airplanes and siphons and pumps shows. Nevertheless, they are genuinely scientific, and, at a somewhat crude level
of experience, they may properly be considered true. They are
what Pareto calls “first approximations,” and correctly enough
generalize a vast numberof observable facts. Moreover, they are
very useful pieces of knowledge as guides to deliberate action.
We may, on their basis, be advised to take pains to avoid a stone
if we see it toppling over a building or a cliff above us; or to
build a house or a village below rather than above a spring if
we want the water to flow in. It would seem rather pedantic for
an expert in physics to tell us, first, that our crude generalization
aboutfalling bodies is absolutely false because there are facts (as
there are) which disagree with it; and, second, that therefore we

have noright, on the basis of such falsity, to step aside from the

path of the stone. This, however,is just the way that someof the

academic experts reason and advise about social matters.

Wehave at our disposal a considerable body of knowledge of

this “first approximation” sort. One example would be the rough
* Pareto had little use for Marx’ economic theories, which he considered for
the most part absurd metaphysics. However, in Les syst¢mes socialistes, he writes:
“The sociological part of Marx’ work is, from a scientific standpoint, far superior
to the economic part.” (Vol. II, p. 386.) In particular he notes that the concep-

tion of the class struggle is “profoundly true” (Vol. II, p. 393).
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laws of s ocial revolution which
we have examined in their ap_pli
p catiot to the rese
|
nt per
p
p iod; or the summar y list of Machiavel
-:
‘lian p prihcipl
Pp es stated at the beg
&inning of this Part, as well as
innumeta ble applications which

can be madeof these principle
s,
There ig enough knowledge at
hand to have enabled us to rea
liz
e
that the Kellogg Pact was powerl
ess to prevent war, and that the
“Stimson doctrine” of non-recog
nition of territorial changes ma
de
by force!never has and never wil
l stop changes from being ma
de
by force Professional New York
gamblers, it is interesting to
note; haye never since the Civil
War been wrong about the out
come ofa Presidential election
,* We know enough to be abl
e
to say naw that there will almost
certainly be a terrific economic’
crisis shartly afte

r the end of the present war
—though this expectation will be carefully obscur
ed by the parties at inte

rest.
Wecanpredict, with reasonabl
e assurance, that the public deb
t
of this and of almostall other
countries will either be repudiate
d
—
outright,lor reduced indirectly
through a lowering of interest
rates, inflation, or some other
similar device, Reasoning on
the
analogy af comparable historic
al periods, we may conclude
tha
t
the trend away from private
capitalism is irreversible.
Our scitntific statements abo
ut social matter

s must often, it is
true, be put in conditional form:
if other things remain the sam
e, ~
if such-antl-such does not take plac
e, then so-and-so will probably
|
happen. (There is, however,
an implied condition in most
if
not all the Statements within all
the sciences.) ‘Thus we now ma
y —
know, wii h considerable probabil
ity, that: if the state absorbs
under cen tralized control all
major social forces, then politica
l

*T base th is statement on my
personal knowledge fro
m the Harding (1920)
election on; and, for the elect
ions Prior to 1920, on the
memory and research of
Jack Doyle, 4 ho was, until his
death in December, 1942
, the outstanding authority in thi s

field. He had been unable
to

trace the record back beyo
Civil War. D uring most of the
nd the
1916 campaign, the professi
onal odds favored
Hughes; but they were changed
to favor Wilson forty-ei
ght hours before the
election took place,
She

Babacs tes

othe,
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pe is again divided
liberty will disappear; if, after this war, Euro
sovereign states, then
into a considerable numberof independent
a comparatively short
a new war will begin in Europe within
egy (i.e. submarine attime; if the present plan of military strat
inues unchanged in
trition warfare, and “island-hopping”) cont
itely crushed for many,
the East, then Japan will not be defin
present Administration
many years, and perhaps never; if the
it will have to curtail
plans to remain in office after 1944, then
knowledge and much
political liberty further; and so on, Such
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course, used.
more is available: available but not, of

h we have analyzed
Let us turn to the second question into whic
ics: can the masses act
the general problem of science and polit
tifically would mean
scientifically in political affairs? To act scien
is, to select, consciously
to act “logically” in Pareto’s sense; that
are not transcendental
and deliberately, real goals (goals which
practical steps which
or fanciful or impossible), and then to take
e goals. The goals might
are, in fact, appropriate for reaching thos
prosperity or economic
be peace or a higher level of material
t be quite different: war
equality—though conceivably they migh
not make the mistake
or conquest or moral license; we should
the things that moralists
of supposing that everyone really wants
goals would be explicit,
say they ought to want. In any case, the
ld really achieve or at
deliberately chosen; and the actions wou
least approach the goals.

often shown, is very
This question, as Professor Dewey has
ent

genuine self-governm
similar to the question whether full and
For a group to act scienof the masses by themselvesis possible.
reached on a democratic
tifically presupposes thatits decisions are

sions are not deliberate from the
basis, because otherwise the deci
ern-

luding that self-gov
point of view of the group itself. In conc
efore also follows that it
ment of the masses is impossible,it ther
ally in political affairs.
is impossible for the masses to act scientific
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The Machiavellian analysis, confirmed and re-confirmed by the
evidencd of history, shows that the masses simply do not think
scientifigally about political and social aims; and that, even if
they did, the technical and administrative means for implementing theif scientific thought would necessarily be lacking. Beliefs,

ideals, dp sometimes influence the political actions of the masses;
these ar¢ not, however, scientific beliefs and ideals, but myths
or
derivatidns.
|
;

Therejis, moreover, no reason to expect a changein this respect
in the foreseeable future. During the 19th century it was thought
by many that universal education would enable the masses to be
scientific about politics and thereby reach a perfect democracy.
This expectation has proved unfounded. In most great nations,

illiteracy has been almost done away with. Nevertheless, the

masses act no morescientifically today than a century or a millennium! ago. In political affairs, the scientific potentialities of
wider littracy have been more than counter-balanced by the new
opportunities which mass education gives to non-scientific propaganda. At the sametime, the ever-increasing size and complexity
of modern social structures raise constantly new technical obstacles tq the direct application of scientific procedures by the
masses tg their own political problems,
/
Many modern politicians habitually tell the people that “their.
fate is in their own hands,” they rule themselves, they make the
final and fundamental decisions, they are the court of last appeal.
Remarks of this kind are all derivations expressing some variant _
of the democratic formulas. Their real purpose is to enable the
politicians, while ruling in their own interests, to protect their
regime by the moral sanction of the myth of the popular will,
An honest statement to the masses, which by the nature of the |
cas€ a politician cannotgive, would have to say: you cannot rule /

yourselves; distrust all leaders, and above all those who tel] you

that they!are merely expressing or representing your will; erect
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and cherish every possible safeguard against the unchecked exercise of power. Even though such astatement is never made,
there are many among the masses who understand its meaning
without being told. The great anti-fascist novelist, Ignazio Silone,
writes: * “The cafone [which may be approximately translated
as ‘small farmer’ or ‘sharecropper’] is by no means primitive; in
one sense heis overcivilized. The experience of generations makes
him believe that the State is merely a better organized Camorra
[ie racket]... . Marx often speaks of the peasants as having
torpid minds, but what did he know about them? I imagine that
he watched them in the marketplace at Trier and observed that
they were sullen and tongue-tied. He would not stop to think
that they had assumed this role deliberately.” An American Silone
might mention, in the same connection, groups of farmers or

sndustrial workers who passively listen, one day, to patriotic
rhetoric about “equal sacrifice”; and, the next, demand higher

prices or wages. It is by adopting attitudes of this kind that the
masses come closest to being scientific about politics.

It is ludicrous for the authors of books like this one—that is,

serious books about society—to pretend to speak to “the people.”
The great bulk of the people in this country neither buys nor
reads any books at all—thereby avoiding a great quantity of
nonsense. The potential audience for this sort of book is, as
statistics show, limited to a comparatively small section of the
élite The absurdity does not at all prevent the authors from

covering page after page with rhetorical advice to the masses

about what they can and should doto runsociety for their own
welfare and interest.
The words of the politicians do, however, reach the masses;

and when thepoliticians say these things, it is not absurd but
* The New Republic, Nov. 2, 1942.

of 40,000
+The average sale is less than 2,000 copies, with a rare maximum

or 50,000.
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s. When it is accepted that the rulers rule as the mere

agents for the will of the masses, then their rule becomes irre-

sponsib le. The rulers are no longer personally accountable for

their a ‘tions: they maygo to ‘war, persecute, steal, violate freedoms,| ‘ail to prepare for social or military crises, and yet never
be brou ght to task for whatever crime or failure—they have only,

they sal, carried out the people’s will; if the masses are stupid
are their humble
do not encourage
the gro wth of a science of politics! |
or selfi sh or easy-going or short-sighted, who
rulers t > be blamed? * Small wonder that rulers

Thert>
"

remains, then, the question whether some sections of

the élite can act scientifically aboutpolitical affairs. It is necessary

to raise

the question in this modified form, rather than about the

become

premier or king or dictator; but poweris really acquired

élite as 2 whole, becausethe élite is not ordinarily a homogeneous
group.
There -is little doubt that an individual can conduct his political
affairs scientifically or logically. For example, an individual,
granted certain capacities and someluck, can decide to rise in
the soci al scale, and can take appropriate steps that will have a
fair cha nce of achieving that aim. In some cases, individuals can,
by delil erate scientific means, rise into the very top rank of
social aj rd political power.
:
It is te » be observedin these latter cases that ordinarily the single
individ al is not operating as an isolated unit. There are associated v vith him various other individuals, together forming a
group moreor less large. The most conspicuous individual may
by the group, not by any single individual. Nowadays these

* This is the underlying thesis of the State Department’s “White Paper,”

Peace and: War, which was issued in January, 1943. As the magazine, Life, correctly note s: “It justifies itself for doing what [the State Department claims that]

the people wanted by proving that the Department knew all along that what
the people wanted was wrong.”

Pb
be
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groups will include, as a rule, certain experts in propaganda, public relations, and organizational skills, as well as one or more
“theoreticians.”
This sort of group constitutes a section of the élite, and there
seems in general to be no reason why sections of the élite cannot function scientifically, at least within limits.
The inability of the masses to function scientifically in politics
rests primarily on the following factors: the huge size of the mass
group, which makes it too unwieldy for the use of scientific techniques; the ignorance, on the part of the masses, of the methods

of administration and rule; the necessity, for the masses, of spend-

ing most of their energies on the bare making of a living, which
leaves little energy or time for gaining more knowledge about
politics or carrying out practical political tasks; the lack, in most
people, of a sufficient degree of those psychological qualities—
ambition, ruthlessness, and so on—that are prerequisites for ac-

|
tive political life.
The deficiences can all be overcome in the case of sections of
the élite. These are comparatively small in size. Their members
can and do acquire a good deal of knowledge about administration and rule. Since their members either inherit or discover a
way of extracting a living from others without too much effort
on their own part, they have available time and energy in which
to cultivate political skills. They are careful not to overburden
their ranks with squeamish idealists. There would thus seem to

be no theoretic reason why sections of the élite should not be

scientific about political affairs. If our reference is to the governing élite, we are asking whether rulers can rule scientifically;

and the answer would seem to be that, up to a certain point, they
can. We may add that, at certain periods in certain societies, they
have done so, or come close to it.

What exactly would this mean, for the rulers or some other

b
i

“
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section Of the élite to be scientific abou
tpolitical affairs? And, if
they wefe, would it be to the benefit
of society as a whole?
It would mean, as always when conduct
is scientific, that the
section in question would Pursue cons
ciously understood and
deliberately chosen goals. The goals wou
ld have to be real and
possible. From these conditions it foll
ows that the choice of altern
ative goals would be confined with
in very narrow

limits. All
utopias would be excluded, all those Mira
ges of permanent and
universal! peace and plenty and joy. More
over, since the general
pattern @f social development is dete
rmined by technological
change and by other factors quite beyond
thelikelihood of human.
control, scientific élite would have
to accept that general pat- |

tern. It was an illusion, in 1800, to thin
k that society could revive |
the social. structure appropriate to
the pre-steam-engine era: so —
today is it an
Dome

illusion to dream that the roth century
structure '
can be retained on the technological
basis of the assembly line, ©
the airplahe, electricity, and radio. Fro
m this point of view, we —
may say that a scientific élite would
have to be “opportunist”— _
not in the narrower sense in which
opportunism meanstaking
the easiest! course today with noclear
thought of tomorrow, but :
in the broader perspective of not tryi
ng to buck the main stream
of development, not fighting for caus
es that are already lost
when theba
ttle begins.

|

etait

In short,a scientific ruling group wou
ld not guide its political
actions
by myths. We must, however, repe
at that our
soar

concern is
only with jpolitical actions. Just as a
man thoroughly scientific

in the field

of physics can accept the most naiv
e

myths in the
field of politics, so can another whosepo
litical actions are consistently scientific nevertheless believe
all sorts of myths in other
fields. We find a remarkable demonstr
ation of this in the history
of the Catholic Church. The upper hier
archy of the Church advocates and: pres

umably believes very many non-scie
ntific theories.
However, nce the time when St,
Augustine made the wonder-
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and the “City
fully useful distinction between the “City of God”
on frequent ocof Man,” this has not prevented the hierarchy,
from acting sciencasions and sometimes for centuries together,
tifically in the field of organization and politics.
ruling group
We have seen that the primary real goal of every
privilege. Scientific
is the maintenance of its own power and
destroy this social
conduct on the part of the group would not
group to recognize
fact, but, on the contrary, would require the
insure power and
it frankly, and to take appropriate steps to

ific rulers would be
privilege. Wouldit not seem, then, that scient

would mean in
the worst of all;that a scientific ruling class

rather rejoice
practice an eternal tyranny? Should the ruled not

the rulers?
at every error, every illusion, every absurdity of
ubtedly be the
Under some circumstances this would undo
theless, there is
sensible attitude on the part of the ruled. Never
of the ruler and
often a certain correlation between the interests
of the rulers
goal
the ruled in spite of the fact that the primary
at all hard to
+s to serve their own interest. Examples are not
s C. Petrillo runs
find. Everyone will doubtless admit that Jame

benefit; and, if the
the Musicians’ Union first of all to his own

isites of office are
published reports of his salary and other perqu
it is also plain
correct, he does very well by himself. However,
the economic lot
enough that his regime has greatly improved
the 5th century
ng
Duri
of the musician members of the union.

ruled and the rulers
in Athens, or in the Roman Empire, the

and so it often
flourished together and together met disaster,
ly—whether one
happens. The fate of an entire society is frequent
ly to be—bound
likes it or not, and unjust as it may seem usual
of the French
pse
up with the fate of its ruling class. The colla
dy for the entire
ruling class a few years ago meant a harsh trage
might properly
French people, blameless as the French masses
it would have
y
Surel
.
be considered from a moral standpoint
ruled by an
been
been better for the French people if they had
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élite w hich knew its business, knew, among other things, how

to keepitself in social power, and which was firm enough to
take th e necessary steps to do so. If the generals are no good,

the army will be defeated; but the soldiers also—in fact, primarily

be the ones whoare slaughtered. A society—a city or a
nation or an empire—may become as a whole so thoroughly
rotten that it is better that it should be destroyed as a social
organi#m; but this too is seldom fortunate for the individual
membe rs of the society, ruled as well as rulers.
The lessons of history show thata ruling class can seldom continue | ong in power unless it is prepared to open its ranks to
able ar d ambitious newcomers from below. A scientific ruling
class w ill therefore keep its ranks open; and this will also be
to the k enefit of the ruled both in providing an outlet for dynamic
individ uals, and even more through permitting a greater expansion of creative social energies. Political liberty, too, in the longer
run, us ually aids both rulers and ruled. We have already seen
that th s is so from the point of view of the ruled; from the side
of the : ulers, liberty is a safeguard against bureaucratic degeneration, a check on errors, and a protection against revolution.
If a considerable section of the élite proceeded more or less
scientif cally, catastrophic revolutions would be muchless likely.
It may not be so immediately clear that the elimination of revolutions! would promote the welfare of society as a whole. The
—will

net restlt of at least some revolutions would seem to be to the

benefit of the masses, at least when measured against the old
regimes. However, the pointis that a scientific ruling class could
avoid catastrophic revolution not by stopping revolutionary
change in
i society but only by guiding the change,controllingit,

and thus bringing it about in a more orderly manner. Catastrophid revolutions occur when the conditions that require a
drastic change in the social structure are present but the changes
themse lves are blocked; then, sooner or later, they burst out in

268

THE MACHIAVELLIANS

full eruption. There is seldom anything inevitable about this

process. The broad changes will take place in any event. If they

can be carried through without the immeasurable blood and
terror and brutality and chaos which are the sure accompani-

ments of modern mass revolutions, there are few who would be

losers. But revolutions will nonetheless certainly come if their
causes are not removed; and only a responsible leadership, understanding the laws of society and acting on that understanding,
ready to sacrifice as it would have to sacrifice many of its own
immediate interest ;, and blessed, moreover, with not a little luck

besides, would hay a chance of removing those causes.
It should notbe iaagined that even the most thoroughly scientific procedures onthe part of a ruling class could “solve” all

the problems of society. We have already remarked that the

broad patterns of social changeare established by factors beyond

deliberate human control. Scientific action could, therefore, make

a difference only within the framework of these general patterns.
Many important social problems—permanentpeace or permanent
economic prosperity, for example—are very probably insoluble.
Moreover, a scientific ruling class could never hope to do more
than make the best possible use of what was atits disposal: if it
led a nation poor in resources and numbers, it and its society
might still be crushed no matter how brilliantly scientific its
leadership.
However much might be accomplished, for itself and for the
society it led, by a scientific élite, there are obstacles in the way of

scientific political action by an élite, which, if they are not quite
insuperable as in the case of the masses, are nevertheless very
formidable. It is in general, as we have repeatedly seen, exceedingly difficult for men to be scientific, or logical, about social and
political problems. If the élite has an advantage over the masses

in this respect through the possession of more knowledge, more
time free from the burden of getting food and shelter, and no
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doubt c brtain talents also, the members of the élite, in partial
compen ation, are subject to the inescapable corruptions of power

and priy rilege. Those who have privileges almost always develop

false or distorted ideas aboutthemselves. They are under a compulsion to deceive themselves aswell asothers through some kind
of irrati onal theory which will seck to justify their monopoly of

those pr ivileges, rather than to explain the annoying truths about
how the

privileges are in fact acquired andheld.

/

A dil emma confronts any section of the élite that tries to act
scientifi cally. The political life of the masses and the cohesion of _
society demand the acceptance of myths. A scientific attitude
toward society does not permit belief in the truth of the myths.
But the leaders must profess, indeed foster, belief in the myths,
or the fabric of society will crack and they be overthrown. In
short, t he leaders, if they themselves are scientific, mustlie. It is
hard tc | fie all the time in public but to keep privately an objective regard for the truth. Not only is it hard; it is often ineffectiv >, for lies are often not convincing when told with a divided | heart. The tendency is for the deceivers to become selfdeceive H, to believe their own myths. Whenthis happens, they are
no lon} ver scientific. Sincerity 1s bought at the price of truth, .
In th e light of these obstacles and this tragic dilemma, it would

seem that the possibility of scientific political action, even on the
part of a section of the élite, which is itself only a small section
of soci ty, depends upon favorable and temporary circumstances.
From | my own acquaintance with history,I should say that these
have b een most nearly realized at certain periods in the history
of Ror he, of the Catholic Church, of the Venetian Republic, and

of Eng land. They have evidently not existed, up to now, in the
presen | century. Our leaders—not only the governing élites but

those ¢ bther sections of the élites, such as that grown out of the
labor movement, which have been moving toward increased
power —are for the most part non-scientific and even anti-scien-
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tific in their handling of major social issues, while at the same

time they have adopted scientific techniques in dealing with

narrower problems of mass-manipulation. The programs which
they profess, as well as those upon which they act, are devoid of
reality in their failure to recognize the general pattern of our

age. They are content not simply with myths, but with remnants
of outworn myths. They admit no responsibility except to the’
fiction of the mass, which is only the projection of their own
unloosed will to power. Proceeding in this manner, with the

material resources devised by physical science at their disposal,

they have brought civilization to the most shattering crisis of
recorded history.
It is probable that civilized society will, somehow, survive. It

will not survive, however, if the course of the ruling class con-

tinues in the directionof the present, and of the past forty years.

In that direction there lies destruction of rulers and ruled alike.

But, during the monsttous wars and revolutionsof ourtime, there
has already begun on a vast scale a purge of the ranks of the
ruling class. That purge, and the recruitment of new leaders
which accompanies it, may be’ expected to continue until they

bring about a change in the presentcourse, Though the change
will never lead to the perfect society of our dreams, we may hope
that it will permit human beings at least that minimum of moral
dignity which alone can justify the strange accident of man’s

existence.

