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ABSTRACT

COMMONWEALTH: JAMES HARRINGTON’S
LEGACY

By Robert A. S. Fortin
This thesis represents an attempt to comprehend what is

implied by or included in the 1dea of commonwealth. The

principal authority on this subject 1s taken to be James
Harrington, author of The Commonwealth of Oceana [1656].

1

3ut Harrington’s political thinking drew upon the poclitical

"y
(

experiences oOf other times and places: Athens, Rome, and
Florence. We will consider the various insights Harrington
tock from his reading and his travels: civic virtue, an
agrarian law, mixed government, checks and balances,
tolerance. An attempt will be made to complement
darringten’s political 1deas by linking them with a theory
cof political judgment analogous to Aesthetic and
Teleclogical judgment, as elaborated by Immanuel Kant in

The Critique of Judgement. And, finally, Harrington’s idea

0f commonwealth 1s shown to be consistent with a theory of

[a]
)

t

1ghts, as institutionalized in the English Bill of Rights
{1e93], the American Declaration of Independence and
subsequent amendments to the American Constitution and the

Universal Declaration of Human Rights.
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To M:

Like two ships sailing through the night
We traveled 1n each other's wake
Heading¢ for distant shores
We shared the current

Rode the t:ides

With the breaking of the dawn
Cur course lay elsewhere
God's speed
Swift currents
Sate journey

Deep harbors

With the coming of dusk
May vcur path be enlightened

The wind 1n your sail

A song 1n your heart

And blessed py Ged



"Whoever fights monsters should see to 1t that in the
process he does not become a mcnster. And when you look

into the abyss, the abyss alsc looks into you"

Frederick Nietzsche,

3

hus Spoke Zarathustra
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and learn how t3

John Cougar Meliencamp, Play Guitar

“You broke the boy 1n me but you won'’t break the man”
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iMan 1n M

If this age falls me, the next wiil do me justice.”

James Harrington, e
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. wculd Iike toc acknowledge so many people here but

these members of Conccrdia's community stand out in any

crowas

To Priiesscr James Mocre, words will

-

lways wanted to work
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such as this. The experience has been

essor Daniel Saiee, A + All the Way
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Ic Laur:ie-Ann: who reminded me, when I forgoct, Peopile
gradauate.
Finally to Ron who macde all this possible

Thanks bti1g Brother! I <think I have said that once

before?
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INTRQODUCTION

The problematic c¢f James Harrington’s works rest with
the very nature of his legacy. Not that there 1is not
sutficient evidence within the very framework of the modern
western demccracies, btut that history has forgetten him.
When we think c¢f poiliitical thecrists or political
chi.csophers, his name does not come to mind. Even
narrcwing the search to British theorists prior to 1700
will not grcvide us with nis name. All that remains is for
us to see, as his legacy 1s the resulting governments
cratted from his words and 1deas so long ago. This journey

not a voyage of discovery, but one of retracing our path

(%
wn

relearn what has been forgctten. To do SO we must first

ct
O

go through the many 1nfluences on Harrington. We must
understand the history c¢f his thoughts as he constructed
them before we can hope to understand them. Let us divide
thils task threefold, the fall of Athens, the fall of the
Roman Republic and the period where Machiavelli had fallen
intc disfavor of his political master in Florence. Once we
have understocd where Harrington came from, we can begin to
discuss Harrington’s work and their influences. Lest we re-
cifend this man’s 1deas by forging ahead in ignorance, we

must Iind some way toO understand him on his own terms. In



so doing, we shall make the most controversial claim of
this thesis. Kant took his political theory from
Harrington. We will be in a position to see how Harrington

influenced the politic thecry of cvernment fcr England,

V@]

America and the United Nations.

The lack of understanding of James Harrington’'s work
today 1s because commencators failed to use an
interdisciplinary approach. It 1s sufficient to note thart
Dy understanding Kant’s political thecry, we can use 1% £0o
see Harringten thoughts. Harrington was a genius 1in
pclitical theory but he was not a political philosopher and
thus lacked the skill to express his ideas in a wider
context than he did. Present commentator’s can thus be
excused fcr their insufficiency of understand, not by lack
or skill or neglect but simply through the limits of the
criginal work. Harrington was not sutfficiently clear in his
work, though hils ideas were genius. They would need other
geniuses such as Kant and the American Founding Fathers to

actualize his ideas into something more than theory.

The reader may ask what purpose would this thesis
£111? This work will provide a better understanding of the

ideal version of our present government, what was the



original intenticn and where it came from. This will show
Just how far we have to go to achieve a commonwealth where
we can truly call it a government for the common wealth. To
do so, we must first discuss the background theories that
Harrington was working with. Then we deal with Harrington’s
ldeas and the interchangeable nature of Kant’s ideas with
them. This necessarily calls forth a needed procf
sufficient that such a claim discharges its burden of
procof. Thus, our burden of proof rest’s heavily upon the
shoulders of this thesis to demonstrate that there is a
likelihocd of such a connection to a sufficient degree that

the reader 1s convinced.

Finally, we turn to what effect Harrington has had
upon the world. It 1s notable how his ideas are in the
constitutions cf three different government bodies. The
simple fact is that his ideas are present and affecting the
political world as we stand in today. In the end, the
reader will concede the misunderstanding of Harrington 1in
his philosophy and importance as a political theorist.
Undertaking this task, the reader will have to travel with
us on a nmultidisciplinary approach involving history,
pnilosophy and political science. When the reader has laid

this work to rest, they will understand the development of
3



political theory as 1t began 1n ancient Greece, it
modifications in Rome and the twisting by Machiavelli. The
reader will see the benefit of using Kant as a guide to
Harringten’s work and that, as fact, Kant had taken his

ideas for poiitical theory from Harrington.

Felix Raab" (1930-1962) in 1962 discovered some 14
distinct versions or interpretations- c¢f James Harrington’s
(1611-1677) work’. Certainly, Harrington’s commentators have
proposed more 1in the 1nterim. This thesis is but one of
many views on Harrington’s work. While this view will
certainly break new ground, previously untouched by others,
1t 1s but one more version of Harrington. In part, the
design cof this thesis is to make up for the limitation cf
previous works on Harrington. Yet without them, this work
would not be possible. This story centers on James
Harrington 1s not his story or that of one single work he
wrote but the legacy that he created beginning with the
liberal democratic tradition that we presently call our

governing system. The truism of our political scciety,

‘Felix Raab, The English Face of Machiavelli. (Toronto:
Unlversity of Toronto Press. 1964.)

‘Michael Downs, James Harrington. (Boston: Twayne
Publishing, 1977.) P. 13.

‘In a similar vein, Sir Isaiah Berlin found some 25 theories
for Machiavelli’s The Prince.
4



democracy, tolerance and checks and balances, all began
with Harrington. The main benefit of this discourse, and
perhaps soie benefit, rest with the method of approach we
shall wundertake. Instead of the traditional view of the
subject resting on but one academic discipline, this work
shall bring to bear an 1interdiscipililnary approach using
history, philosophy, political science and public policy,
thus allowing us the benefit of the many prossible forms cf
academic thought. Problems that hither have been dealt with
unsatisfactorily by Harrington’s commenter shall be
overcome with alacrity for they suffered from the lack of

clear sight 1n their limited viewpoint of one discipline.

This story does not begin in 1656 with the publication

of Harrington’s work, The Commonwealth of Oceana. It starts

1n the ashes of Athena’s failed attempt to dominate the
political sphere of influence for Greece (404 BCE). Like the
Phoenix arising from the ashes, the political world of
thought and philcsophy would begin a hesitant step on the
path that would today result 1in their becoming the
governing system of the progressive states of the western

world”. Harrington’s legacy did not end with the Glorious

‘'The Western world consists of many countries including the
countries c¢f the British Commonwealth.



Revolution, or the American Revolution. It goes on even
unto today. As the dates have changed, so too has the
language that we use to express these ideas; however, this
theslis 1s not the study of the language usage's but cf the
1ceas behina them. Scmething even great men and excellient
commentators icrget. AS we shall see, There are those who
would look merely at lanquage usage and mistake the tree

tor the whole Icrest. In the past, what we understcod by

he use oI cne word has a different meaning using the same

word 1n a different time. Whether thls rests with the
.imits oI language or 1is a problem inherent in the language
1tself, this question is best left to philclogist to offer
thelr 1i1nsight. Suffice t0 note that as we undertake this

curney tnrough time and space, the words will undergo a

(-]

transformation 1in meaning. The words Republic, Demccracy
and Commonwealth, today seem to be the same word idea. What
may seem as similar 1n the words used has a completely
different meaning 1n thought. Each theorist uses nearly
those same words. Yet not one has the same idea c¢f what
those words mean, what political system they imply and what
coenciusions reached from them. It is easy to confuse the
words of any one philoscpher as being the same as the words

oI another thecorist. To resolve this difficulty we rmust

)



start with the earliest versions of the word found in its

historical contexts and ther move forward in time.

Placing James Harrington 1into this evolution 1is

can be seen as threefold.

1]
-t
’—4

O

=

—
t
<

problematic. The di
irst, time has passed him by. Mostly he 1is fcrgotten. Were
1t not Ior the great efforts of a few scholars, such as
Raab, Smith, and Pocock, he would be entirely forgotten.
This raises the seccnd problem, that of the scholarship
undertaken 1in our effort te understand him. Historians such
as Pocock and political sclentists such as Blitzer have
apprcached Harrington from their own backgrcund ct
scnolarship and have limited Harrington's true value merely

by the limits o

Hh

thelir cwn background. Even as they have
ralsed him from obscurity, they have left parts of his
ideas behind. Thus our present approach to take partiaily
from history, political science and partially from
prilosophy, an interdisciplinary approach, will be of more
vaiue TtO us 1n understanding the value of Harrington. This
is also the truest way tc understand Harrington himself. By
writing that to be a politician one must either be a
student ¢f histcry or a world traveler, Harrington was

cifering 1nsight into his own thought process, using both

th

n

tory and travel combined to write a theory of
7
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government. This last point 1s in need of someone to
clarity. It 1s only by recognizing that there is another
derson of equal skill and intelligence who took up the

torch of Harrington to establish his own theories that we

(1

ruly delve deep 1ntc Harrington’s thoughts. Thus far,

choiars have Iound Harrington linked to the British

4]

country rparty, in which John Locke was also a strong
:pfiuvence. To the American founding fathers and their grand
republican virtues, Harrington's influential shadow covers
them like night. However, 1f this guest 1s true and does
1ot break <Zaith with Harringten or his unique style of
thought, we need to find a person who Harrington

influenced, yet managed to anchor Harrington's work deeper

ot
O

philoscphy. His great 1deas, we assert for the

+
3
-

present, lack the depth needed to be truly an excellent
philosophical tneory. The philosopher whem we speak of was
none cther and none greater than Immanuel Kant. Hitherto
unknown, this connection will both give to Harrington a
deeper theoretical understanding, and i1lluminate Kant's owr:
pciitical philescphy that cnly with the murkiest of visions

has it been glimpsed.’

h +

partially due to Kant’s lack of systemization of



Qur methodology for this journey begins in Athens as
the city-state surffered 1its greatest loss in its war
against Sparta (the Decelean or the Ionian war of 413-404
BCE: whicn ended with the destruction of the city’s walls

ne end of the Athenian League. The end of the Glorious

v
£2.
ot

Age 2I Athens gives rrse Lo th greatest oI the
chi.cscrhers, Socrates, (470-399 BCE} flato (427-347 BCE?)
and Aristotle (384-322 BCE). They w:ill put ctheir ink to

parchment and create this thing we call today the science

O
-t

pclitic Dy the very act of analysis of government

4]
L

itself, for the very first time. From there we journey to
the rall of another republic, that of Rome. As it begins
1ts own death throes, a volce cries out only to be silenced
Dy hls enemles. Cicero (10€-44 BCE) will valiantly or not,
sc nobly try tec stop the decay of the body politic inte
tyranny. He Za:led, sc tco did the Republic of Rome fail.
Yet IOr Our purposes, we must ask ourselves (so that we
understand Harrington) Jjust what he was trying so valiantly

tc protect. The quest for this answer 1s best found in

[RW]

Pclybius {204-122 BCE?), the Greek leader captured by the
Roman, ensiaved, who wrote some 40 history books that favor

The Roman world view. His theories will be what Cicero will

9



call upeon to restore order, only to fail with the unkindest

cut ot aill.

Like the owl that flies at sunset, our sStory pauses as
the world drifts into darkness. For 1500 years, politics
rested 1in the hands of despots and enlightened rulers,

alixe. Thinkers wrestled with the number of Angels dancing

on pins.” It i1s only with the Renaissance that the world is
again open tO such speculations as te  what 1S a

gcvernment’s purpose. In a small but powerful city-state,
naving tallen to the hands of yet another despot, we find
Niccolo Machiavelli (1469-1527) a courtier of Flcrence,

his time when distance i1s greater then today,

N
ct
WY

’,_4
<

ol
t
ot

nis exlle to his estate but a few miles from the city’'s
wall, defenestrated his ambitions and goals for political
power. With nothing else to do, his thoughts turned =toc

writing his magnum opus, The Prince and The Discourses.

These works will be the milestone against which Harrington

must grind his axe.

"The question asked is how many angels may dance on the head
cf a2 pin. The answer 1s as many that want to. This may not
have been an actual questicn at all, merely a humorous jest
oy a Renalssance writer.

‘Niccolc Machiavelli, The Prince. (London: Penguin, 1986.)
‘Niccolo Machiavelli, The Discourses. (London: Penguin,
1983.)

10



Harrington 1s yet another thinker who 1is writing at
the end of one system of government and the beginning of
another, Oliver Cromwell’s (1599-1658) military victory to
establish, first <the Commonwealth of England (1648-1653)
and then to become Protector of England (1653-1658). Thus,
we will have reached the end of our rreliminary remarks on
the historical background to Harrington’s worldview. Before
we can thus dive 1nto his work, we must have and express a
methodology that will guide us navigating Harrington’s
work. The notions we will use as our guide is from Immanuei
Kant 1in hils view con judgement as it applies to politics. We
shall see that there is a great deal of similarity in these
twc men, Harrington and Kant. The Theory of Judgement” shall
open Harrington TtC a new interpretation that differs from
the 14 Felix Raab has found in his all too brief career.
Kant took his political theory from Harrington, alas, the
welght of evidence falls short of proving this is the case.
It 1s strongly suggested by the evidence. With this
connection of the two; we shall see that Harrington’s does
have a methodclogy that needs Kant as the guide, even if

there lacks direct procof that Kant did take his ideas from

Robert A. 5. Fortin, The Possibility of Judgement.
(Montreal: Concordia University Thesis, 1997.)

11



Harrington. We shall see that thus far the commentators
have all but missed Harrington’s methodology. It is only by
a clear understanding of Kant, 1is it apparent that he 1is
taking his own political theory from the pages oI
Harrington. We shall wuse Kant’s ideas on history and

Teleology, the study of ends, to show Harrington’s method

is valiid.

What value would this thesis have if we simply assume
a comblnation of history and teleology 0 be the
methodology best suited for political theory? Thus by

a critical view of history, will 1its worth be

Q
th
(g 1]

er

’_.l
3
\Q

secure. Just as Harrington, himself assumed nothing,

nelther shall we. Thus, we will o¢ffer argquments that 1in

tt

aCt nistory has no validity beyond merely the subjective

t

cpinion ¢f its writer. We then turn to the other leg of

3

Harrington’s methodology, Aesthetics. What started in Plato
with his doctrine of “Forms” has returned in Harrington.
The utilization of the beautiful allowed for Harrington to
have the much-needed call to universality, so that his work

would have universal validity.

Wiil a two legged stool stand? No, there is a need to

nave a third, unspoken leg. In our study, we shall see that

12



this leg 1is implied but rarely addressed by theorists.
There is an implied valuation of Harrington’s work that has
vet to be identified. History 1is but the examples,
aesthetics :1s the goal, yet in-between the twc we have a
hierarchy of wvaluation that we will explore. We must
introduce the question of morality. Harrington dces not
explicitly do so, but we find it with every turn of the
page 1in his works. Morality or virtue, are the key factor
by which we judge all politics. Plato had its presence with
the “Good” of the “Forms”. Aristotle divided his states and
classified them according to their virtue. Machiavelli
classified his “Prince” by the amount of virtue he
possessed. Harrington does not attempt to offer a theory on
virtue or its application to politics. Strangely, we read
Kant with the same problem. He does not 1link politics to
morality or virtue. Yet by carefully examination, we shall
see that while never explicitly expressed, morality and
virtue have never left the theories of either of these two
writers. In Harrington, his idea of “Ancient Prudence” and
Kant’s "“judgement” are both loaded terms that necessarily

demand the reader to have morality in mind as they read.

For the final sprint of Harrington, we shall narrowly

focus upon three elements of Harrington’s work. There are
13



ample volumes that explore the totalitv of his work.- We
need not re-invent the wheel here. We need only draw out
the themes that will present themselves into the future
sufficient to Jjustify our cause. Harrington’'s work 1s
criginal nct by the substance of his thought but the method
in which he presents his work and the system he wishes to
base 1t on. We may disprove each fact, histerical example
and 1lllustration and yet still know Harrington to be
correct. For the key to Harrington 1s not that he i1s making
a historical point at all. He 1s merely using history as a
tcol to show 1deas, “Ancient Prudence”. The examples he
uses tc draw out his distinctions need not be correct to

nave a valid inference to a principle.

" Charles Biitzer, An Immeortal Commonwealth. (New Haven:
Yale, 19060.;

John Cotton, James Harrington's Political Thoughts and
its context. (New York: Garland Publ:ishing, 1991

Michael Downs, James Harrington. Ibid.

Z. Fink, Tne Classical Republicans. (United States.

<
Necrthwest Unilversity Press, 1962.)
J. G. A. Pocock, The Political works of James Harrington.
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977.)
Felix Raab, The English Face of Machiavelli. Ibid.
Russell Smith, Harrington and His Oceana. (New York:
Octagon Books, 1971.)
R. H. Tawney, Raleigh Lectures on History: Harrington’s
snterpretaticn of his age. (14 May 1941.)
H. R. Trevor-Roper, Histcrical Essays. (New York: Harper
Torch Books. 19%87.)

14



To comprehend the political, Harrington would have us
understand that we must know history and we must have

traveled. Both are elements that Kant holds to be of

O
1]
’J.
U

supreme Impcrtan pclitical udgement. For make no
mistake, Harrington 1s not a philosopner or a publiic

servant lilrxe those whom we will have Journeved with before

{scientlist) theorist, perhaps the
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i1rst to be sc cailed. Thus, we look at the way power 1is

th

held ana divided amongst the peoplie. His self-claimed
unigueness rests on nis understanding of power being in
some way assoclated with the economics of the country, the
land to which <foocd 1s qgrown, creates the power of a
country. The second element that we shall address is that
¢ balance. In this doctrine, derived Ifrom ancilent
prudence, we shall find the basic elements cf the American
separation of powers found in their constitution. We shall
alsc find the doctrine of “Checks and Balances” needed to
Create a lasting system of government and so lacking in
previcus thinkers’ work. The final section 1s the notion of
tolerance. It 1s a natural conclusion of balance. It is
fere that we find the birthplace for human rights. The

peginning of political community 1s where the modern world

all

differs so greatly from the past that we have inherited.

t



Our story turns to the first politicians who used
Harrington’s work to produce Government. In chapter four,
we are ready to turn to the practical application of
Harrington’s story with the Glerious Revolution and the

American Revoluticn, as they wrestle with the implications

of government. Each revolutlon, while separated by an

ct
(@]

Cean, nas an :dentical statement <f purpose. It 1is

O

H

provide Dbalance to the people against the power o
government. Harringtcn was not done justice 1in his time,
thrown unceremoniously into Jjail, gaci, by the newly
installed crown; his work lived on into the fourding of not
one oOr two countries, but the model by which the world
compares governments to see 1f they measure up. Today,
Harrington’s message 1s not studied. It 1s a series of mere
truism te ocur understanding of Government. Perhaps, this
makes him the greatest theorist ever. His thoughts are of
sucn greatness that we need not discuss them cor even try to
do so, for we hoid them to be already true. Harrington’s
greatness 1s the result of creating an cpen system subject
tc change. What 1s an open system? How does it apply tc
cames Harrington? By looking at two further revolutions,
the British Glorious Revolution and the American

Revolution, we shall see that complex systems diversify but

16



do not lose their original 1intent. Harrington had done what
he had set out to do. He had created a lasting system of
government that was stable and able to keep faith with the
pecple in balance between them and their government. Roth
gcvernments establish that the work of Harrington has
ceccme not oniy & mere trulsm, but have replaced the very
measur that we hold <Ior gcvernment. Yet the guesticn
remalns as to the ncormatlve value of an open system; why is

it mere valuable to have such a system than a closed

System? What Harringtcn has created so long ago was an open
system of government that broke the wheel of time. We shall
see that Polybius felt that government underwent constant
change 1in property, from the rule of one, to the few and on
Ic the many. Then the wheel would spin again. Harrington’s
theory put the spike to that wheel to stop its unbalanced
change. An open system of government with checks and
calances has allowed for the stability of one system of
government without change but allow for development of the
government through internal changes. By looking at the UN
declaration of human rights, we shall see enshrined in that
document the properties that Harrington held to be true so
lon ago. Harrington 1s not only right for British or

Amer:czn citizens but is the correcrt path to take for all



pecple, all over the world. Harrington’s ideas have had an
impact upon the world through the British Bill of Rights,
the American Constitution, and the UN convention on Human
rights. We honor all three documents for their commitment
to human freedom, dignity and the result of a more
cosmopolitan world based on the rule of law not men. In our
cynical times, this may not seem much to the reader, but
the attempt 1s to recapture the sense of wonder and awe
when considering how monumental these works are in human
achievement. Paraphrasing Nietzsche, we must look upon
these documents and the great things done in their name, as
children would, so that we may recapture the spirit with
which they endowed the world. If we can successfully do so,
we may rekindle the spirit and renew the faith in human
understanding and reason for the idea of commonwealth.
Thus, escape the cynical age we live in that is critical
for criticism sake and not for the betterment of humanity.
This Jjourney is a quest for the grail, a restored faith in
our government but as government is nothing more than the
reflection of human achievement. It is a quest for
restoration of our persons 1in spirit of understanding,

liberty and community. So let us begin.

18



"The powers of government, which proceeds out of the
concept of a commonwealth, are just so many relationships
in the united will of the people, which originates a priori

in reason."11

CHAPTER 1: PART 1

THE DEATH OF ATHENA’S GLORY

With a roar, the crowd stood tc support their war with
Sparta. The Athen:ian Assembly having been swayed by the
elegance of the speakers voted to take the Athenian League
tC war tc defeat the great land power of the Spartans so
that they would be the single great power of Greece in 43l
BCE. The citlzens exercised their power to make war shewing

Of free men. With their hubris, as in their

-y

thelr strenct
plays, tragedy struck with the coming of a plague in 430 BCE
that killled one third of the city’s population, including
the great orator Pericles (490? - 429 BCE), whose fiery
speeches so elcquently persuaded the people to take the
tragic first step that ended in their own downfall.

~eaderless, the mob was unable to achieve victory and




stumbled to defeat 1n 434 BCE. (Harrington said that Athens

had collapsed “through the want of good aristocracy’” ") From

out of the ashes of the destroyed walls " that protected the
city began the quest for answers. Socrates, the “Gadfly” of
the Acropelils, questicned the moral assumption of his
people. Included in these questions were those of the very
nature ot the cityv'’s government, politics and the

underlying reason for them. As reccrded in the works of

~a

V(J

lato”, we find that his gquestioning met with confusion and
uncertainty 1n the responded or complete 1ineptitude. For
example, 1f one 1s asked "“are you a moral person?” Most
people would say ves. If this is the case since they feel
they are moral, then they should know what morality is.
Socrates often refuted the answers hils questions generated
and then, he, by questicning the perscn brings them to a

conclusion he had 1n mind from the beginning. Yet the

‘Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1980.) P. 162.

"David McNally, Political Economy and the rise of
Capitalism. (London: University Of California Press, 1983.)
. 42.

"'One cf the ccnditions for surrender was that the Athens
had to pull down their protective walls that they had
hidden behind for their war. The loss of those protections
left the city without a means to protect itself from
invasion.

"Bmong others, as we have Aristophanes (445-385 BCE?) 1in
his play The Ciouds and Xenophon (430-355 BCE?) a historian

of note.
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premise itself, that of questioning was valid, " to ask of
yourself, your pecple, your city and of your government is
thls ‘good’? Why 1s i1t good? How dc we know it is good?
Thus for the first time, man had a process by which he
could enquire to what vaiue should we set for our lives,

our government and curselves.

O

His student Plato took up the chalienge of Socrates ¢

O

question arter Socrates was put to death for his daring t
ask of the city “why”. Thus if we draw but one conclusion
from Socrates, for this purpose it must be that to pose
guestions of the state and those in pcwer, is a valid and
moral act. Dialectic was born out of the ashes of the
destroyed glory of empire. Plato’s has many works of ncre,

but Ior our considerations, we shall restrict ourselves to

nis political works of The Republic and The Laws ' . First,

1n the earlier work, The Republic, he held that for a Just

and properly governed city must have itself rationally

divided i1nto prcper parts, each doing their proper chore

"I. F. Stone. The Trial of Socrates. (New York: Doubleday,
1950.) Offers what has been called “the Prosecutions case
against Socrates.” While excellent in research and writing,
it shows the danger of attempting to understand events of
the past withcut adequate study of the scholars.

“"Plato. The Republic cof Plato. (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1945.;




for the well-being and functioning of the City. The
majority of <the people function best as traders and
merchants with no political power. The elite’s of virtue
are educated frcm birth tc be the leaders, freom the class
cf nmany, collectively <called the Guardians. The top
position of the guardians is that of the Philosopher Kings

-

who would rule with reason as implied by the noticn cf the
abscliute good and that of the forms. The wisdom of such
rulers would allcw them tc make only the best choices. One
may say the perfect choice tc govern the city. The people
would not be 1n a position to argue with the philosopher
king, as the rulers would be those that are the perfect
understandaing cof such rules and behave perfectly rational.
Craited by the most excellent of all people for the most
excellent of reasons all rules, laws, would be perfect. We
would expect nothing less. Knowledge itself would be the
cernerstcene of this foundaticn. The people would not want
TO argue with such laws for they would be in the positicn
to which they are best sulted and incapable of such

arguments. That would not be conducive tc being able to

furnish an argument in the first place. The city would

Plato. Dialogues of Plato. (New York: Washington Square
Press, 1962.)




function in perfect harmony, as it shculd be. We mayv draw
three conclusions from Plato’s Republic. First, that the
state 1s an entity that can be perfected. By the act of
guestioning, we can arrive at the perfection cf the state
Ty use of reason. Second, that this perfection 1is a
guesticn oI mcrallity. When we speak of morality, we speak
of the notion c¢f the scale of valuation. For something to
De moral, it must be compared and contrasted with something
that 1s nct moral. We may assign terms to indicate this.
Presupposed in valuation, from bad to good to the perfect,
1s the notion that we can perfect the state based on our
Judgement of morality. Perfecting is an act. If there is an
act then it must have a value as compared to some criteria.
In this case, of "“Broad Shculders” -, it is the criteria of
the rational perfection of the forms. Finally, that 1in
understanding the political state, we must take into
account the three levels of pecple, the merchants, or any
person who was not a siave, female or underage, called the

many, the Guardians or the few, and the Philosopher King or

the cne.

"We do rnot know this great writer’s name. Plato is but a
nickname meaning Broad shoulders from his days as an
Olympic wrestler.
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In his later work, The Laws, Plato~ further advises
that a state must balance both its monarchic and democratic
eiements. “A state that does not partake of these can never
te rightly constituted”. He also warns against placing too
much power 1n the hands of a single body: If one neglects
the rule of due measure, and gives things too great in
cower to things tco small, such as salls to ships. If your
sail 1s too large and the ship too small, then it will be
uncontrcllacie 1n water. Toc much food eaten and vyou get
fat or sick. Too much of anvthing then everything is upset,
and they run through excess of insclence, some to bodily
disorders, others to that offspring of insolence,
injustice.- Focllowing the warning of the Oracle of Delphi
that "“Everything in moderation” - So tcc does Plato offer
the need for some sort of balance to pe held in everything.
The example Flato cited was that of the Spartan
constitution, wlth 1ts two kings, council of elders. Plato

praised them for not only the blended form of government

‘Platc. Ibid. Laws. 693e, cf. 756e
‘Ibid.
Ibid. 691c

“"The carvings on the walls have to caveats for people
seeking answers tc thelr question. The first moderation,
the other 1s tec “know thyself”. One may further risk the
wraith of :rate professors by asking if this means we
should know ourselves but only in moderation..



but also those of tripartite construction, setting the
stage for Aristotle to offer his insight.”" Thus, we have
the theme of balance within Plato.-’ Though this 1is of
secondary consideration as 1t came in The Laws which is a

Later work of Platec, The later works are often where we

(1]

ind Plato’s cown theories expressed in the words from <the
‘Stranger’ who has over taken the character of Socrates.
Some consider this a reconsideration of his position from

Ifhe Republic or that he has broken from following his

ocrates’ thoughts to expressing his own.

w

Master

Plato’s greatest student, Aristotle felt that Plato
was 1ncorrect in his views. “Dearly as I love Plato, I love
the truth more,” he said. " Thus, Aristotle began to outline
2 mcre rationalist, systematic approach to government .
Aristotle 384-321 BCE, born in Stagira, the northern shore

cf the Aegean, was the scn of a docter to the king of

Macedonia (Philip!. He spent his internship as a biologist.

Ve
D

>
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»

~"Ibid. 6
‘Alfred North Whitehead said, “all of western Philoscphy is
but a footnote to Plato.” It may not be all that far from
the truth.

""The discussiocn of Socrates, Platc and the State begins
with lzela, Book 11 of: Aristotle, The Politics. (New York:
Penguin, 1936.)

‘Aristotle, The Athena Constitution. (New York: Penguin,
1987 .
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At 17, he left for Athens to study under Plato. He left
with the Macedonian invasion to be tutor to Alexander the
Great. He collected 158" studies of different political
regimes of which only one survives or at least a part of it
survives: . In 322 BC, he left Athens for good so that there
wculd not be two great sins on the consciousness of the
city . Aristotle claimed that the best regime 1is one in
which allowed for the development of all to reach the
higher types of man, thus allowing man to reach his moral
potential. Nature has always intended the best, whereas no
human 1s the best that there can be. This is a direct
attack on Plato’s notion of a philosopher king who by
Plato’s definition would be the pure form of humanity, most
moral and have the closest connection to the purity of the
forms. Hence, politics allows all citizens to evolve to the

higher moral types in the easiest fashion without state

interference in their moral development. Humans for

Richard McKeon, The Basic Writings of Aristotle. (New
York: Random, 1941.)
“"Raphael Sealey. A History of the Greek City States 700-338

BC. (Los Angelus University of California Press, 1576) P.
4-5, 189-91.

" Aristotle. The Athena Constitution. (London: Penguin,
1987.) Which 1in it introduction expresses doubts to his

authorship
"Aristotle fled so that those who advocated for the death
Of Socrates would not have a chance to kill him.

26



Aristotle’s sense of a political state would be there
improving on nature by creating themselves as more moral
persons. The good government 1is one in which the best
personal development can occur. Aristotle’s description of
governmental systems 1s divided 1intc two factors, the

presence or lack of morality or virtue and the membership

O

f the ruling class. He describes the virtuous state as 1}

U

olirarchy, man: for all with minority rights, 2)

(=

Aristocracy, the many for all, 3) Monarchy, cne for all.
The bad governments, being morally bankrupt or not allowing
for the virtue of men to develop are similar in form to the
good ones. 1) Democracy: many for the many, “As we know,
Aristotle thought demckratia to be a bad thing, a sort of

! Oligarchy, the few for the few 1is bad for

)

mckb-rule.”
morality and made up of few members. 3) Tyranny, the one
for himself, is the worst possible form of government. Thus
in order of prcpriety, from the best to worst we may scale
Them as Poliarchy, Aristocracy, Monarchy, Democracy,

Oligarchy, Tyranny.

"'William R. Everdell. From State to Freestate: The Meaning
0f the Word Republic from Jean Bodin to John Adams.
(Seventh ISECS, Budapest, 1987, and later published in the
Valley Forge Journal, June 1991, Sec II.)

27



Legislation and statecraft taught by education
establishes habits and trains all three levels of the soul.
The scul 1s perfectible from what it 1s in nature to what
1t can be in the civil state. The more attention giving to
the souls the more life one has. States are there to
perfect the soul in moral virtue. However, Aristotle has a

1fi1c meaning involved here. The moral life of virtue

D
0

sp

ust Dbe earned, not by working, but in the quiet of one’s

3

(@

life of freedom from responsibilities:

147}
@]
[
=
o=

" That 1s, in full 1independence of the

necessar:ies c¢f 1ife and the relaticnship they
originated. This prerequisite of freedom ruled
out all ways of life chiefly devoted to keeping
cne’'s self alive - not only labour... But also
the working life cf the free craftsman and the
acquisitive life of the merchant.”"

Thus, a man must not be 1n the workforce in any way tc
have the time needed to perfect himself. Those that are
working do not have the time necessary to devote to
perfecting theilr souls. As such, allowing them equal access
t0 power would necessarily imply that imperfect souls were
trying to make decisions on the perfection of the soul,
something 1in which they have no corresponding relationship

with in ocrder to be able to do so. Hence, the origin of

" Hannah Arendt. The Human Condition. (Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 1953.) P. 12.
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Aristotle’s distrust of any group other then those who were
free of economic relationships’ like work or labour.
(Harrington would later argue for an Agrarian reform act to
spread out land to as many people as possible so that they
would pe 1n a position to have the time to perfect their

souls.

t)

or our purposes, we may hold that Aristctle began by
analyzing the different possible levels of government. As
such there are three levels of government, that of the one,
the few and the many. These levels judged by moraiity as
being true to virtue, governing for the common interest or
the perversion, governing for the private interests.’* The
good or true forms of government are Monarchy, Aristocracy
and Peclity. The bad or perversions are tyranny, oligarchy
and extreme democracy. - The conclusions we may draw from
Aristotle are many but we shall restrict ourselves tec only
one. With his delineation of these forms of government, all
enacted or realized versions of his potential forms can
only be said to be “mixed government” as none can be said
to reach the stage of Aristotle’s true archetype. Mixed in

some form or another type tO create a hybrid government of
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mcre than one form, the mixing occurred in that a king, the
one, must have assistants who would form a group of nobles,
the few. The many must have a leader to show unity. This
leader in time would become a king. He would over time,
nave need fcr assistants again to form a group of the few.
The people would make up any of these groups to Dbe the
better rorm, must have the leisure to perfect their own
souls by neot having to labour or work for their living.
Thus, we are at the end of these remarks on Athens’
fading glory. Before our next step, 1t 1is best to recall
that ftfrom the Greeks we have established that government

can and should be questioned so that 1t can be perfected

into scme form of mixed government of the three types, the
one, the few, the many. The state’s make up is of men who

have had the time to either perfect their own souls or not.

The result state they create will reflect their virtue.
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CHAPTE

ROME’S EAGLE HAS FALLEN

O

“I COME HEKRE NOT TO BURY CICER
BUT TC PRAISE HIM.”

Robert Filmer 158%-1¢53) 1n Patriarcha: A Defence Of

"3

®

Natural Pcwers Of Kings Against The Unnatural Liberty

O
t

The Peopie «<called Rcme’s Republic a “history of

uncertalinty, chaotic government and civil war”  Our second

sta Oof this short Jcourney 1nte hlstory brings us  to

(o)
1]

exactly that spot of chaotic government and civil war. Our

ourney of discovery has brought us tc Rome’s Republican

]

[y

government on 1ts final death spiral. Civil war tcre the
Republic apart with Caesar’s crossing of the Rubicon in 45
3CE, casting the country republican government into 1ts
final death throw. Cicero, a man who desperately tried to
stop the chaos that wouid inevitably follow. Assassinated

in 43 BCE, with hils death, so too died the last hope to

restore the Republic or any form of government that could

“James Moore, “Patriarchism and Classical Republicanism.”
Published in German in Grundriss der Geschichte der
Philosophie Begrundet Veon Friedrich Uberveg Vol. 3. (Basil:
Schawbe and Co. 198%) P. 576.
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claim to be republican cr so is the often-cited claim’™.
Scurces say that he was a reformer not a revolutionary.'w
Cicero, perhaps the greatest Rcman orater of his day, " had
the 1nsight tc see that for the Republic to survive it must

such as

W
O
3
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nct be the subject of the cult of per

ot

with Caesar, but must instead be faithful tc the idea of

government. A government formed upcn the laws and nct the

warning orf Cato the Elder. He wished <to curtail the
powerful cligarchies, vyet diliferent 1in that he wished to
expand the narrcwness of access to power, 1f only very
siightly. The faith Cicero had was 1n the organization of
the government Orf Rome as i1t stood, as a republic, with a
powertul Senate and the people or the FPlebs having a
(small) say 1in that power. (“Harrington proceeds to compare
the Roman Empire with the Turkish sultanate... Power

oscillated from one to another in a series of unstable

“Henry Boren, Roman Society. (Tcronto: D. C. Heath, 1977.)
p. 102.

Ibid.
"An orator is similar to the position of a lawver, bringing
tc mind ancther quotation cf Shakespeare 1n the voice of
Falstarr, “Kill all lawvers.”
" Boren. Ibid.




forces...” ' Cicero was considered a great “reformer” . Yet
the image of a reformer, which may come to mind, is that of
a champion of the people, a person whose faith in the

eople would have him reform the system, such that the

'O

d return that faith to the perscn. Cne who would

bt

le cou

ge)

e

O
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give tThem Jgreater access tC power and Ireedom as held by

(==
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O
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1ot the case with Cicero.
we will find 1t tc be the opposite. In so doing, we shall
see Just how much validity we may place on the claim that
Clcero was a refcormer. In 63 BCE, he exposed a conspiracy
against the state. Lead by Catiline tLucius Sergius
Catilina, AKA Catiline.!, we know little of Catiline’s goal
except that he was a dissolute patrician whe wlshed to
cancel debts and gather popular support from bpoth the

nobles and iower ciass. Whlile we do nct know much of his

L was seemingly a pcpular uprising, a

pa-

cther goals’,
peasant revclt. A military campaign ending in 62 BCE was
regulired To suppress him and the army he had raised. As

well 1t should be, as the pecple who are most affected by

"J. G. A. Pocock. The Ancient Constitution and Feudal Law.
iNew York: Cambridge University Press. 1987.; P. 132-133.

ol
“Aside from planning to kill some of the Roman Leaders..
that the source ¢i this Is none other than Cicerc
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debt are those who are poor, i.e. the plebs, this type of
commitment aimed at gathering their suppert. We may assume
that many people who felt they were in great debt, encugh
to 3Join Catiline 1n his rebellion requiring a military
cperation of a substantiali size, tc put down. Cicero who
was not a revolutionary, and demanded that all people
respect the rule c¢ctf law felt that this conspiracy and
revc.t woulid help him weld a coalition of moneylenders and
the oligarchy =to him, so that his reforms would be
acceptable. This was not to be the case. Yet we may see
that his aim was not to support the people, plebs in any
effort to gain freedom from burdensome debt loads or with
that freedom, the political power that may have arisen.
Cicerc’s goals seemingly were the restoration of the rule

law and the ambition of forging a political union to

O
[ 8}

ailow him to offer his reforms.

Cicero was also against the person of Mark Antony. In

14 speeches collected 1n the work The Philippics, (44-43

BCE) he attacked Antony for, what Cicero believed, was his
attempt to rule Rome with absolute authority. Finally,

+

auring the <Civil war, Cicero commenting on the rich

as he made a great speech denocuncing Catiline and
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oligarchy members said they were only interested in
protecting their “fishponds (for their Gourmet
appetites)”.’ It is a disparaging remark on the character
of the oligarchy that 1s not without a touch of bitterness
no1it Perhaps 1t 1s a note to his lack of success at

gathering the members of the cligarchy to his ideas of
retorm. Clearly then we may see that Cicero was not ror the
people, the many, nor was he in favour of the rule of the
one Claesar. He also did not like the oligarchy, the few.
Therefore, the reader may ponder this mystery of just what
were Cicero’s goals. His reforms were not for the one, the
few or the many. So for who were his reforms? By what
Criteria does he hold them? Interestingly enough, we have
seen Cicero repudlated alli three forms of government set

by Aristotle. Yet they are the only three versions or

rt

u
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archetypes that can be possible, or are they? The new form
must therefore include more than one archetype, to mix them
and describe this new version as the “mixed government”.
Thus, we have entered with Cicero 1into a new form of
political theory, one that, although based on the theory of

Plato and Aristotle, is different in that its goal is not

""Boren. Ibid. P. 141,



theory of governments but the function of a government®-.
Instead of designing for thinkers, he based it on the need
of a peorle to have a functioning government.
Unfortunately, he then uses the ideoclogical concept of the
“New Man”*’ to dec so,”’ thus beginning the epoch of the mixed
government™ of <the Classical Republicans. Clearly, before
we may ask what his 1deas on those reforms are, we must
have scome understanding of the development of government in
Rome so trhat we have a basis onto which Cicero may project
hls reforms. Then we may look upon his reforms in the light
that he did.’” Finally, we may ask, could his reforms have

been successfuil?

It will prove useful tc insert a brief history of the
Roman Republic to see 1ts values before returning to
Cicero’'s reforms of this government. In 509 BCE, the

Republic founded after the overthrow of its king vested

In the next chapter, we will examine the main difference
between a pclitical philosophy and political theory.
“"Hemines novi

"“As we shall see later, this ideology based on Cato the
Elder, has no claim to be empirical.

""In the interest of clarity, when dealing with the term
"mixed government’”, one must be careful in the extreme as
Tany thinkers will use the term in a wildly different
manner than the 1last. Cicerc’s version will be different
rrom that of Harrington, though they both use the same
word.
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power 1in the Senate. It originally consisted of 200 members
who passed the laws. In order to stand for election to the
Senate, a person had to be of the Patrician class.
Patricians were people who belonged to one of the original
3% tribes of Rome. The pecple, i.e. everyone else, were the
Plebeians. The difference being the division was of your
familial relation to the original tribes, and property
cwnersnip. The land ownership held by the few in the
Patrician class will be a continuing source of problems,
as. (As Rome expanded in their territorial conquests, the
smail landowners were wiped out as they made up the
infantry for Rome’s army. Either by their death on the
fleld of battle or the lack of labour on their home plots
of land to make them profitable, the larger landowners
would buy cut the smaller ones.) In 494 BCE, the plebeian
class revolted against the patrician class. This revolt was
in the form of a strike’. (One of five such strikes in
Rome’s History: Plebeians to be senators, laws writtern
down, Jjudges could not use customs, Plebeians elected into

public offices and finally Plebeians elected Consul in 366

**To understand what he is reforming, we must understand the
form against which he has to work.
A non-violent sit down strike based on the refusal to
work.
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BCE.) The plebeians acted as a group, effectively shutting
down the Rcman economy and military. The plebes were the

workers and soldiers. The Patricians were the managers and

-~
-

(B

f:cers. The plebeians withdrew frcm Rome and occupied
mountains outside the city. They declared an alternative
government, moceled after the Roman assembly, and demanded
that these tribunes could veto any decision by a Roman
magistrate, cificlal, or legislation by the Senate. In the
end, the result of this first strike was an agreement to
that effect between the classes that allowed the plebeians
rhe right to a vetc. The first plebeian consul was elected
in 367 BCE. With the tradition of giving elected official's
seats 1n the Senate, the Patrician class’s scole hold on the
Senate was broken' . By 287 BCE, the plebeians’ had enough
suppert tTO pass a law giving them the power to veto the
decisicns of the Senate. The Rcmans began to expand their

holdings and congquered such places as Greece and Spain.®’

"As we will see later, this action is the same as Henry VII
vreaking of the Lord’s hold over the land. While seemingly
good at the time, the system itself will go down in flames
with the civil war some 300 years later.
"'T. J. Cornell, The Beginnings of Rome. (London and New
York: Routledge, 1995

Plutarch, Fall of the Roman Republic (London: Penguin,

ch, Makers of Rome (London: Penguin, 1965)
Y, Early History of Rome (Londcn: Penguin, 1960)
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With this expansion, the old Republic was changing and not
ail thought that this was to the benefit of Rome. From a
small city-state tco the world power with armies afoot all
over the known world, 1t was beginning to show the strain
oy <cracking the system. Those cracks exploded 1intc the
Civii War. The system while workable in a small city-state
and peninsula was not able to adjust to the needs of a

worid power. Its internal balance coculd not stand the

gyvraticns that destabil:ized 1t intc collapse.

Cicero wished to restore this type of government that
nad been, seemingly verging on democratic principles that
surely can be seen as similar to our modern version. Or was
:t? The ©Pleberans were galning greater power of the
assembly, yet was that one of the reforms that Cicero would
nave nhoped for? As well, there was a great need for land
retorm, such that the plebs could personally own land. Was
1t ever a concern? In fact, the opposite was in Cicero’s
mind. We may understand Cilcero’s idea for a Roman Republic
cest Dby lccking at the wcrk ot Pclybius and Catc, the

Elder. We shall see 1in that rthese views, of what Rome

?. A. Brunt, Fall o¢f the Roman Republic and related
2ssays. (Oxtord: Oxfcrd University Press, 1988.)

N. Lewis and M. Reinhold, Roman Civilization I: The
Republic (second ed. Ccrnell Univ. Press.;
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should be, are not reform minded as we, the modern reader
might expect those words to mean. They are an effort to
Create a new founding theory of government (which today we

cal Republican thecry of gcvernment! that is

b

call the Class
based on the mixed government and did nct include the plebs

but i1nstead the ccncept of a “new man”.

t+

We turn tc Pclybius for :insight :nto the thinking o
Cicerc for “if Polybius was the historian... Cicero was the
aiscliaimer... Cicerc restatead all the principles of the
Polybian theory.” Thus, we can see that the two men while

separated py hundreds oI years had great similarities and
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inity. They differ from the philosophies of Aristotle

ato " in that,
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“Polybius tries ©O reconstruct that phase in an
evolutionary process when human society ‘comes intc
existence fcr the sake of bare physical survival,’

while both Plato and Aristotle try to lay bare the
foundation o©of a human society that ‘exists for the
sake of the good 1life,’"~ This difference has far
reaching implications.” -

" Again, we deal more fully with this in chapter 2.

“We may see that this distinction is the beginning of what
will develop into political theory, but as both are void of
empirical datum, or even historical arguments, they merely
offer to us their assertions for their theories. Thus
making their efforts ideological not theoretical.

Kurt cn Fritz. The Theory of Mixed Constitution in
Antigquity. (New York: Columbia University Press, 19538.) P.
5C

40



in other words while Plato and Aristotle were focused
on the improvement of the morality of the person by means

Ol their virtue and the condition of their sculs, Cicero

wanted a more practical understanding of his “New Man”.

They bcth held a distrust of the ‘many’ (the majority)

such that they wilished Zor a mixed government of balance.
°cliybius writer’s in his thecry 0of the cycle of
constitutions trat heredity meonarchs came 1nto being, as

eopie pelilieved that the children of a -ust ruler would be

o)

Just. As long as those children are true to the people, the

rt

ystem works well. After some time, the children forget

0]

thls purpose and assume they have the right to rule as
their birthright and that power 1s there to serve their
needs. AU some polnt, when the monarch i1s a tyrant to the
people, this becomes unbearable and the people conspire to
overthrow their oppressor. This group then formed the new
aristocracy. They, in turn, will also forget their compact
with the people and turn into an oligarchy. This again has
@ similar result 1n their overthrow with the people
unwllling to entrust cthemselves to anyone but themselves

na they fcrm a government of the people, a democracy. In
Y Y

[AY]

urr, this creates demagogues as the people quickly forget

ct

theilr own purpose. (This is a rather unflattering portrayai
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of people who thev wish to govern. It is best not to start
a theory of government by insulting the people to whom one
wishes te govern.) The result is anarchy until a strong man
again takes the helm and focrms a Monarchy.® As such, each

S on its pact with the

bt

successlve gcvernment rises and fal
people. When the government breaks Zaith with the people,
the people target the government with disccntent that will

cverthrow them 1in <the end. This <cyclie 1s repeated by

Cicerc indeed what he wrote could have bkeen written by
Polybius himself! "™ To remove this scrt of threat from the

constant upheaval of this cycle, there must be a way 1in
which to balance the forces at work such that the cycle is

T an end and that the state 1s not always lcoking for a

O

new bDalarnce. This would 1involve the necessary balance of
more than one element of <the cycle. A system whereby
uniting all the advantages of the best governments so that
nc element had too much power and was kept 1in check by the
others. The palance they wish to hold would be that of a
group, the few or the Patricians, and another group that

would not be that of the many or the single ruler. Their

cero. De Re Publica, De Legibus. (Cambridge,
husetts: Harvard University Press, 1966.}) P. 101-105.
"Fink, Ibid. P. 5.

S
QJ -
0
o)
V)
0

42



distrust of the majority was such that Polybius thought
that Carthage would necessarily fall because it was too
trusting of the people. Polybius would not have wanted to
see anything resembling a modern democracy. In Book ¢,
Polybius tells of Carthage. It too had a mixed government
put was 1infericr, as the democratic element had already
achieved a greater share of the power than the other two.

le confirmed this understanding of Carthage’s

.:x.

(&
b
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oclitical structure, elected due to merit®™™ for that
cositions of government. So 1if there 1s to be a mixed
gocvernment ©of the few and ancther, but that the other would

not be a king or that of democratic element, than who shall

")

1T be? The other group would be that of the “new men” cf

}t

Rome. One may be tempted to assert that this group is that

Hh

of a petit bourgeois class as Macpherson ~ does in other
cases. That may not pbe far from being correct as a means of

understanding this new class of people. Yet it might be

better tc look to a more contemporary source to further our

ri ::, Ibid. P. 114.
stotle, Ibid. 1172

. B. Macpherson. The Political Theory of the Possessive

-ndividualism. (London: Oxford University Press, 1962.)

(fy'n
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understanding of Polybius. We thus turn to Cato the Elder.®:

“What I am about to say is derived from the aged Cato...”¢"

Cato the Elder (234 BCE - 149 BCE) Marcus Porcius
Cato, strongly believed in the ‘traditional’ Roman

Republican values, rural, farming life was the most

4

virtuous life for citizens where a man pv his own work will

(=

Create something of himself. As such, this “new man” wil
pe different from the Plebs. The new men are land owners,
the Plebs are not. The new men are not 5f the traditional
families of the Patricians. Essentially, the “new man” as
Cicero would consider himself tc be, would be of both
worlds, not of the patricians by birth, but, as well, not
oI the plebeians by effort. (One can see how such a
aistinction would easily fall into Macpherson’s Neo-Marxist
position.; Cf interest to note that, Cato the Elder held
that the Greek culture, brought back to Rome, had weakened
the Republic rather than strengthened the state. The ideas
they, the Romans, had brought with rthem from Greece in
thelr conguest had rotted the “traditional” notion of a

good citizen. The practical notion of the Romans set them

" We use the name 0f “the elder” as there is a “younger”
Catc who was a friend and supporter of Cicero. The “yvounger
Cato, 1s the great grand son of the elder.

""Cicero. Ibid. P. 111.



above the more theoretical Greeks™ . One further similarity
to Polybius 1s that Cato the Elder felt that Carthage was
the threat tc Rome. As a Senator, he ended every speech
with the words “Carthage must be destroved”’’, regardless of
whatever the rest c¢f the speech was. Yet with all this

rhetoric, Cicerc’s use of Cato the Elder had not broken

bt

o

arth with the people, thev had never even made the effort

to cCcreate such a faith. The single reason for Cicero’s
reformaticn was that the rural man would be pure and filled
wlith virtue in their soul. By bringing in the country party
in large numpers, Cicero would offset the corruption of the
city life. Thus enabling them to correct the weakness of
the city filled with sin and debaucher by the virtuous
country. Thus the sum totals of Cicero’s reforms rest with
the 1ntroduction of new blood who were considered virtuous
not by deed or action but by place of living, based not on
Observed behavior but on the ideology of Cato the Elder.

These people of 1ideological virtue, by their overwhelming

virtue, would fight the corruption of the state not by any

““Cicero. Ibid. P. 189-190. Book 3, Sec 7.

M...In Sallust’s Conspiracy of the Catilines that after
the defeat oI Carthage ‘virtue began to loose its luster as
the result or riches, luxury and greed.’” Simon Schema.
Citizens: A chronicle of the French Revolution. (New York:
Knecpf, 1989.) pP. 170.
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merely by their presence within the

positive action but
Perhaps the single 1interesting aspect of this idea
such people, 1f 1n sufficient
would

system.
influx of
renewal of new members,

would be the
numbers, and wilith constant
act like a river and slcwly erode the corruption by carting
away. AS the oid, corrupt men eroded away by the “New
mer'’s the system would see 1tself renewed with
i Cf course this reform completely rests
that a man from the country 1s a virtuous
nis sources Polvybius

place. Cicero and

had failed to consider what
be that held that the many,

political power was
te

the 1deology
was the

on
the tirst

person 1in
and Cato the Elder,
would

essence ¢f a government
the triad ot
attempting

one third of 1i1tself in
infericr to the other two. Essentially,
balance where they 1i1gnored the very nature of
for the mere 1deologically asserted

lnherently

countryside 1is

Create a
palancing the powers
position that a man frem the
virtuous. Thilis certainly deflies any consistent reason and

to fallure under 1ts own internal

the precject

dooms
along with Polybius

contradictions.
seen that Cicero
rulership for the

we have
ot
40

notion democratic
he distrusted the people from the first

Thus,

distrusted the
veople; 1n facet,



instant. As such, they never tried to establish a trust
with them to be their ruler. They did not want to see a
gocvernment of a single archetype but that of a mixed
government with the powers resting between two grcups, the
Patricians and the “new men” whose existence 1s traced back
to the “traditional” notion of Cato the Elder’s view of a

zen rfrom the country who 1s filled with virtue.

[

Roman cit
The question that remains 1i1s; would the reforms of Cicerc
have worked?™™ There seems tc be two schools of thought
here, one, that they worked very well and the second 1is
that Cicero’s reforms would not have worked at all. Nc,
matter which side we come dcwn on in this issue, we shall
See that they both doom Cicero’s reforms to their rightful
resting place as mere ideology. For the first argument,
that they wcrked too well, we see:

“Augustus’ creation can be understood®’, therefore,
only as a force standing outside the republican
order... At the same time, Augustus cculd seek support
1 1deas already widespread at the time of the
Republic’s crisis, whilch rest partially on a romantic

view of the Roman State,”™ partly no alsc on the

""While this sort of “what if” guestion 1is impossible to
answer with certainty we may look at the view's others had
expanded. We may not offer surety of either position being
correct or even likKkely. Except to note, the judgement of
history 1s that they failed.
" The New Rome, the Empire.
"Polybius, and Cato the elder
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political theories of the Hellenistic philosophy® . We
can see them at work 1n the writings of Cicero on
political philosophy and it 1is very instructive to
observe how the 1ideas championed by this passionate
republican were made to as a basis for overturning the
republican order.””"

n to hcid as they used
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upport what Cicero had opposed in

n

Zicerc’'s own rhetoric to
-1fe, and whose ceath was at those same hands. His rerforms

worked so weil that they brought the Caesar's to power, men

who were, for the most part, not from the country nor

th

ilied with anything resembling virtue."’

Yor the second position, that Cicero’s reform would
ct have wcrked, we should go no further than David Hume’s
critique orf Harrington to offer three direct challenges to
the nature or the Roman Republic. First, that by altering
the office holders in this way, each only for their fixed
terms , they throw into power people whe may not be of such
character, 1intelligence or moral to perform the duties.

Secondly,

"Aristotle, but mostly Plato

"Wolfgang Kunkel. Roman Legal and Constitutional History.

(Oxtord: Clarendon Press, 1973.) P. 49.

""One cannot help thinking of Caligula and Nero.

" Cne of the main problems that Caesar had was this. He did

not like the :idea of giving up power cnce he had gained it.
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"Men will soon learn the art that was practised
1n ancient Rome of concealing thelr possessions
under orher people’s name, till at last the abuse
will become so common that they will throw off
even the appearance of restraint.”

Third, there were not sufficient ©protections for
literties cor redress of gcvernment. - For as their ideology
heip the people in such a low view of their possibilities,
they need not offer such a group of pecple more than they
cdeserve. [n this case, they deserve nothing, which :s what
Cicerc weculd give them, ncthing. We may add to the last
polnt, that there was not enough effort to address the
imbalance 1n property cwnership, deemed as not important to
the political considerations eilther of the oligarchy, or
Icr the “new man”. For that would undermine the very
foundaticn of the “new men” as they would lose their land
in ravor or the many, and hence lose their means of
collecting virtue by having a life that 1s not dependent on
work, labour or commerce. Cicero did not know of, nor could
he hnave known what Harrington’s greatest discovery would
be; that property is place where power resides; balance is
found 1in the many having that property to balance cut the

other two groups 1in the power triad. By so failing to

 Moral and Political Philosophy. (New York:
ry ¢f the Classics, 1962.) P. 374.

David Hume
Libra
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address the 1issue o©f property reform in any meaningful way
as Catiline had tried to do 1n his rebellion that Cicero
suppressed, hls prcject was again dcomed to failure. The

1ssue of property reform has not been solved even on tc

this modern period. - Cicerc is not alone in his failure to
uncderstand and address the 1ssue 0f rreoperty reform. Modern

governments 1n the third werld stiil wrestle with the issue
TC nCc success. The wrong rfew people cannct own the land.

-~

Ownershlp must dJdivide among the many that have the virtue,
l.e. men CIf the countryside if there :1s tc be virtue in the
political system, as Cicero understocod 1t to be. More
importantly, Harrington’s understanding i3 that land

ownership be 1n the nands of the many 1f there is to be
taliance. It :i1s the Rubicon of this 1ssue, the shoals onto
which Cilcero crashed his ship of state. The distriburion of
land was always a continulng problem in Rome not just for
Cicero. Small landholders had gradualiy lost their land as
Rome had expanded (such as into Greece, Catc the Elder had
oppcsed that foreign adventure). Small landholders had made

Lp the infantry, as one had to be a lancdhclder to be in rthe

Roman army 1n the first place, (this would change later for

"Take ZIor example the political instability in Mexico,
Columbia and many other poor third werld countries. The key

U



obvicus reasons). At first this citizen army was adequate,
but as Rome spent more time at war, the small landholders
were unable to work their farms and so cocften came back to
find that they had lcst their land, making the scldiers

even more dependent on the Generals <for theilr future

th

~iveiihced. Hence, a cult of perscnality would spring up

around thelr c¢enerai. The common soldier's fate relied on

tary power of

[

|
-

[

“ne success of that general. Hence, the m
the Caesar. They had the total loyalty of their soldiers
due to the dependency on the general for land. Land reform
would be an unsolvable 1issue until Harrington correctly
framed the question and attempted to reform the theory of
property ownership. Hume based his critigue on the noticn
oI trust and rfaith of the people with whom the government
w1ll govern. The rfaith of the pecple 1s 1in themselves. If
they have nothing to lose than they have nothing tco give.
They cannot give faith to somecne, allegiance to others
unless they have something to base it on. Property
ownership 1s the place by which a person can have faith in
nis <cr her own property. Even 1f their faith is based
solely upor the 1dea that what they own is their property

and no cne else's. At that point, this person is willing to

ractor 1s land reform.



do what it takes to remain in control of that property.
They do so either by following a perscn who will preserve
that property or by going to war tc stop another state from
taking that away frcm them.

This taith was not there for Cicero and his ideas.
Worse, he cid not even look for 1it, or account for it in
his theories. Thus, whether his theories would have worked
or couid not work, Cicero’s reforms were doomed. The
Republic of Rome was in its death spiral and there was no
one wilth enough 1nsight tc stop 1it. Cicero’s lack of
foresight was as much to blame for the death of the
Republic as the knives of Brutus as he stabbed Caesar.
Cicerc’s 1deas were not reform minded as much as merely a
rearrangement of the status quo. His scoop of inclusion was
limited tc a few “New Men”, a slight change i1n the
oligarchy even 1f they could have fulfilled in some way his
ldeclogical assertion of their natural virtue. We have seen
that Cicero rfollowing the views of Polybius and Cato the
Elder, would hold that Rome would be a mixed government of
the few, the Patricians and the “new man” who are the
‘traditional’ idealistic Roman citizen filled with virtue.
Allow the reople toc form the basis of government as in

Carthage that was a state distrusted, was not acceptable.
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The chosen rulers c¢f Carthage merited their positions by
their actions and not the internally perfect virtue of the
scul 1inherent in a life of contemplation. Essentially, the
system would hold together with little change from the way
1t had :in the past. A cynic might argue that these so-
called reforms were of no importance. They were the imposed
ideology o©f CTatc the Eldger onto the political landscape ot

Rome. They had no attempt to address the fundamental issue

-~
)

(1)

power or .ack of shared power from the rulers to the
people. There was no attempt to reform property laws and
distributicon it to the people. These rifts were left open.
Cicero could have, frem his position in the government
tried to bridge the gap to the people of whom they, the
oligarchy, deem to speak on whose behalf. He did not do so.
Instead, he fostered the same status quoc of limited
property ownership even though he had fought a pitched
battle with Catiline cver it. The result was that the elite
of Rome would stand as they did before, in power, holding
all the property and fighting for more of both. There would
be no checks and balances, even if FPolybius would hocld that
these reforms would introduce such measures for who would

be the ones to guard such balance? One does not get the fox

t

2 guard the hen house. There would be no new virtue from

(
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the ‘new man’ for they would be guesting for access to
power. They would simply be out for the same thing as the
atle Patricians who were out for power already. Merely more
people seeking a smaller and smaller amcunt of land. These
reforms wculd cpen the door a small crack to allow in some
few select people, the “new man” but would nct address the

fundamental issue cf balance cor of land reform. Where woulz

(3]

balance be centerea? If we hold true to these reforms, the
balance would be left to the high minded ideals of men like
Cicero, derived no doubt from their internal virtue? Yet in
thelr own theory of cycles, this would steer them to ruin
in the end. For in the end, Augustus was right to use their
reforms as his own. He 1is the logical end of their
policies. Power cannct be concentrated in the hands of the

Cr 1t leads to the creation of a rule of

Ft

few 1n any event
one. Rome’s lesson must surely be that any system of
government must be balanced, it must have the trust of the
people, but that balance must be with the widest possible
franchise, for the most pecple so that they have no choice
but to trust themselves. Carthage fell history records
this. This rfall was from military defeat and not due to

some contest of pcoclitical systems.



“Polybius’ remarks on the difference between Roman and
the Carthaginian military system ... Are undoubtedly
pertinent. In fact, these differences along might
suffice to explain the final victory of Rome... One
might argue that Carthage would have been defeated by
the Romans, regardless of any deficiencies in its
constitution for no other reason than that its
military system was inferior to that of the Romans.”

The democracy of Carthage had little to do with Low
well thelr ctroops fought. They used mercenaries according
to Polybius . A lesson that Machiavelli would not forget,
ne wculd demand that citizens fight for their state. (It
would inspire Harrington to his own take on the issue thar
the army must be made of as many men who own land as
possible.) It had to do with their political leadership
going to war because of their people’s will, provoked by
Rome into battle. In the end, the evaluation of Cicero is
not but an 1deological extreme position masking poor
thinking and even less understanding of balance that relies
on cultural sterec types and romanticism of an idealized
version of what the “new man” should be, (not what they
were). Thus, Cicero’s reforms lacked any empirical evidence
Or social science on the nature of the people. The distrust

the people precluded ever achieving any possible

rh
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Fritz, Ibid. P. 115.
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balance. You cannct balance three groups with one group
disenfranchised before you start to form the balance. Thus,
the reforms can only be “so-called” in relation to that
which will come after him, the Caesars and Auqustus cf the
Reman Empire. The idealism of Cicero’s virtuous “new men”
was doomed, even before the assassin’s tlade struck true to

Neart. The reforms were dcomed under their own welight

v
'™
wn

Of 1internal contradicticns. The Eagle was docmed to fall

H

not by the lack of visicns but by the 1inability to quest

1nto histeory for understanding.



CHAPTER I: PART 3
THE IDES Or MARCH REVISITED

FLORENCE IN SPRING

Jur Jcurrey, though shert 1n miles, i1s long :inn time.

T a few miles necrth to

[

We have left Rome only T2 travel bi
Florence, vyet 1n this short arfternoon drive of a few
hundred miles; time has sped forward frcm the fall cof <the
Roman Republic cf 44 BCE to the Renaissance or rebirth of
Europe some 1500 vears later. This historical period
flourished some time during the 1300-160C pericd. It was
the end of the medieval period also known as the “Dark
Ages”. Learning was lost. The old thoughts barely preserved
oy cloistered monaster:es. The intellectual discussion’s of
the medieval period range from earth shattering queries as
“how many angels can dance on the head of a pin” (as many
as want tc), to the pertinent understanding of “did Adam
nave a bellybutton?” (No.)} With few notable exceptions, it
was better to leave the questicn of the summun bonum in the
hands of the clergy. However, the question of what was best
tor the state did nct go unheard or unanswered. The King,

the rule cI the cne was the only form of government and the

cnly cne even thought possible. For the rulership of the
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King was in direct parallel to the rule of G*d. G*d ruled
in heaven and the King ruled on Earth. Hence, the logical
extension c¢f this theory to the Divine Rule of Kings.

to The Republic of Plato, the ideas of a city were

w)
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<ast In 1ircn with the Church father, Augustine’s work, The
City Of G*d. Neot only was the xing’s position based in the

werld cIi the here ana now, but 1t was blessed bv the
xingdem oI G*d. The question that needed tc be answered was
yel ancther repnrasing of the 1ssue, who had more virtue to
speak with G*d’s voice 1n the first place? The King or the
Pope? The Biblical 1injunction of “render onto Caesar whart
1s Caesar and ontc G*d what is God’s” ° set the stage for
two separate arenas of power, secular and ecclesiastic,

Cr supreme power. Each took from the peasants,
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the church by tithe, the king by taxes and forced work. The
problem began with the crowning of Charlemagne (765-814)
“Holy Roman Emperor” - in 800. The Pope, Leo 1III, by
crowning nim, had established that thre "Holy Mother Church”
would have the authority to anoint who would be king, thus

galning an advantage over the Kings, be it only a temporary

"Luke 20:25

“Paraphrasing Gibbons, he was not a holy man, Roman, nor
even an Emperor... This of course must always be mentioned,
when speaking of the Holy Roman Empire.
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cne. The conflict that would follow 1is twofold, the issue

of land ownership plus taxes and the issue of power itself.

The 1ssue of land ownership rested with the amount of

taxes collected by the crown. The church had the privilege

whil nct having tc pay any taxes, with the amount of
property they owned increasing so too did the conflict with

the crown. As people died, their wealth as expressed in the
property they owned, 17 they left their estates tc the

church, remcved it from the roval tax rolis. Generally,
they did so t©o pay penance, i.e. to buy their way 1nto
neaven, or because they had no one else to glve their

property to, the estates of the nobles were given to the

hurch. Once the church :inherited the land, they wculd no

)

ionger pay taxes to the crown. This also reduced the totai
amount of available land 1in which the nobles could own or
leave to thelr family upon their death hence reducing the
total number of people who would own land in the first,
This centralization of ownership of the land among the few
would be an important factor to Harrington’s theory of
property ownership. The same type of centralization of
property occurred 1in the Roman Republic that leads to its
fall. Fortunately, in the European case, the

decentralization of the various kingdoms and the lack of a
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central government of feudalism would not suffer the same
fate. They king made no claim to being anything except sole

ruler. The Roman Republic had the burden of their own myths

¥

¢ deal with, that they were a republic in mcre than name.

-

In the Eurcpean kingdoms, the vproblem of property
distripution was the backgrcund issue allowed to simmer
cver time as the church gained more and more land. What
brought the crisis te  viclence was the Investiture
Controversy. King’s would appoint a man to hold office of
Bishop, wusuaily after a gift of money. The church called
this the sin of Simony, and tried to reform the practice.
The church relt that a bishop, being a representative of
G*d should in fact not be under the control of the king but
should be answerable orly tc the Pope. No one invested by
the king could be considered a reai bishop but merely a

sinner who was defying the will of the Holy Mother Church.

“"We decree that no one o¢f the clergy shall
receive the investiture with a bishopric or abbey
or church from the hands of an emperor or king of
any lay person, male or female. But if he shall
cresume to do so he shall clearly ... Lie under
excommunication.” ’

“Brian Tierney, The Crisis of Church and State 1050-1300.
tEnglewood Cliffs. Prentice Hail, 1964.) P. 51.
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This conflict soon turned to open war. The best
example 1s The Germanic King, Henry IV, took up arms
against the Pope Gregory VII. The Pope not having an army
did the only thing that he could. He excommunicated the
King. This freed the other nobles from their oath before
G*d to obey the King. They rebelled and threatened his
entire kingdom by electing a new King. King Henry had to
travel to the Alps to kneel barefooted for three days 1in
the snow awaiting the forgiveness cf the Pope, which in due
time was given. The King returned to the flock of Holy
Communion. However, the slight was not forgotten. The king
returned to his lands and restored order among the
repelling fractions. With his country, once again firmly in
hand, he returned the favor c¢f the Pope by deposing him
with an army. OCnly the arrival of the king's ally and
vassal Robert Guiscard did the Germans leave the field of

pattle.

Fcr our purpcses, we divide the investiture conflict
into three parts. First, the issue of land ownership: The
appointed noble who paid the king cash for the land and
title, would be beholden to the king and would have
enriched the king's pocket, making up the diminishing tax

revenue from the land. By having the bishopric appointed by
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the Pope, the noble would be answerabie only to the Pope.
Second, the 1issue of political control, by being beholden
to the respective appointer, be it the king or the Pope,
the noble would then be removable by them, and thus be a
proponent OI thelir respective pcesition. Thus lessening the
respective amcunt O suppert they may draw on if the cther

appointed <cthe i1tion. Finally, we may refer to this as
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the amount of virtue 1n the position. However, this is o

(1]

course the weakest cf the three positicns, 1f th Pcpe has
nls way, oniy the religious person would be nominated, thus
making the position holy, or filled with religious virtue.

The king would have the position filled by a loyalist. Be

It one with cash on hand.

The ¢eneral conilict cof Pope verses King or emperor
carried on thrcughout the middle ages. It would only be
resolved with certainty with the Protestant Reformation.
Attacking the issue from a Priest's point of view, Martin
Luther would attack <the <Church's position toO accept
indulgences. His reforms allowed the German Princes to take
up arms against the Church and confiscate their land
holdings. Thus breaking the power of the Italian Pope as
well as creating national based religions in their own

country. The results for our purposes are best seen with
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Henry the E:ghth, whc broke with the Catholic Church over
the 1ssue of his divorcing his many wives. He confiscated
the lands of the Catholic Church in England, including the
Monasteries and resold 1t to his nobles. This freeing of
the land 1s crucial to Harrington's theory of land
ownersnip. Thus <the 1issue of virtue, founded upon the
Perscn witnh property having the ability %o better their own

SOuUl, WOuld create politicali controversy across the middie
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tory was about to change however...

in a remarkable 1little city 1in Italy, the cry of
numanistic philosophy screamed out with a passion to be
heard anew 1n the bleak landscape of the darkened world of
iearning. We seek the writings of one man. So remarkable

were n1s wcrds that they affected the world. At least 1in sc

th

t

ar as the wcrld reacted against him. Denounced, hated and
placed on the Index of Prohibited works by the Catholic
CThurch, he <certainly made his mark upon the European

:andscape. So much so that Pocock calls this The

Machiavellian Moment . Niccolo Machiavelli (1469-1527)

wrote The Prince ~ in 1513 while living in political exile

Princeton University Press. 1975.)

J. G. A. Pocock. The Machiavellian Moment. (New York:
ers
"URL://www-pers al ksu.edu/~adc€181/the Prince.html
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at his country estate outside of Florence. He had served as
head of the second chancery of the Florentine Republic as a
courtlier in charge of the city defenses, but was dismissed
after 1t fell in 1512. The Medici family returned to rule
Florence once again. At the same time, a Medici was also
Pope 1n Rome. They did not want any one from the old
RepubliC to be too near the seat of their power. By exiling
him bput a few miles from their city, rendering him as
powerless as 1f he had been assassinated, which ironically,
he would have called for in a similar position. ~ The
historical scholarship divides as to his motive in writing
The Prince. Was 1t to mock the rulership of the Medici, or
was 1t a job application? Either way, this work 1is telling

cr our understanding of Harrington. Continuing 1in our

Hh

purpose with thils explcration, Machiavelli expresses the
highest respect for Latin classical authors such as Cicero.

At the same time, The Prince 1s also critical of them as

weli. We shall look 1nto but three of those exceptions
here, first, the notion of virtue (morality), then the part

Of chance and finally the problem of Roman Agrarian laws.

The URL nas a better translation used in the gquotes, more
robust and closer tc the original meaning. Page references
are to the physical texts

‘Ibid. The Discourse. Book three, Chapter 4, P. 394.
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Cicero, 1n his 1idealism, held that rulers should be
honest. Machiavelli would have none of that. He redefined
the classical noticon of virtue for his version of it. Moral
standards have no place in the politics of a prince’s
court. Moral standards such as being truthful, promise
xeeping was fine when they did not endanger the Prince but

22 and when said danger happened, the prince should not

shrink from doing what they must to preserve their power.

“"Everyone knows how praiseworthy 1t 1s for a ruler to
keep his preomises and 1ive uprightly and not by
trickery. Nevertheless, experience shows that, in our
times, the rulers who have done great things are those
have set 1little store by keeping their word, being
skilful rather 1in cunningly confusing men; they have
got the better of those who have relied on being
trustwerthy... Therefore, a prudent ruler cannot keep
his word, nor should he, when such fidelity would
damage him and when the reasons that made him promise

are no longer relevant...”

This removal cf mcorality was enough to have his work
landed on the Catholic Index of prohibited works, burned
and caste the person reading it as endangering their
immortal soul, a judgement so harsh that but a few works
were placed on this list.

“... However, how men live is so different from how
they should live that a ruler who does not do what is
generally done, but persists in doing what ought to be

done, will undermine his power rather than maintain
it. If a ruler who wants always to act honorably is

" Ibid. The Prince. F. 99.



surrounded by many unscrupulous men, his downfall is
inevitable. Therefore, a ruler who wishes to maintain
his power must be prepared to act immorally when this
becomes necessary. *”

The obvious guestion to ask is what this thing is,
called virtue, that Machiavelli feels :s so important. Manvy
cocmmentators have offered thelr informed opinions on the

subject.” Yet none seems tc agree with the other. ' Does

v

¥

[

Machiavell:r mean “maniiness”? Does he mean ©political

.

expedience oI “might makes right”? The answer to these
Juestions may not be even an answer. Rather than closing in
on a specific definition, let us draw some general
conclusion about his concept of “Wirtue”. First, that in
some way, Machiavelll has drawn his understanding of virtue
trom Cicero. Second, that 1n some way he has Separated
virtue from a moral base similar to Aristotle’s and that in
some way following Cicero’s idea, he has joined it with an
action, in thls <case a political action. With both

conclusions 1n hand, we have drawn from Machiavelli all

that we need to progress in his thoughts. We need not close

“"Ibid. P. 92,
"Please See the following for some of these discussions:
Harvey Mansfield, Machiavelli’s Virtue. (Chicago:
University ¢f Chicagc Press, 1996.)
Anthony Parel, The Political Calculus. (Toronto:
University of Toronto Press. 1972.)
“Ibid.
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in any closer to his meaning. For his very bases of
thought, resting on the wocrks of Cicero, among others, has
no specific definition. The land owners in the country that
Cicero would have been blessed with the virtue to clean up
Rcme, with his “New Men”, are no more defined with specific
derin:tions oOf wvirtue than their place of 1living and
cwnership cf land. The fact that Machiavelli's translators
disagree on what word To use in place of his written virtue
is Intentional on Machiavelli’s part. He wanted this word
to have wide latitude in meaning SO to encompass a great
deal of actions. Hence, the needed second conclusion is
that Machiavelll had separated his idea of virtue from the
mcral overtones of previous thinkers such as Aristotlie and
emphasized an action. In the case of The Prince to keep the
city safe from 1invaders 1is his virtue. Whatever actions

taken to protect the city would be virtucus in the eyes of

Machiavelll be they immcral or rot.

Machiavelll reserved this virtue not for all men, for
not all men are able to act for some goal of importance
such as the protection of a city from invaders. Thus the
reason why efforts to define the issue have failed is not
due to the inteliectual input but due to the subject

matter. Machiavelili's virtue 1s not the virtue of a
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philosopher, 1i.e. a generalized notion such as Aristotle
would hold, but the specific act of a Prince ruling a city.
The Greeks had arrete, often translated into virtue. Men on
a battlefield earned it by shewing honor. It was similar to
doing "“ycur duty”, withcut the moral overtones. A man who
COooK up arms to defend or protect an issue, be it land or
nonor, earned arrete for his actions. They did not have to
win the battle, merely to take the acticn of doing so, the
effort to do so. Differentiate this with the virtue of
Aristotle that involved the improvement of the soul. Arrete
was not the thinking man’s action, but the fighting man’s
actions. Bring this back to Machiavelli and we have a man
cf action has earned virtue not by thinking but by doing.
The problem in defining such a term is that it resists any
attempt tO generalize. Actions 1n the most specific of
cases may earn virtue. Hence why Machiavelli gives
instances, case after case of what this virtue is and what

1t 1s not.

This requires an example toc show the distinction of

Machiavellian virtue against moral virtue of Aristotle®’.

“While it is possible to take such examples from
Macnhiavelli himself, 1in his work, these examples are often
unclear due to the passage of time, not to mention that it
divides scholars on the meaning.
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The simplest way to do so is to turn to the movie A Few
Good Men. " In the final scene, we have Tom Cruise’s
character questioning Jack Nicholson’s character. The key
1s to get Nichclson’s character tc admit to crdering the
beating o¢f a marine recruit. A so-called “code red” to
train the recruit that they are lacking in proper military
discipline. Because of the beating, the recruit dies. In
this scene, Nicholson cannot admit to ordering the beating
as that 1s against the law of the state. Yet it is not
against his virtue understcod in the Machiavellian sense
detailed above. The conflicts, aside from the legal ones,
are 1internal. Nicholson’s character knows he did what had
to be done to protect his command from a poor soldier yet
ailso knows that a higher morality, the military legal
system does not see the situation in the same way,
portrayed by Cruise’s character. In the specific incident,
Nicholson was protecting his city, as a good prince should.
Yet when compared to the morality of a different virtue
that the beating causes a man’s death is illegal under
military law. In this case, only due to the man’s death

does the 1issue reach any moral judgement. If it had

"If you have not seen this movie, rent it immediately. It
is excellent and the example will make no sense.
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occurred and the man not died, there would be no battle of
morality. For the morality of Nicholson’s character, a
Machiavellian Prince, would not be called intc question. He

was deing his jcb to protect his city. Yet this brings in

O

the next exception of fortun

1y

. If Nicholison had been lucky,
the man would not have died. Yet the script calls for nim
To die and thus 1introduces the great need to address the
1ssue of <fortune 1n Machiavelll’s system of virtue. An
action may be virtuous in Machiavelli’s system in itself,
l1.e. the beating to protect the city under the character’s
command. Yet due to milsfortune, i.e. the man’s death, the
peaten removes the question outside of the strict view of
Nicholson’s morality into a different playing field. In
other words, the goal has changed. The issue 1s not simply
tCc protect the city, but to the issue of legality. This
misfortune changes everything for the characters and brings

1n fortune.

The second exception in Machiavelli’s break from
anclent virtue, we must look at is that of the presence of
luck, or fortune. Yet again, Machiavelli redefined the
Cclassical notion of fortune for his own views. In so doing,
ne would nhave fortune play a larger role in the affairs of

a good prince. Such that even with good fortune a Prince
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may fall, and with bad, may rise. The key 1s that in the
face of fortune, a Prince must have virtue to act. The
struggle o¢I Nicholson’s character rests with his own
corncept c¢f virtue. His action, 1in ordering the beating was
virtucus. Yet losing fortune’s grace, he was being called
to account, l.e. subject to the morality of another system
that was nct his cwn. The Zfailure was not hils action in
order the beating, but that in the end when faced with the
question ¢I “i1f” he had so crdered 1t, he forgct his virtue
and told the truth. Such an answer leads to  his
destructicn. If however he had been true to his virtue and

lied, he would have walked away freely to agaln take up the

[OX

erense of his “city”. The lack of morality here 1s not

nerely in the order to beat another man, but tc fail to

H

¥eep consistent wilith this morality when fortune does rnot
favour you. The reader who mavy hold with some sort of
ethical concept of virtue may find the conclusion
distasteful. However, it 1s a strong tenet of any ethical
system of morality tc be consistent. Machiavellian mcrality
may be disagreeable but it is not meant to be that way.
Machiavelll's great triumph was not his system itself, for
as we shall see, 1t does not withstand criticism. His

victory 1s the break from morality itself. He had founded a
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system that was based not on morality, G*d or virtue but on
situation ethics. However, 1less we are remiss in our
understanding, it 1s possible to have fortune turn against

you and remain a Prince stiil. Take the modern examples of

to

Clinton. Throughout his efforts being elected than re-

}-4
[
[

elected, ne faces bad fortune, based cn his vices, sex
scandals pardoning criminals, etc. Yet through each event,
ne stood rfirm in his beliefs and returned to glory. His
acrtions scream of situaticn ethics concerning his vices. At
~he same time, his policies alsc demand respect.
Mach:iavelll’s attempt to establish a study of the behavior
of the rule of one, the Prince, is filled with problems
such as we nave seen above, that necessarily call cut for
rethinking, thus setting the stage for Harringtcn to

appear. What science may we found upon a theory that relies

on luck, fortune as its base?

Finaily, the one issue that set the doom of Cicerc’s
rerorms, the lack of land management is addressed withir
The Discourses. " The Roman agrarian laws were =z great
source of trouble with the inadequate distribution of land.

The lack ¢I an agrarian law destroyed Rome. It caused

hatred between the people and the Senate. The Senate aiways

~J
to



fireely gave hcnor to the pecople, but resisted when it came
to giving away thelr property. This led to strife. We need
not delve deeper here, such that we have seen that
Machiavelll addressed the problem. He could cffer no
sciution tC the problem except tO ccrrectly identiiy it.
\rroperty Wllli return tO our discussion when we reach

Harrington’s view 1n the relationship cof power and land.)

“ne need to regard Machiavellil’s work critically mus:t

start with his notion of what a government 1s. “All

rt
rA
a]
wn
-

states, all powers, that have held and hold rule over men
have been and are either republics or principalities.” “

Yet as we have seen, this is not the case. Aristotle showed

that there were three d:ifferent archetypes of government.

[

We find Machiavelli’s reasons™ in his other great work, The
Discocurses, where he looks at the deveiopment of a state.
‘Discourse DoOK one, chapter's 1-10 are on the State.) He

does discuss the difference between the three archetypes of

Aristctle, vet he denies implicitly the third option of a

"Ibid. The Discourses. Bock one, Chapter 37. P. 200.

‘Ibid. The Prince. P. 33.

Machiavelli did not cover republics in The Prince, as “I
Wwill leave out all discussion on republics, inasmuch as in
another place I have written of them at length, and will
address myself only to principalities.” {(Machiavelli. Ibid.
P. 33)
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democracy, the rule of the many. His proof, in the
invalidity of the notion of direct rule by the people comes
from the same argument as Polybius had. Namely, that states
alter themselves from one form to another form as:
“... For men change their rulers willingly, hoping to
better themselves,  and this hope induces them to take
2L arms agelnst nim  who ruies: whereln they are
decelved, Cecause they afterwards find by experience

they have gone from pad to worse. This follows also on
another natural and common necessity, ... ”

Less we maxe this jJump with swiftness beyond reason;
we must <first argue that Machiavelil does address the
issue. Uniortunately, we shall see that his address is
1tself predestined to fail. Machiavelli would hold that all
tnree groups, the cone, the few and the many, together under
one state would make the best arrangement of government. -

Yet this never happens, as we have seen with Polybius and

H

Cato the Elder, the form o government goes through the

the rule of one, to the rule of the few, to rthe

~t

cycie o

many and back again. When 1t so happens that the rule of

~'As such, we may hold that in Machiavelli’s mind the nction
0f a Republic is the form of both that of the rule of the
few and the rule of the many.
"With this type of warning Harrington, seek to have his
palance direct away from personal gains any judgement,
decilsion or policy made by the government without benefit
to the person making the decision.
""Ibid. The Prince. P. 34-35.
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one archetype, such as Rome’s republic allows in another
group such as the Plebeians galning some measure of power,

.T stabilizes the system oI government. As such when all

are three groups are present in a government, the state 1is

stable.
"When there 1s combined under the same
constitution a prince, nobility, and the power of
Zhe peocple, then these three powers will watch
and Keep each other reciprocally in check.””
!f the abcve quote described the modern system cof
government, then we may rest our feet from this weary
path... Uniortunately, 1t does not. The devil is always 1in

the details and 1n Machiavelli’s case; we should look at
ls devilish details™. His grand scheme certainly sounds
~ilke our modern system but he 1s far from proposing that.
What we have are three rroblems; his view of the world, his

view o0f the <fundamental human nature and his view of

government.
The wor.d of Machiavell: filled with nebulous areas
that are 1mpenetrated by reason. It is the area of his

notion of fortune (Fertuna).

"Ibid. The Discourses. P. 111.
“Ibid

1ld.
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“"Nevertheless, not to extinguish our free will, I hold
1t to be true that Fortune is the arbiter of one-half
of our actions, but that she still leaves us to direct
the other half, or perhaps a little less. I compare
her to cne of those raging rivers ... ™"

H1s advice in The Prince 1s to “beat and coerce”

tune  as i she was a woman.  In The [Discourse,

th
O
]

Mach:aveil:l writes oI signs and portents Or future events.
e does not know why they happen or why they occur, yet he
still belleves this to be the case. Machiavelli guetes
Livy tO establish a reference for his belief <that Fortune
plinds the minds of men when she wishes no resistance to

her designs.  Men should not despair for not knowing the

Fcrtune. Hope should always be present. Besides,

tt

cals o

QQ

sne 1s ocnly a woman ¢ be beaten any ways. One can only
marvel at thils attitude towards women, rationality and more
importantly the nature of humanity. Machiavelli'’s views on
tne world are rather strange, resorting to chance and luck
as a means of political assent into power is certainly lost

on our modern paradigm of empirical, rational, scientific

"One pcssible origin of naming Satan as “Ol’ Nick” comes
frcm Machiavelli’s work and the Catholic Church’s reaction

O nhim.

"Ibid. The Prince. P. 130.
Ikid. P. 133.

“Ibid. The Discourses. P. 249.




understanding. We need not offer a serious critic of this
views of the world put forth by Machiavelli. For implicit
within this assertion is a view of man. That is seemingly a
far more important issue. Thus 1nstead of allowing
curselves tc linger upon an admittedly weak point cf his,
iet us 1nstead turn Lo philosophical anthropoiogy, what 1is

man  in Machiavelli’s mindg?

Mach:iavell:i has many =things to say about man in

generai, and none of them seems to be very tflattering. His
view of men, typified by such comments as “because men are
]

excessively self-interested, - or:

“"This advice would not be sound if all men were
dprignt; bpbut because they are treacherous and
would not keep thelr promises to you... 7
We may draw the conclusion that Machiavelli has a less
tnan charitable image of men in general. He had no faith to

vest 1n them, as did Cicerc or Polybius 1300 years pefore.

Machiavell: did not break trust with the people. He had

"Ipbid. P. 389-370C.

"I retain the word man hereon as Machiavelli has less than
high regard for women. To use the more inclusive term of
people or humanity would not be in keeping with his work.
Chapter titles of such as The Discourses. Book Three,
Chapter 35,”Reason why the French... Are... Locked upon 1in
the beginning as Men ... And afterwards as less than Women.
*Ibid. The Prince. P. 97.

“"Ibid. P. 100.
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none to begin with. We need not look farther, one of his
own chapter titles to refute his philosophical
anthropology. “Though men make mistakes about things in
General they dc not make mistakes abcut particulars.”: -
Machiavelll has asserted that men self-interested and
treacnerous which necessarily makes his poliitical system to

ve less than generous towards the res populus.

His political system then would be similar in shape to
that of Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679), who asserted man as
having a short nasty brutish existence in nature demanding
0f a Leviathan to keep their whims in check. - ° Can we then
expect from Machiavelli to have a more enlightened view of

man? Surely not. As such when Machiavelli wrote that his

work The Prince would concern “All states, all powers, that

have held and hold rule cver men have been and are either
republics or principalities,  *” he asserted that there were
no democracies, and with his understanding of philosophical
anthropology 1n such a negative vein, there would be none.
Thus, we have found the last nail in this coffin. In the
eéXact same manner as with Cicero, Machiavelli’s project

falls with this point. If a government system 1S TLO WOrkK,

"Ibid. The Discourses. Book Cne, Chapter 47
‘Thomas Hobbes. Leviathan. (London: Penguin, 1986.)
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1T must have all three elements, the one, the few and many,
and that each must check and balance the other parts of the
triad, with a distrusted legs that has missing, the tripod
talls. Machiavellil himself holds this tc be true. In other
woras, the limited nature c<If his franchise to the many,
€.g. restricted due toc their treachery and self-interest,
the many carnot have & place in Machiavelli's political
system. There s nc foundaticn upon which to build a system
2 Trust. Without <Trust There can be nCc Civic virtue so
needed in a so0cClety SO that will be politically stable. The
deprived prima facie of the third leg to the tripod, 1it
surely must fali. The greatness of Florence may simply have
teen as Sir Robert Filmer has written !(playving a real
estate agent” | as an attribute c¢f its “lccation”.  ~ As
such, mere geographical chance aliowed the city to have an
impact on the world stage that gave Machiavelli a podium
trom which to speak. The location allowed the city to
interact with the cultures c©f the world, from the Chinese
to the Arabs. The splce trade, shipping spice to the
interior cof the continent of Europe as the intermediaries

created huge profits at very little risk tec them.
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Thus, our story cf Machiavelli has shown us that while
following in the path of Cicero he had three differences,
that cf his notion of the place of morality in politics, it

e of fortune, a woman to be beaten and he

-

has ncne. The ro
did loock at the need for reform in the Agrarian laws bevond
an understanding c¢f the prcblem. Mach:avelli: based his
po.itical systems on his worldview that allows 1n the
tizghts of <fancy to the mysterious force of chance
controlling the world and blinding men tc her purpose. His
philoscphical anthropology of man being treacherous and
self-interested led to the certainty that he would not have
wanted men, the many, to have a role 1in the political
system even it that would be the best system to derive. His
view that man was Iorced to act by fate left him with no
recourse to stability of character in Man that mayv have
been found 1f he had found man to be a rational animal.
This uncertainty leads him to distrust his fellow men.
Machiavelli haa two questions. 1) How To malntain order? 2)
How to create order? Wisdom needs virtue to be wise. To be
wise 1s tc stay 1n tune with the changes of fortune. To
create a new soclety 1is the hardest job but one that every

new prince must do by good virtue, good fortune, or evil

©"Fink. Ibid. P. 47.
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means. No matter what happens to the government,
Machiavelli thought unlike Aristotle, people remalin
rgnorant, because they choose to do so. There 1is noc hope
or betterment, as the bases c¢f all states are con fraud and
tnert. Laws are there sc that you can improve yourself, not

in the mcral raticnal sense but iIn the sense of profit and

t

acquisiticon of goods, therefcre they are unavo:dable. The

3

base of Politics 1s coercion and viclence. 1t cannot bpe
rerormed, as numanity 1S so Iickle and untrustwerthy. There
15 nc higher expectation than [or a government to malintain
aw and order tc protect the goods acquired. There is four
tvpes of people, gcod or bad, strong or weak. A Prince is
Detler tO Dbe teared than to be loved for in the fear he
keep’s the pecpie 1n line with his ruies and lessens the
thance oI people breaking the laws. The ends justify the
means. A law-abiding society 1s the end and any means that
further this is therefore Jjustified to Machiavelli. There
1s no ultimate moral dilemma to resolve, for the
explanation 1is inherent with the understanding of what man
is. Wants are 1infinite and goods are finite. Therefore,
tnere 1s war and strife. People need a strong ruler to keep
themselves 1n check and their enemies at bay so to avoid

war and strife. Anything 1s better than anarchism.
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Therefore, anvy tactics to restore order 1s good. Just as
rationality, wisdom and scund principlies 1mply a well-
regqulated mind, so toc dces virtue 1imply control over
emcticns and whims ¢f tcortune. As such, the new age c¢f man

would need another more enlightened thinker tc follow up on

b

Machiavelli’s works, to be the bringer of the new political

tem that governs our modern age. That man 11s James

N
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By Way Of a Pause

This part of our story is at an end, but it is by no
means conc.uded. Rather let us put forth a summation of the

journey so far. What distance we have traveled 1s the same

steps James Harringuon wiil have traveled ro his understand
pciitical theory. We first looked at ancient Greece to find
Socrates 1n his gquestioning of the good of a state. Plato’s
guest was tec find and perfect a political system. Aristotle
foliowing his master’s tfootsteps with a discourse of the

“hree main archetypes of government, the cne, the few and
the many, that each having a good or bad reflection or
ltselt. We then traveled %0 Rome. Learning with Cicero, we
traced his 1i1deas <to Polybiu and Catc the elder. That
polypius haa a theory of the constant cvcie of state
government rorms, Irom King to Senate to Democracy and back
again. That Cato the Elder in his romantic view of the
nobility o©f the Roman cltizen was utilized by Cicero to
tormulate nils nction of reforms, based on the idea of a

“new man”, such that some, select men would be allowed into

Hh

the corridecrs o power, but the majority of the people
would be excluded to aveid Carthage's fate. Finally we
wandered 1ntc Florence, where Machiavelli his great opus of
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how to live as a Prince, without morality and not so deep
regard and mistrust of the people. Yet in each of these
trips, we tfalled to find the roots of our system of
government 1n our present day. We failead to find a system
that would last. None was in balance. They switched from
tne ruie of one tc the ruie of the few to the rule of the
marny 1n a cycle of change. None fosterea the trust of the
pecple T2 which the system must be based upon 1f it is to
escape the turmeil of transitions from one to few to many.
We nave but only begun to set the stage of this story. For
as ail roads once lea to Rome, our journey leads us to
James Harrington who shall answer our quest. Where we have
fallea to rfind solutions i1n this chapter, the next shall

urely o©

-t
-t

fer us the beginning of how to make such a search

w

for answers.

What we have learned 1s that for a system to work, it
must have a union of three elements, the one, the few and
the many. Thus far, the element of the many has not been
ideclogy C©r mistrust, cur thinkers have

given the shcrt stick to the population and as such broken

H

aith not only with themselves but also with their own

t

ldeas 1n contradicting themselves. We have mentioned land

reform otften. As it 1is the root of the power of these
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agrarian systems, 1t must 1n some way be addressed so to
balance the power of ownership so that the people in some
way alsc have the power. If they cannot have land, they
cannot hope to balance the power of the few or the one.
Thus, what every system must address is the third leg, the
people. They must be empowered by some manner or means so

that they have access to power, or its source the land.



Chapter Two:

The Quest Begins Anew

Phenomenology posits that we must start an inquiry
with an obJect, <to enframe and make clear what the
boundaries of the object are. To do this we must establish
what we are about to do and what we have already done,
hence the call for a needed methodology to understand what
we have accomplished so far and what is to come. For our
obJect 1s government, what matters now is how to understand
it so that we can rationally create a framework that will
last and not be caught in cycle of change, upheaval and
revolt. What has thus been docne by assertion  , shall be
made clear 1n this chapter. In order to proceed and
understand what Harrington was trying to do with his
writings, we rust first understand what methodology
Harrington has been using. What so far has been mere
demonstrated by historical events and thinkers in the first
chapter will now become explicit. Yet for all of his

writing’s Harrington is not a political philosopher, but a

* We have nct yet attempted to describe the methodology in
the rirst chapter. It has merely been accepted as they way
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political theorist. The difference while we have touched
upon 1t in the first chapter is seemingly a matter of mere
words. It 1s rather more complicated and requires some
Chougnhts and explanation tc see the difficulty in trying to

theorist as cpposed to doing so

b

fcrm a methcdology from
from a philosopher’s point of view. QOnce 1t 1s clear why

Harrington 1s no% sufficient for the rtask of creating a

[\))

methodclicgy, we wi1ll need to obtain the thoughts of

—aall

tt,

lesh out th

0]

poiitical ph:i:losopher whom we may use o

short words of Harrington.

Wy

Tne 1dea of ‘the state as a work of art,’ which
Clearly motives the discussion of the creation of
the Conmonwealth of COceana, 1s fundamentally
oppcse to the belier that the political
sclentist seeks only to understand the operaticn
ot the laws of politic. The difference here 1is
etween the active creator and the passive
observer. In Harrington’s case, however, it is
probably a mistake to insist in any such clear
and logical separation; ° there is no doubt that
he believed firmly in both ideas.”:

Lo proceeda. Thus, we must make clear why this path is the
best direction te take in our exposition.
"Why is it that when a commentator has something they have
falled teo grasp in a writer the error rest squarely wit
the author and not the readers lack of insight?

Charles Blitzer. An Immortal Commonwealth. Ibid. P. 107.
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Even the excellent work of Charles Blitzer fails when
called upon to explain this problem . How is it possible
that Harrington could hold two such ideas in a clear and
logical separation and still be consistent? Hither to this
work, the guestion was answered by more questions that went

1nto tertiary lssues that are not at ali that convincing.

-t

Thus, we rirst will delineate the difrference between a
political philoscpher and a political thecrist so that we
may nhave a clear difference. Then we wiil demonstrate that
the method Harrington had used to establish his theory 1s
more than mere rhetoric, or ideology, but useable to show a
strong understanding of the philosophic implications in his
work. The key to understanding Harrington rests with hils

often quoted wcrds, that:

m
storian or a traveler; - for except he can
» or what may be, he 1is no
Now :1f he has no knowledge of the
y) " he cannot tell what has been
and 1f he has not been a traveler he cannot

~ Not surprising as he had but one vision with which to see
it. Lacking a more interdisciplinary view, he is subject to
those limitations.
""Harrington’s choice of words has lead to the problem
1tself of understanding his ideas. By allow for the reader
to cholce ocone or the other people have missed the linkage
and union needed of beth travel and history. Notably:
R. H. Tawney. Ibid. P. 7.

"My insert
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tell what 1is; but he that neither knows--° what
has been, nor what is, can never tell what must
be or what may be..” -

Harrington was not a politician, but a political
theorist, so he did both. His work concerns history and the
learning's of his travels, both of wnich are torics often
remarked upecn by scholars and need not be restated here.
What we need is a philoscpher to guide us intco Harrington
wno has a theory of politic science that contains both
nistory and travel as the means to understand the issues
before them? The problem 1s that traveling 1s not
considered an advantage to deeper meanings and
understanding. Certainly, not one issued from the great
philoscphy tomes, but merely the travel logs of best sights
to see. As such, travel, 1in the act of doing sc is less
than a sericus thinkers resting place for knowledge. Thus,
we Wwi1ll have to dc something about that to explain this
such that 1t makes any sense at all to Harrington’s work

and political theory in general. As Bertrand Russell wrote:

"I have altered Harrington’s werds to conform more to
modern usage here.

"""Russell Smith, Harrington and His Oceana. Ibid. P. 13.
wuoting Toland’s work P. 153. And Blitzer, Ibid. P. 102.
L‘Mostly it 1is wused to explain their theory on what
Harrington meant by Balance. I refer to Raab, Blitzer, and

Uowns etc.
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"Every man, where he goes, is encompassed by a
cloud of comforting convictions, which move with
him like flies on a summer day." °

es represent a person Weltanschauung or

}_:

The t
worldview. This would include their myths, politics, meoral
codes and norms that they instinctively hold to ke true,
the Praxis® of man." This would also include the things

they may have seen on their journey. On & similar thought,

Walter Lippman wrote:

"At The core of every moral code there is a picture of
human nature, a map of the universe, and & version of
nistory. To human nature (of the sort conceived), in a
universe (of the kind imagined), after a history (so
understood), the rules of the code apply." -’

The Weltanschauung or worldview of a person presence
itself 1n the wecrld by the manner in which they act and

judge. Thomas Sowell discussed in his work™ " that there

"Bertrand Russell. Skeptical Essays. (New York: Norton,
193, P, 23,
- Fortin. Ibid. For a full discussion of the meaning of

Praxls as part of Jjudgement, please read the definition of
the word 1n Fortin. lbid. P. X.

“"The word Man is used throughout this work in the
philoscphical meaning. As such, it is the non-
discriminatory English version of Menche, meaning person in
German.

""'Walter Lippman. Public Opinion. (New York: Free Press,

1965.) P. x=0.

"Ort...x. Ibld.

"Thomas Scwell. A Confli ct of Visions. (New York: Quell,
1987.)
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are two visicns of any issue or idea.'"" These two views are
mutually exclusive. Hence, they exist 1in a perpetual

conflict (of visions) towards any issue imaginable. This

centlict divides the werld by two, placing all pecple intc
one dgroup or another. (He calls them the constrained ard

unconstrained visions.) From Russell's flies to Lippman's
code and Sowell's visions, we see that pecple have a manner
oI seelng the world around them (Weltanschauung) that
produces the paradigm of thought that then produces the
interacticn that we have and hold in our dealings and
thinking patterns with the world and others. This judgement
heuristic or mental shortcut 1is an approximate rule for

problem sclving.” ’ Since all people have such person

=

mannerism, the result 1s that they do nct always match or

agree with those positions held by others. This creates

conflict between individuals.

"... They do not &gree on what is wrong or what
Lo do about. When there is no agreement not only
on the cure but on the diagnosis itself, it 1is

very hard to treat the patient."--*

*In fact, he is wrong there are three.

""'Elliot Aronson. The Social Animal 8th ed. (New York:
Worth Publishing, 1999.) P. 134.

““John Searle. "The Storm over the University." in Paul
Berman, eds. Depating P.C. (New York: Dell, 1992.) P. 87.
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Individual conflict 1s not measurable on the level of
the person, except 1in scientific statistical research such
as an opinion poll or social research. To do scientific
research we must step back from individuals to a collection
Of indiv:iduals sometimes called groups, cocllective, or
nations tThat are cilassified by some manner or means of
intellectual designation. Data collection 1s the kev to
understanding these group dynamics. We have divided th:s
datum ccllection inte different area better to study it.
The study of people 1s divided into different disciplines
such as socioleogy, history, economics cr political science,
etc. Collectively we call these disciplines the social
sclences. "Social Scilence 1s composed of three fundamental
elements: theory, research method and statistics." -~ Yet
this is nct a claim to the perfection of the “science” but
merely & classification. We have at the base, the
Weltanschauung or worldview of a perscn. At the top, we
have divine <truth, such as a deity might offer to 1its
followers. Somewhere in between, we have soccial science,
history 1s but one of many disciplines. As such, we must

remove from Harrington hls Weltanschauung such that we can

-'Zarl Babbie. The Practice 0f Social Research. (New York:
Wadsworth, 1995.) P. 37.
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tind and use his method for political science so that we
can better understand his 1ideas. However, we must keep in

mind the needs c¢f social research 1in that we have a
scientific rel:iable methodclogy te which we can fcllcw. As

we cannct as« of Harrington to speak to us today to render

nis excellent o¢f judgements, we must extract from his

0

thoughts a methodoiogy that 1is onsistent with hils own

work. Thus far, academ:a has failed to the task, making

thz: even mnore Important to understanding Harrington’s

WOrK.

this produces a <dlsagreement on a

[
rt

Yet wnhat
ruindamental level c¢r question? What if the method used for

ication 1s 1n disagreement? What 1I deities argue

)
b
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heir divinity? Just as 1individuals disagree in their
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weltanschauung, what can Dpe done when our manner of

understanding the ccllection of data on these phenomena is

,4
o]
o}
1

sagreement? We must step bhack from rhis level into s
more basic understanding of the world. It 1is not even
cr a war between deities.

nt £

ad

t1,
5]
D

fer a settliem

pcssitle tc ¢
Yet we can find some means or method to which we may settle

disagreements of scilence. A philosophic understanding of

the social science approach 1s created, a theory of how to
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form theories. Thomas Kuhn'-" would call these theories'
paradigms. Therefore, our goal must be to extract from
Harrington not only his methodology but as well a theory
that includes a means of settliement that is applicable to
correct the errors 1n judgement as they arise. In other
wcrds, any group oI fcols can lead where there is no
disagreement. However, as often 1s the case, when you have

TWO Cor more 4 need tc resolve such a

[
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Ifering opir
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cenilict must pe asserted, created or derived. The burden
we Dear 1s heavy for these goal posts continue to recede
from our view. Thus, 1t 1s not surprising that the
commentators of Harrington have not been up to the task.
The problem rest with the scope o0f interest they approach

darrington with. They come with a narrow field of thought

and expect Harrington to fit their narrow field of vision.

Therefore, we must ask Jjust what 1s the supposed
penefit tfrom one’s travel and knowledge of history that
Harrington would hold to be valuable? The simplest
association we may find is to see what there 1s to see but

as we have seen this 1s surely not enough. We need

""Thomas Xuhn. The Structure of Scientific Revolution.
.Chicage: University of Chicago Press, 1962.)
The Essential Tensicn. (Chicage: University of Chicago

Press, 1977.)
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something more in-depth than a simple sight seeing tour to
hoid as our method. We turn to the theory of art. For art
is a sight of the perfection, whereas to travel and see the
wcrld can also easily be to see the perfecticn's of the
wcrld, :.e. 1in real politic terms, what the French Kings
dces well i(the perfect), the Spanish king does not do so
weil, Dbut :1n ancther policy area, the Spanish king 1is
superior. SC as a traveler goes from cocuntry to country,
much as Harrington did, they pick up the perfection of this
area and amass the art of government before moving on to
the next location to see 1ts “sites”. In Harrington'’s case,
py travel he means that a person should be going to see
what government pclicy was in different states of Europe in
the narrow sense of the argument- . As well, we have the
same problem tfrom Harrington’s <call, to complete his
thecry, with history. We must reflect away from the simple
example oI the event to gather «core principles that
surrounds 1it. From the instant, we must gather the general
principle of it~". Yet in philosophical terms, this type of

research 1s not thorough enough but there is the salvation

- However, we focus on this aspect solely for clarity sake.
It should not be coniused as the sole implication of
Harrington’s arqgument. Other things in any given sccliety
are nonetheless impcrtant in cur understanding.
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cf this 1idea. Since the notion of sight c¢r any sense is
linked to aesthetics by way of art. As well, History mnust
be regulated by a theory of history such as dialectical
materialism or teleology. We can proceed to see the need to
relate Harrington nction ¢f politics having something to do

wlth Dboth history .teleology; and see the sights o¢f the

(2L

ld, or the aesthetics of the world. Thus, our poiitical

W

O
A

niioscpher must have a theory that rests with both History

0

s

and Aesthetics, ustifying them both as being useful for

]

Nls position and providing some means or manner in which to

adiudicate differences of opinion. That would lead us

directly <to the door of Immanuel KXant’s Critique of

(O3

Judgement. ' In this work, Xant unites both history an
aesthetics 1nto a workable political theory. This would
tnus give us a more 1n-depth theory to use, a methcdology,
a means oI adjudication and the cne thing that Harrington
does but does not explore, a theory of values, morality and
virtue. However, the reader should bear 1in mind that the

claim, presented later, 1s that Kant has taken from

Harringtcn his basis for political theory. Their
‘I.e. The phenomenclo ogy discussed earlier in this chapter.
‘Immanuel Kant, Critigue of Judgement, (New York:

Macmillan, 1951) As well as Fortin Ibid. Where we discuss

the specific details of Kant’s theory.
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identification wilth each other 1s naturally in accordance.
Less we argue 1in circles, let us take the issue apart and

proceed siowliy to build the case. First, whe is this man we

<
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n
F_4
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speak 0f, James Harrington. A basic biograph

™

wlli familiarizes the reader with some of the 1important
events in his lifZe. Second, by what evidence do we have tc
support the asserted connection of Harringtcn o Kant?
Thiraly, the reascning on why sSuch a connection 1s vizal to
make, hence why we need to justifiy a leap from political
theory of Harrington to the political rphiloscophy of Kant.
We shall aisc raise the oblection that Harrington as well
as Kant’s methodology of using any ccncept of History 1s
doomed  to faili. Finaily, we  willl see the deeper
understanding oI Harrington, which we may derive from such

a connection to turther our Journey.

~

James Harrington was born on 3 January 1l1ell, the
eldest son cf eight children in his familv. His father died

before he reached the age of majority. In 1629, he entered

Ft

Trinity College OCxford as Gentleman Commoner. He left
wlthout earning his degree to travel Europe, specifically,

He Jjoined up with a

at
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Denmarrx, Germany, F

military regilment, but never saw battle, in the Netherlands
as part of his travels. Upon his return to England, he was
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chosen to join Charles I as a Gentleman of the Bedchambers
in 1lo46 when Parliament sent a delegation to the King. He
was fired from hils position by the parliament for uncertain

reasons but most l:ikely, as they felt he had beccme toc

)

riendly with the King. His friendship with King Charles I
endec with the King’s execution. Harrington may have even

been there tc watch the death of his friend. His writin

t
Q

g

career [asted <Ifrom leo36 with the puplication of The

Commonwealth cf Oceana and ended 1in lee¢d. With the death of

Cromwell, ard the restoration of the King, Harrington was
arrested on the 2z December 1661. In prison, his health
collapsed. He woulid never fully recover. He died 11

Septemper l1o77. In 1700, John Toland would release a

colliection of nis wcrks 1including his last essay, written

in léoZ Just after his 1illness caliea The Mechanics of

Nature. We have only Toland as the source that Harringtoen
nad indeed written this work. It was not published before

m

‘oland’'s ccllecrtion.

Our next dquestion to consider 1s whether Kant would
have taken his political theory from Harrington. The
factual evidence to be considered here must be Separated
from the philosophical similarities. (We will get to them

Iter we consider 1f we shculd do so.) The chain of
98
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evidence starts with David Hume. We know that Kant had read
Hume, due to his many references. The most well know being
the "“dogmatic slumber”-° that Hume awakened Kant from. Is
it any great leap to assume that Kant read Hume’s works

that are more political? In fact, we may acknowledge that

the Ttwe as having read the same people. In Hume’s “Idea of

a Perfect Commcnwealth”, " we find him

"The Republic of Plato and the Utopia of Sir
Thomas More. The Oceana 1s <the conly valuable
model of a commcnwealth that has yet been offered
to the public.”

In Kant, we find:

“Plats’s The Republic'’’, More’s The Utopia,
Harrington’s Oceana and Allais Severambia have
been successively crought on the scene, but never
so much as been tried” ’
Immanuel Kant, Prcoclegomena. (Lasalle Ill.: Open Court,
19%906.y pP. ~.
"The article found in David Hume, Moral and Political

"Note that Kant calls
have altered the texts to
Republic.

““Es ist doch siub, sich Staatsverfassungen auszudenken,
die den Forderungen der Vernunft (vornehmlich in
rechtlicher Absichrt) entsprechen: aber vermessen, sie
vorzuschlagen, und strafbar, das Volk zur Abschaffung der
Jetzt bestehenden aufzuwiliegeln. Platos Atlantica, Mocrus’
Utopla, Harrington’s Oceana und Allais’ Severambia sind
nach und nach auf die Buhne gebracht, aber nie (Cromwells
verunglickte MiRgeburt einer despotischen Republik
ausgenommen! auch nur versucht worden.”

rk the Atlantica. However, I
1T more modern name of The
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The similarity ¢f these texts 1s astonishing to call a
mere colncldence. It leaves us two choices here. If we
assume 1t 1s a coincidence than we must accept that Hume
and Kant nhave read the same authors. Thus we have the basic
-1nk c¢I Kant to Harrington established. If we assume that
Kant read Hume to find these scurces, than we still have
k¥ 2t Kant to Harrington. Hume praises Harrington’s
WCrK 1n the essay. Elther wav we can say that Kant knew of

ind ocut which

w
21

Harrington’s work. The next step would be to

worx did Kant read. Our case would be weakened 1f Kant had
only read small parts of Harrington. However, we have

ancther plece to consider. Kant writes:

ch a person usually sticks to hils opinion,
e Harrington, the gifted authcr of Oceana, whe

the whim that his transpiration® (...)
mped from his skin in the form of flies. (...]
Harrington perhaps desired te point out only the
similarity to a feeling of jumping off, rather
than actually seeing these flies.” "~

Kant. The coniliict of the Faculties. (Lincoln Nepbraska,
University cf Nebraska Press, 1979.) P. le6 in German, 1€7
in English.

~ {sic) Perspiration? Perhaps Kant was being charitable.
Harrington is clearly referring to his sweat.

" "So hatte der geistvolle Verfasser der Oceana, Harrington,
ile Grille, daB seilne Ausdunstungen (effluvia) in Form der
li1egen von seiner Haut absprangen. Immanuel Kant,
Anthropology rrom & Pragmatic point of view. (Edwardsville,
Iilincis: Socuthern Illinois University Press. 1996.) P.
llw.

r1] {2
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This quote 1s rich 1in userful information. First, it is

a very charitable reading of Harrington’s Mechanics of

Nature. Seccndly, 1t 1s a reading of this work. Kant would
never UTare such a stand and express an cpinien on what
Harrington was thinking 1I ne had not read the work in the
first place. What this telis us however 1is so much more
impcrtant. For Kant to have read the Mechanics of nature,

nave access o a copy c¢f Toland’s work,

vy
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collecting all of Harrington’s papers. As such, 1t 1s clear
that Kant haa read Harrington’s work, or 1s 1it? We may
ralse some rurther objections te this position. First, did
Kant read English? Second, where did he get a copy of
Harringten's werk? Finally, Harrington’s major idea was on
iand reform yet Kant does nct mention it. However, these
objections are merely tne appearance of contradicting our
pcsition. First, 1t matter’s not what language Kant read,
and we need not show how he got his copy of Toland’s
collection. The evidence 1s there that he had indeed read

Harrington’s work The Mechanics of Nature that 1is only

availlable from Toland’s collection. In some way, he read
T, and again 1n some way he received a copy cof it. We

‘i
-

could check Kant's library, 1f there was a copy of Toland’s
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in the «c¢cllecticn ', we could be one hundred percent

-

positive he had read 1it. However, as that piece of evidence
1s not avaliable, 1ts lack i1s not evidence of a lack of

procf, merely showing a lack of evidence. " We need not

rt

show that Kant has kept a copy on his bedside, merely that

nhe has read the work. We would be hard rressed to produce a

Copy Of Hume's wcrks either. The rinal ob-ection concerning

=

Ly

Kant’s lack of concern for property reform 1S more tenuous.
We may never know why Kant did not address property reform.
Perhaps 1t 1s merely that the subject lacked philosophical
overtones tO warrant his effort. Perhaps he never had the
time to consider the issue. The answer may forever elude
us. However, does this damage our claim? If we were to
claim that Kant 1s merely copylng Harrington’s work, then
1t would. However, the claim 1s that Kant has taken his
political methodology from Harrington. By showing that Kant
has 1ndeed read Harrington, we have crossed the first
hurdle. Kant had access to the 1ideas. The key questicn is

Kant’s treory of politics similar enough to Harrington so

It is not there, despite e-mailing across Germany, Europe
and North America, researching many sources 1in the library.
s liprary 1s mostly of unpublished manuscripts.

His library i1s mostly of tradea works with his
publisher. If ne had a copy he passed it on to others or
gave 1t to hils friends
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that we may use Kant to further our understanding of
Harringten. For that, we shall proceed 1into the next

secticn.

Theory versus Philosophy

use a philosoupher Lo further our understanding o)
Harrington, even 1f that philosopher has taken his theory
directly from Harrington? For in all his works, Harrington
is not a pcilitical phiicsopher but a thecrist. We have
mentioned chis aistinction Dbefore when we discussed
Cicerc’s ditference to Plato and Aristotle. However, to
make thls path more clearly, the reason we are using Kant
1s that he has taken his political theory from Harrington
and imported 1t 1nto a system of philosophy. Harrington for
all nhis works did not produce a system of philosophy thus
maxing a clear understanding of his methodology a difficult
chore 1ndeed. Harringten’s readers must draw out from the
texts hlis methoas in order to create a Meta theory behind

nls <thinking. Using Kant, we need not make that step
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ourselves for Kant has already done it for us. We, thus
begin this effort with the question of what difference, if
any, 1s there between a political philosopher and a
political theorist. Will it help us to use a philosopher to
read a theorist? By what reason do we hold this difference
Z0 have any possible meaning, not only for our case at hand
but also 1n the general scheme, for we have already made
such a call 1i1n the first chapter to there being a
difference. The mcst obvious difference would be the
subject matter. Yet one 1s forced to concede that they are
poth writing on the same subject of politics. Yet is there
a difference 1n how they approach the subject at hand?
Herein lies our distinction, in political theory the ocbject
1S tO create a system that is applicable tc the actual
events ot the world and the relationship of governments to
those events 1n the managing and shaping of them. Both
Harrington and Cicero attempt to do this."*" Political
phiiosophy 1s not concerned at all with such policy but
Wwith the 1implications of the theory regarding aesthetics,
metaphysics and epistemology, the fundamental subjects of

knowledge. One 1s an active relationship to the subject;

“"Both failed but that is not important to our
zcnsideration.
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while the other is more rerflective and passive (Vita Activa

-

verses the Vita contemplativa). Theory and philosophy
overlap 1in the subject matter but then take very different
directions. Theory aims for the result of public policy,
action philosophy aims fcr the result of epistemoicgy,
aesthetics, and metaphysics, certainly a more passive
resuit. If we were to draw a line, we could than add to
arrcws pointing 1n ditfferent directions, away from each
cther. The Lire would be the subject matter. The arrows
would represent the theorist and the philcsophy eacnh has
the same common area but aimed 1n different directions.
With <this distinction 1n hand, we must then ackncwledge

That tTnere are those who are both Political theorists and

ct

pni.osophers. One such person 1s John Locke whom we will
Touch upon later. There are many other such persons.
Aristctle to Hobbes and beyond, all have works that rest on
both directions to the 1line, in our illustration above.

Because of this difference and union, one must be very

careful in iabeling who 1s a theorist or philosopher as

cussicn of this, see Hannah Arendt, The Human
pid. ». 7-17.
Note that her distinctions are the reverse of those used
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Pocock ctffers his own unigue view on this distinction

as merely the usage of language.

“For the historian it is primarily, 1 think,
the study o©of language usead 1in & particular
soclety to discuss pclitical problems and of the
light thrown, often inadvertently by the use of
that language upon the character ot that society
and the events taking place n 11t. Fecr the
pciitical sclentist it ] - somewhat more
abstractly - the study of the rise and the role
ot peiitical language 1n a soclety’s political
activity, or 1n the political activity of soclety
in generail. Lastly, the politicail phiiosopher
studies the 1deas of the past with a view to
seeing which of them are worth using, rephrasing,
criticizing or employing as the foundation of
other propositions 1n the making of statements
about political abstractly considered.” -

o

As such, historians are looking at language used 1in

olitical scilentists at the ditrerent language
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used to express oplnions and political thecrists are

iooking tcr the value 1in the language. He writes further

“... About 195¢ the subversion of political philosophy
by linguistic analysis helped toc iiperate the history
~ pol:itical thought by converting it from a history
f systematizatlion (...) 1nto cne of 1linguistic use
nd sophistication...” ™

rt

fv O O

Somehow, this dirference 1s less than useful. While it

1s true that the work 1s based on language and the writings

2. G. A. Pccock. Politics, Language and Time. (New York:

Atheneum, 1971.: P. 10
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of people, all three groups are not dealing with some texts
of a literary author. This is not an exercise in literary
critique but of finding out the events. Pocock has placed
his emphasis on the writings as they had no place or action
assoclated with them. The historian’s jcb is not to tell us
what language was used but from the words contained in the
written record explain the physical actions that are the
events of history. The political theorist is attempting to
Ccreate a theory so that those actions of people can be
channeled 1nto such a way to better the society. Finally,
the political philosopher is looking into the value, the
universal notion of an action. Pocock’s effort to render
the 1ssue merely one for word's smiths has taken the words
out of contexts and away from what they were meant to be,
the record of actions. The words themselves, used in
whatever way, altered over time, etc. are merely the manner
by which we express the event of physical actions. They
have value only as far as they are connected to actions.
Without the action, those words are meaningless. Pocock’s
distinction 1is thus dismissed to the realm of literary
criticism and not the ditference between history, political

theory and pclitical philosophy that necessarily demand an

“'"Ibid. P.12. ;
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associated action. For our purposes, it 1s enough to note
that Harrington’s work 1s not as philosophically deep as
Kant’s work but that one compliments the other sc¢ that we
may use Kant tco rturther our understanding of Harrington’s
gcals,” even 1f the linkage 1s more complimentary than
actual. Kant's work being the more philosophical has the

easier time 1n being made 1nto a universal understanding

History

James Harrington’s wcrk has been described as:

“"The Commonwealth of Oceana 1i1s a long tedious book,
cverburdened with trivial details endless citations of
histcrical and literary authorities.” ™

While nis work may 1indeed be tedious to the political
sclentist, the historian tinds 1t rerreshing to see a
pciitical thinker turning to and actually using history for

their understanding. Yet this is where Harrington also has

'It should be noted that they are both working towards the
same gcals. Though 1t may not be possible to show a link
petween the two men directly, it is clear in my mind that
they both nave the same position on what the political
state should hold.

""'Refer back to the beginning of this chapter where we
discussed the nature of understanding and that we must
attempt to nave universal understanding of a subject and
remove our concepts from mere subjective opinion to the
more scholarly and frankly clearer understanding contained
in a philoscophical understanding.
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problems, as the historians have searched out hils source
material to find it sometimes incorrect, or exaggerated.
For example Harrington’s use of Donato Gianotti’s Libro de

la repubiica du Venitiani 1s often his “major source of

nformaticn and occasionally misinformation) concerning

p-

the history of Venice.” ™ Historian Trevor Roper has
remarked that Harrington was “singularlyv vague as to the
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dates and stages

“In Harrington’s case, 1lgnorance of late medieval

nistory seems to explaln the vagueness and the
ldeal state of things is an extremely generalized
description of things”. "

As such, we have the curious position that for a man
who had demanded of the politician that they have the
understanding of history to have his own history in doubt.
Raising a fundamental 1ssue of just what 1is this thing we
cail nistory and what claim it may have to validity. In so

doing we shall raise some objections that are very modern.

We wlll snhow that Harrington’s use of historical examples

""Charles Blitzer. The Political Writings of James
Harrington. New York: Liberal Arts Press, 1955. P. xxi1i.
"Blitzer. Ibid. P. 40

Charles Blitzer. An Immortal Commonwealth. Ibid. P.

289-300.

Michael Downs. James Harrington. (Boston: Twayne
Pgblishers. 1977.) 2. 886.
" J. G. A, Pccock. The Ancient Constitution and Feudal Law.

Ibid. P. 141
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S not simply an effort te illustrate his ideas but to draw

(=N

out the principles from within those examples such that
they may offer the lesson learnt. Essentially making his
work a primitive attempt at social science that we
Cresently use. Harrington was trying to grasp with history
1ts values, not by means of the specific events and
speclilic virtues put by extracting the moral tale from
Wwlthin to show the universal value of the prudence derived
from the event. In other words, by using Xant we are mereily
Iollowing Harrington’s own method, taking from him not his
specific words but the prudence we may find 1n the

universalization of his work, the philosophy behind it.

We may Degln our attack on Harrington upon the modern
and mecre abstract grounds that his use of history is
incorrect. It 1s mere opinicn, hence subjective. This 1is
more than an attack on the philosophy of Harrington for it

s, as well, an attack on the concept of objective history

held by histocrians of today*’. It will become apparent that
Thls prcclem 1s an  amphibole or a werd used in  twc

meanings. What 1is meant by objective history is that which

TIbid. P. 142,

"'The arguments expressed here are derived from Hannah
rendt, Between Past and Future. (London: Penguin, 1993) P.
7. The whele article 1s on the subject of history.
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s done by modern historians, the attempt to ferret out

(8

Just what happened 1n the days of yore. Historians rightly
ciaim that they are "objective," not "subjective" as
nistorians of the past have been and some still are. These
words, “sublect, object” have phllosophical 1implications.

Histcrlians are not phllosophers and as such do nct deem the

crts ©o answer, understand or refute.
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It is not their area of speclalization or 1ndeed their
concern. This 1s where the solution of 1interdisciplinary

studies can bpe found. Philosophers claim that "objective"

implies a claim that leads to the absolute ot
impartiality "~. There are no absclutes. Therefore, there
can be no obJective history. The second claim on objective

history 1s that hlstorians are subjective 1in what they are
wrrting. As they select what they wish to 1nclude and what
they exclude. *- The philosopher, Hannah Arendt, holds this
view. She claims that history 1s subjective, simply by what
questions are asked and what evidence 1s used tc answer the
guestion. - The rvhilosopher seems to be right, mostly
because there are so few 1interdisciplinary people who have

¥rncwledge o©f both sides of this problem that can answer
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such objections. Historians, as much as philosophers have
their own language, terms or Jjargon. This 1s where the
amphibole occurs. When history is called "objective,"
historians mean different things from what philosophers
celleve that they mean. Modern historians claim they are
objective, meaning not bilased or partial, to the history
they are teiling. They have no stake in writing something
that 1s pleasing to the person paying them to write. They
are not clalming that thelr writings are absolutely perfect
or even error rree, Just as Iree as possible of partiality.
Mogdern historians are writing for themselves or better put,
tor the ccmmunity at large and not for some noble who must
be tlattered by what 1s written. They are answerable not to
Their paymaster but to the hilstorians who read their work.
Arendt claims that thils 1s exactly why they have lost
Oobjecrtivity. They are writing out of theilr own self-
interests.” ' Their goal is not pay, praise or honors but to
the stern aemanding G*d of knowledge. This i1s why others
scrutinize thelir Writings 50 heavily in thelir own
proression, so that the discipline maintains 1itself at a

level of impartiality consistent with its own valuation. As

--Ibid.
“'Arendt. Ibid. P. 53.
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such using the exact same evidence, Arendt has reached the
opposite conclusion. Thus, we are forced to seek not an
absolute answer to this question but rather to seek a use
value. This would be found in the differentiation of the
nisterian whe 1s trying to stick with the known facts to
the :igeologlst whc 1s using or even altering history so
that they can make a poilnt in their 1deoclogical argument.
By lumping ail of them <together intc c¢ne group of
‘subjective historian’s, none are considered for their own

acts. Similar to Arendt’'s own argument found in Eichmann In

Jerusalem: A report on the banality of evil, that to lay

the blame for the Holocaust on all Germans 1S to See that
none are punished for their crimes. The guilty are thus

scared the true burden c¢f their actions.

However, 1f we look at these charges on the level of
evidence, we shall see that philosophy will still rerfurte
1tseif. The defense of the historian from the first charge,
seemingly prove the second charge. The historians writing
for themselves means that they are written subjectively.
Hence, they cannot <claim to be objective. Yet the
historians have a defense <to this charge of being
subjective. Historians have only a small part of the record

of human nhistory, 5000 vears of written history to 50 000
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years of existence. Written records have been kept for only
5000 years when man began to write. Of those 5000 vyears,
any one paper, papyrus or books can only contain a small
part or percentage of the many more works that have been

OsSt TC the ravages of times in those 3000 years of written

}—

reccrd. Tc use Aristotle, the first philosopher to attack
the 1dea of the absolute, we will find that the objections
of philosophers are wrong. No knowledge would be created :1%

we Took the totality of 5000  years of subjective

2

occurrences. We would simply have a series of events with
no connection. For in the act of connection, the
occurrences would demand that we have a Meta theory to do
so. If histcry were purely subjective, then there would not
pe any Meta theocry to make such a connection. Take vyour
hand, and count the fingers. If vyour count were truly
subjective, you would count, one, one, and one. For even if
you cannot count (one, two, another and another), you have
Lo 1in some way 1mply a connection of the fingers to each
other. This 1s a basic Meta theory for fingers, with each
finger belng different from the other in real terms. Your
thumb 1s stronger, thicker in size and more useful then
your ring finger. To connect them teogether involves a Meta

ot history, to
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row beyond being a mere finger into “fingers” must have a
Meta theory, an objective difference that may be used to

Create a union of ideas. At best then, 1n the case of

3

» but

3

. . ; €
nistcory, there wculd e a Meta thecry for cne gersc

3

different for the next. So still, the claim of history
being subjecrtive 1s substantiated. History however 1s not

vet dead. For what 1s history, but a theory ¢f knowledge?

ct

Knowledge 1s that wnich 1s abstracted out of the specific

bt

into the general and not the subject i1nstances that al

SUUU years of existing records are. As such, we have vyet

rt

another 1level that unites the Meta theocries o history,

awkward to phrase 1t so, but there is a Meta, Meta theory

{1

-t

or nlstcory as well, Dlstemology, the study of kncwledge
has had a long history, since the day we began to ask
philosophical questions. We need not cover the whole of
thls long debate to realize that historians have their own
method c©f epistemclogy at work here that they adhere to,
that are not the methods of philcsophy. They have an
eplstemology of history that is as rich and complex as that
of philosophy’s own epistemclogy. Similarly, a philosophy

is not itself science.-" A historian must
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" ‘Heidegger’s famous gquote: “The teing of a Being is not a

Being”
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abstract scme small part cf this totality of the surviving

written reccrds, out of the total possible written record,

H

ror there to be any knowledge of history at all. This

t

abstracted part of the 5000 vears of written records 1is
that which 1s called obzective history and 1s called

knowledge. The last remain aspect of this erudition must

-t

deal with =the tfacts ¢ history themselves. While most
pecple, 1.e. the non-scholar, see only the rfinal products

ristory, <the textbooks, <this 1s not what historical

Ht

studies are ail abcut. Merely showing the concliusions dces
not represent the total:ity of historical research. Evidence
that is elther lacking or contradictory must in some way be

~udged tc its merit. From that judgement, 1issued 1n the

ferm of c¢onclusions, the community in  turn judges the
historian. History 1s as Cantankerous as any other

discipline 1n that disputes over the relative value of
evidence shcuid be weighted. Science must issue conclusion
of experiments to be reproduced by other scientists, so toc
are the conclusions of historians published to be accepted
by historians. In the struggle the result may not be the
ftacts of the event as it happened, they are as close as

mere mortals suffering human frailty can judge them.
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Yet have we not committed the same error that we
dismissed the first objection with. We have used subjective
in 1ts absolute form and not as they would hold it to mean.
They would hold it to mean that historians are subjective

with them their own Weltanschauung, and
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that eiffect’ the way they view and interpret theilr data.

This 1s 2z rather common error 1n which one 1mposes cnes own

arel D - = -4 o

valilues rom one’s own time ontco the subiect of history.

-t

whi.e that 1s tTrue that we dc bring our wcr.d view t©o the
study ot history, TO Dposit that this etfects the
historian’s Judgement 1s to pcstulate their immaturity and
lack of professicnailsm, which 1s an attack on the person
rad nominem) and i1llcgical. As such, we need not deal with
1T any more than dismiss 1t. We need not lower the level or
Jebate to name calling ana seltf-affirming remarks. Those
whe have a claim to peing histcorians also have a claim to
hnaving & metnhodology that 1s as scientific and repeatable
in the way they present history such that while 1t is not
sclence, 1T 1S not sublective either. It 1s cbjective to
thelr uncerstanding within their discipline and not subject
t0 clarification from all disciplines. Hence, Arendt and
these objections are wrong. There 1is cbjective history. wWe

can thus proceed.
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Yet we still have not oifered any answers tc what is
this thing Harrington would call historyv. The need to look
at history must be understocd in Harrington’'s work first,

Dy what 1t 1s not. It 1s not “Ancient Prudence”. It is not

natural Law. Histcry dea:s with the neecd to know the

fortune such as
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achiavell: might hold. We seek history in contunction wi
gesthetTics 2 nave an cverview of the possitie systems of
gcvernment, as 1n our case, and use aesthetics tO single

Ut the be errect system rrom <he sum totality
J
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r mo
ct historical examples. Ancient Prudence 1s the search tc
the past tc see what history will tell us about the limits
0 governing human:ity. By taking the events of nistory and
cocmparilng tnem to aesthetics, the beaut:iful, we may deduce
the Ancient Prudgence o©r man’s ideas. It 1s not the even

itself, wused to :illiustrate his point, but the lesson
learned rfrcm 1t. To have the prudence to know where a
Jovernment snoula seek poilcy solutions rrom 1n the past
that have created solutions and not more problems. Thus, he
1s trylng to avoid repeating the mistakes of the past that
have stood <the <test of time to offer stark warnings
against. Ideas such as checks and balances or political

virtue, which have been dealt with or will be later, are

118



examples <¢i ancient prudence. Yet it 1is also not a
reference to a direct event. It 1s an abstraction of the

events of ni1story so that while Harrington’s source of

[6)]

tory may be cailea 1intc doubt, 1t 1s not an effective

’
’
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ccunter argument against his views. Harrington’s case 1s to

use the examples <Irom history to 1llustrate the principle

Tnat he 1s geriving rrom them, the ancient prudence. The
derivation 1s not from & single source but from a
ccliectiocn i them, simiiar to the method & modern
historian wculd: the Meta, Meta theory we have spoken of
above. Thus, the single example may well be very wrong
wilithout casting a negative aspersion unto the thoughts
extractea Irom the many examples 1n history. Thus, where
Harringten’s work s flawed by his use of erroneous
nlstcorical sources, his point 1s not lost, for it 1S not an
erfort to assert the validity of the event but to extract
“he prudence learned from the ancients. His werk may indeed

pe tedious with details, but those detalls are offered not

th

or the single event o©f note. Harrington uses them to form

o]

the bases of his derivation for the principles to which

wouiQ form tne bases of ancient prudence.

Harrington called this ancient prudence and not

natural iaw for a very good reason as well. Natural law 1is
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cderived by some association to nature, not an understanding
of history and the past mistakes. Seemingly, this
cdifference 1s c¢f little importance, what is the difference
1T we take our lessons from nature or if we take from
history? Yet as we shall see this difference is of the
utmest 1mportance 1n the system that results. Machiavelii

may be seen as taking human behavior as nothing more than

[ 1)

the effects c¢I nature, Fortune controlling the events.
Hobkes, as well, takes a serious look at the notion of man
1 nature anc derives a theory that 1s not accepted or even
ilked by Harrington. Since the notion of natural law rests
upcn nature, 1t would be of no further value than if we
were TO rest our toundation on fate. Yet the notion of
ancient prudence involves the use of reason. Prudence is by
derinition a faculty of reason and reasoning. Nature just
“1s”. Harrington 1s not attempting to assert a modified
version c¢f Machiavelli-™® but rather a break from the
emotionalism or government by whims of fate to that of the
intellectualization of the process from a government of men

TC that or law. Government should not rest on the ability

e Prince but on the rules of law derived from reason.
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cften praises Machiavellil
writings, Harrington 1S not in agreement with him.
120



Men may indeed be creature otf fate as Machiavelli holds,
but even 1if this 1is true, the fate of government need not
rest upcon this fate. William Harvey, (1578-16¢57; who
discovered the circulation of blood within the body, is
citen pralse by Harrington as an excellent example of the

uctive or scientific method. " Harrington writes:

—

“Which 1s as if a man should tell famous Harv ey
Lnal ne transcrirved hls circuletioll of the bliood
nct out of the principles of nature, put out of

- . £

tﬁis cr that bodv.  ”

Harringtion i3 attempting tTO extract & science o
thougnt cn the principles ot government using his
abstractions of history and judging them against aesthetics
or therr worth and value.

Kant

We have asked curselves a number of questicns to reach

this peint. We have raised all manner of objections and

stil. we have not tound one objectlon that can stand up to
scrutiny. Thererore, based on the evidence presented and

the opjections overcome, we may allow ourselves to rturn o

Kant for a DPpetter understanding of this project of

er The Peolitical Writings of James Harrington.




Harrington that he call’s History and travel. In order to
understand the acticns of the past we must have some theory
tc which we use to understand this information, an

pistemology of history. We can block out this thecry by

1]

n
A
ot

tarting at the lcwest point and werking our way up to

lcgy. The pasis for ocur thought rests within each of

t

el
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us, ©our raticnality or our ability tc think, and ccmmon
sense. We need not explore that we have ratiocnality;
however, <tne phrase common sense needs to be defined.
According tc Kant, common sense can be further explained
as:

"l) To think for one self; 2) <to put

ourselves 1n thought 1in the place of everyone
else; 3' always think consistently.“ "’

fnls seems to be seli-explanatcry but unrelated to

history. So let us do so now and relate common sense to

Jilstory. iI we look at the poilnts 1n reverse, thinking
consistently as :f we were 1n the thoughts of another who

was thinking for themselves, we place limits cnh what we can
judge from hlstory or what we can abstract from the

historical event. (It 1s also the shoals upon which we

“* Ibid. Which are both supports for Harrington’s turn to
reason as well as his use of historical examples, as we
have seen.

“"Critigue Of Judgement, Ibid. P. 134-135
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crashed Arendt’s profcund attack on our position concerning
history. She attempted to go beyond the limits of history
such theat i1t met with philosophy. We found that her theory
could not consistently hold with her other works.) We may
Cl assume that the storming ©f the Bastille was dcone to
start the FPrench Revoluticn Ior that woula be inconsistent

Wlin thinkIing in that person’s place decing the action of

how we woula classify or categorize their actions as the
“start c¢f the French Revolution”. Yet they would be
undertaking an action that was based on reason, their

pecific reasons, reason that 1s known only to the people

wn

“nemselves. We may not claim tc be mind readers. I:f we

assume that they were acting for any other reason besides

o

d Kant’s rule

D

thelir action, we have violat

.

The specit:ics o
of thinking for one’s self number two, tO put ourselves
into their place. In understanding the action, we mMust
place curselves 1intc the actor’s place to discover ncot ocur

own understanding ot the event, but what their

[
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lerstanding of the event in question. This result in the

reation oOI a doctrine for the understanding of history

(@]

teleclogy. We use thinking, as a guide for action,
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r common sense 1S never a passive thing, 1t 1is "the mode
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of thought" " '. It involves an action. By placing ourselves
into the position of the actor, we may determine their
actions only as far as they result in actions. A person
attacking the Bastille may be thinking of Lunch, however,
we the oObserver, would have no raticnal way in which to
know 1t. What we know 1s they attacked the Bastille for
some reason. Slnce we may not I1mMport our own views and we
may not read their minds, we must allow the actions to
speak for themselves as 1f this was the only purpose that
the actor had in mind. Over time, the combined collective
actions of people will result in creating a system oOf
public policies that are designed to respond to the actions
of the people. Such that the government need not have a mob
storm their ‘Bastille’ in their time. Over time and in the
fullness of history, we create ancient prudence based on
the lessons learned. For Harrington, he turned to the
anclents, like Venice, Rome and Athens. Kant turned to the
French Revolution for his inspiration. Both used their
“history” tc draw out the principles of the event such that

we may learn, grow and build on them.

"Kant's system of the public right is at once radical
and conservative, imposing on the moral actor

© 'Ibid. P. 136.
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conflicting demands. Like Kant himself, who both
applauded and abhorred the French Revolution, the
citizens long for perfect Jjustice but obey the
imperfect laws which history subjects him."-<

Can it not be said that Harrington was writing Oceana
as a means to create a system of perfect justice but drawn
out of the prudence inherited by the history he had learned
judge by the notion of what would be a perfect system "2

“In the end a system musSt answer to both demands,
of the perfect and imperfect, of history and of
the now. It must 1n some way transcend the
boundaries of the two, to merge into something
new. Yet the system must be ruled by neither, vyet
can answer to both. Somehow, this system must
bridge the gap between praxis and theory or

ideology. For in history we have teleology that
begins a path to end this contradiction.”-"-

For teleclogy 1s the system in which we are examining
the actions of the past without importing our own thoughts
upon the actors nor is it the mere surrender toc the will of
nature such as determinism or even Machiavelli’s concept of
fortune. Like an audience, we must simply sit and watch the
actors say their lines. When the play is over we then may

judge them and their actions as to our values, our morality

"* Shell, Ibid. P. 167.
"“"A perfect system would be on that was in balance to end
the system of cycles that Polybius wrote of.
““Fortin. Ibid. ©.31.
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and ethics*°. We take what we 3udge is right to our values
and condemn the rest. What we feel 1s right, correct and
moral, we hold onto in our own judgements. These judgements
cver time build tc create a body ¢f judgements. Call it
ancirent prudence or what have you. What Harrington took
trom history, he called 1t ancient prudence. Kant would
call this teieology. Yet before we may make this

connection, we must ask agaln, what exactly Teleology 1is?

rt

The cllowing definition: "Certain phencmena seem to be
best explained by ends or aims, intentions or purpose." "’
Telos 1s from the ancient Greek word that means ends or
goals. What 1s meant by the action of a person is the whole
of the purpose. The ends of an action, the results, the
goals, are studied not by some Meta theory like communism,
or the dialectic, but by the actions themselves done by the
people being studied. By examining these actions, we have a
petter understanding or 1insight into the goal, purposes or

Telos. In this case, the end does not justify the means,

they simply explain the reason behind the acticns.

“"Morality is the theory of the how to live whereas ethics
1s the practice of how we do so.

“*Pan. A Dictionary of Philosophy. (London: Pan, 1979.) P.
330,
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Teleology alone 1s insufficient to establish a
political theory or philosophy. If it were, we would be
offering nothing more than mere conservatism, the longing
glance to the past. As the view of the past, must be joined
wlth some measure or means tc validate it to all people and
all times (universalization), 1t must have a claim to being
a universal law. Else, we have not achieved a working
system of political government that 1s lasting cr even
stable, merely the chimera of it. Any fool can proclaim
themselves a government onto themselves. They key is who
would follow a fool? Cromwell took power in England,
established a government and created law and order. It did
not survive nhis death. A new King took over the government
repudiating all that Cromwell had made, created and
discovered. Simply put, the system created by Cromwell did
not survive or have any lasting value beyond his death. It
was the rule of one man and had no claim to universality.
In crder to avoid such a fate, a political theorist must
have some call or claim to universality that will survive
longer than his own death. It in some way must be a system
that 1s usable 1n all societies and all countries at all

tires. Why 1s that necessary we may ask? Why is it needed

t

that a political system has lasting value? This seemingly

~I
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is the single point that strings all of these thinkers we
have discussed together. They do not want to have a cycle
of governments constantly changing in a chaotic fashion but
establish a form of mixed government that is lasting and
universal. Harrington understood there was such a need when
ne adjoined —the notion c¢f history with travel or
aesthetics. For 1in aesthetics we have the claim of
universality not found 1n mere teleology. For that which is
peautiful 1s that, which s universally admired. Which
should not be confused with the sublime, scmething that
attracts the eye but has not the same staying power for its
seduction? We must not be seduced by the issue at hand but
keep a weary eye towards eternity in what we judge to be
the correct policy at this ctime. This, by necessity,
demands of us to offer a system of valuation, so that we
can adjudicate and resolve problems that arise. In fact,
the call to beautiful must not be a call of emotion but one
cf intellectual stimuli of valuation. It must be pleasing
to both the senses and the rationality of a person. If we
recall to mind Plato, we find that his city and guardians
were created not from historv but from the call to the

peautiful, or perfection. His notion was unworkable as
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Aristotle pcinted out-"-. Therefore, that neither history
nor aesthetics may survive alone. Each in turn has a need
for the other to complement the shortcomings of the other
vet be harmonious with the world itself. Yet there is still
the missing element here. The two must be joined 1n some
way tfor there 1s aiways a third issue at hand: "1)
Condition, Zz) The conditioned and 3) <the concept that
arises from the union c¢f the two."" In this case, the
concept that arises 1s an actlon, the judgement of a person
based on their understanding of history and aesthetics.
Where the notion of aesthetics, history and morality all
combine to do an action 1s therefore a person expressing
thelr judgement of what 1s good and necessary at that time
and place. In Harrington’s case, his action was to write a
pook. In Cromwell’s case, 1t was to take over the country.
Inherent 1i1n beth of these are the need for morality or
valuation. For some actions are better than others. In the
course of an action such as our judging the past, we create
a hierarchy of values based on our own valuation whether we

use mcrality or virtue to do so. We impose onto an action

"*The argument in brief goes that the perfect is called a
ferm, forms are only in Heaven. How then do the forms fall
to Earth? Answer 1s they do not.
“""Kant. Ibid. P. 34n.
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of history not by the importation of our values but by the
repetition of said act. This does not mean that we value
the storming of the Bastille; we must create it anew and do
the storming ourselves. The repetition of history is the
retelling cof :1ts tale. If, in Harrington’s case, we judge
hls work to be cf value, we need not use our judgement tco
explain him cut of his own contexts, but that we read him,
1s an expressicn of our judgement in and of itself showing

his judgement, 1.e. his book, is of lasting value.

The joining of aesthetics and history occurs in the
notion of judgement. What is then a judgement? It 1is the
result of a combination of historical understanding and a
call to the perfect or aesthetic beauty. Harrington would
have that the joining would be in the political actions of
people. Kant being a philosopher would have a wider scope
for his answer and include all actions not just those of a
pociiltical nature. The key is not whether they agree on the
scope of what is encompassed® but that they agree on the
means oI determining the value of an action. That means 1is
the Joining of history and aesthetics to <create a

judgement. Thus, Jjudgement 1s what we then begin again

* Harrington, being a theorist 1s looking at a smaller
subject area then the philcsopher Kant is.
130



with. We take from them the valuable and leave the rest. In
Cromwell’s case, he took over England. Harrington and Kant
wrote books. In both examples, we may now judge them to our
values only in so deocing we are repeating their acts. By
Judging them to be of value, we are taking an acticn. In
the author’s case, we read them. In Cromwell’s case, we
would retell his story of taking over the seat of the
English government. Harrington’s acticns are seemingly
vaiidated today by their being called “mere truisms.” ™
They are not judged by whether we like them, for that wouid
be an emoticnal issue, the sublime, we judge them based on
the rational value they have offered to us in the form of
tne historical lesson they have giving us. In Harrington’s
case, nhis ideas being mere truisms, have been judged to not
only have lasting value but so important as to have been
incorporated 1into society as 1if they were the gulding

principles of a deity"". In other words, they are divine

“"Op cit.
""Keep in mind that the rhetorical flourish of calling
Harrington’s ideas as mere truism simply offers to him the
greatest cof compliments on the validity of his work and is
not to be taken as if Harrington was some sort of prophet
TOo a new religion.
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truths not to be contradicted by mere mortals.- - We do not
offer them up to our own thoughts so that we may impose on
Harrington what we think he should be saying. We merely
acknowledge them for the value they have shown to be worthy

O respect from our society.

We must allow Harrington to be a self-thinking person
who has completed his work to the best of his ability and
that it 1s as rfull and complete as he could have made it.
We may not 1import to him our own views on what he should
have meant we read from Kant a warning specifically against

doing so:

"Teleclogy may not be used simply to ascribe
nhuman purpose to the objects of nature, which is
simply a form of 'mental jugglery' that only
reads the concepts of an end into the nature of
the thing, but may serve as a means of achieving
the systematic completeness of our knowledge.
Teleological principles, in other words, have no
explanatory significance." -

We cannot use teleoclogy beyond which it was meant.
Marx’s dialectical materialism can be seen as such an
example of using teleological principles to explain the

world. They ascribe the view of nature such as they thought

- ‘Refer back to the beginning of this chapter where we
discussed the relationship of science facts to divine
truths.



it to be as the explanatory of events to draw forth
conclusions for the future, the inevitability of communism.
As this will surely create confusion, an example is needed.
If we look at the storming of the Bastille, the Marxist
dialect will explain it as the workers freeing themselves
of their chains attack the symbol of their repression, and
that this act will be repeated all over the world as it is
a simply develcpment of human nature to desire to be free
of their oppression. Teleology would look at the storming
of the Bastille as people attacking it. No more and no
less. We may then in turn use other source material to
explain why they were attacking it. People may have written
their thoughts, such as a newspaper scribe, letters or even
books upon the subject itself.- - They offer reasons and
insight why the event happened as seen by the people who
did the attacking itself. For those people undertook the
exXtreme action of attacking a fortress, they surely did so
on more than mere whim. Yet there is no offer of
explanation from the action itself beyond the event that

transpired. By collecting the various sources that explain

" ‘Howard Caygill, A Kant Dictionary. (Cambridge Mass.:
Blackwell Reference, 1995) p. 389.

- -For a good overview of the people, their thoughts and the
culture that gave rise to the French Revolution see:
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their action, we develop history based not on our personal,
imported views, 1into their actions but their own self-
justifications. We must nct and can attribute these actions
to nature cr a goal of nature for that would be to deny
these pecple their freedom in taking an action.”  Marx’s
theory falled with spectacular results, in the USSR, among
other countries. His theory was to impose his views onto
the events of history without the attempt to understand the
issue 1in contexts of the people. By using historical
materialism, he thought he could predict the future of the
world. We may surely torture these facts until they admit
to anything. Yet we may not claim, however, that we have
established anything but what we feel the future event to
be. We cannot say what the event, or actions taken by
individuals, meant for the people who took the actions that
caused the historical event. We cannot suddenly claim

-

necromancy ' among our talents.

Harrington «called his idea of teleology, ancient
prudence. Prudence 1s certainly, what Kant would demand of

his readers. To be cautious, in what may be concluded from

- Simon Schama, Citizens. (New York: Knopf, 1989.)
- 'If we deny freedom and reason from others, then we deny
it for ourselves in taking the action in the first place.
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an action. It must not mean more than the action allows.
Actions may not be ascribing to ™“nature”, a thoughtless
mechanism, such as gravity and the orbits of planets. Using
the term natural law wculd certainly be a violation of
human rfreedom. Nature 1s a passive subject that happens. It
is net a dynamic force that takes action. Humans are
dynamic agents’, nct passive receptors In all of this
effort to distinguish the two we have to touch upon the
inherent understanding of the 1issue. Often ascribed to
Aristotle that man is a “Raticnal Animal”"’, we may see
this duality present here as well. The use of nature cited
by the likes of Hobbes, Marx’s and Machiavelll is in direct
cocntrast to the use of the rational by Harrington and Kant.
Becth are partial descriptions of the same thing,
philosophical anthropology, vet each are aimed in the other
direction. Machiavelli and Hobbes had a very low opinion of
man, so too did Marx except for those select groups with a
revolutionary consciousness. Kant and Harrington have the
aim of perfection of man, in Harrington’s case, it would be

the perfection of man’s governing system, which would then,

" "The divination of the future by communicating with the
dead.
" ‘However, it is often claimed that he did say so. He did
not utter those two words together.
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following Aristotle, allow for man to be perfected or
perfect the soul. The former groups have a distrust of the

masses; the latter know that they are needed if we are to

[

ical system that 1is based on the better

1

5
“

have a lasting pc

he former have no bond or faith in the

r
-

virtues oI man.
people to whom they claim to speak for. They distrust them.
The later start with such a bond of faith in the people. A
knewing that a state 1s aimed at impreving the virtue of
all people. OCnly 1n the collective improvement would the
state make a lasting stability. In so doing thev avoid the
obvious contradiction. Trust and a bond of faith are needed
to have checks and balances. We may think the opposite,
that 1t 1s distrust that drives the need for checks and
balances. Yet we can trust because we have checked on the
claims and are able to balance out the issue if the need
arose. This allcws for a working relationship, that the
other group, be 1t the one, the few or the many, will do
what has been agreed to because they can be checked if they
do not and balanced or stopped 1f they are lying. For how
can you expect checks and balance to work if there is not
an opposite number able to erect the other half of the
palance. It is not possible to balance oneself on a teeter-

totter. There needs be someone on the other side to play
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with. The result of this plurality 1s tolerance. Because in
accepting that there are others, who are equal, hence
derived frcm the notion of balance, they may not have the
same background or constituent to represent. Yet as equals,
they must be respected or they will not work with the
cthers two parts that are capable of stopping the other
groups <Irom acting as they are 1in balanced. Therefore,
trust and tolerance are needed such that people can work
together <to form the more perfect union even 1f they
disagree 1n their view of what action or policy is needed
for the system to answer to the needs of the people. We
must allow the other to be present 1f we are to have any
claim to balance. As we have seen 1n the first chapter, the
systems C©f yore broke faith with the people in their first
instant. They did not allow for the third leg of the tripod
to be even considered as a fully functioning part of the

whole. There was no respect for the many.

Thus rfar, we have established that teleology and
aesthetics are needed to formulate a theory of gcvernment
based on reason. Yet we have not entered into the
application of this theory, the action. When we look at the

word acticn, Kant defined 1t by using Aristotle’s ideas of
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action,  ° as seen in two forms; action of 'things made' and
'actions done'." The first refers to art the second refers
to history. Art is appearance. Action is the "first cause
in all changes of appearance."-° When a person does
scmething, they have performed an act. This action is of
one or the other, they have claimed to have produced a

iece ot art, or taken themselves into history, for clearly

Ke!

time has passed as they did their act. We may not ascribe
tc the act any overt theory except to 1ook at the Telos or
purpose ot the act 1inherent within it. It would be
disingenuous for ourselves to look at an action in anything
but the light of reason, Telos, as we have already seen.
The person who has done this or that act must have had a
rational reason  °~ to do so. That is a direct opposition to
using fate as an explanation. Politicians must not be
assumed to be so guided, nor can they be considered
anything less than frank in their reasons, that is, they,
having used their understanding of the issue, taken an

action that was in their mind the best course of action

" “Caygill, A Kant Dictionary. P. 47-5S1.

- Aristotle, Metaphysics. (New York: Random House, 1941}
1050a p. 829.

“Immanuel Kant Critique of Pure Reason. (London:
Macmillan, 1992) p. 229 a205/b250C.
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they could possibly do at this time. (Though Harrington
also allows balance to occur on such things as politicians,
veting to ensure there is a disinterested outcome.) We must
ascribe to the act that this is the judgement of the person
cnto the world as it was then and as it will ever be, on to
eternity. That this action for good or not, 1is the action
that must be done and can only be done by the actor now.
This Judgement 1s their final word on the subject. In so
doing when another generation looks upon the action and
casts a glance at their own values, they can acquire
knowledge from the warning it has given to them, ancient
prudence. The warning may be of what works and what does
not work, as 1in our case the working or not workings of
government policy. Yet 1t also allows us to offer the
valuation of the event as well. It 1s a chance for us to
see the morality of their actions and if it 1is virtuous to

repeat.

By using teleology and aesthetics to form a judgement
that results in an action, we create the notion of ancient
prudence. Teleology the study of history and the means or

ends o©of 1t, Joined with the travel to see the world or

““In their mind, it is a rational reason. We may not see it
as a rational reason but must assume that the actors did.
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aesthetics, will result in a person being capable of making
judgements that will affect the political realm. Whereas we
the viewer, are thus forced by our own raticnality to offer
our own judgement upon the issue. We may not want to impose
them. By our reason or morality, we offer up to those who
come c&fter us, our judgement of the issue. The commonly
used metaphor® 1is that of an actor on a stage. The actor
acts. Considered an art form of thespians, acting applies
tc aesthetics. The stage on which they act is the backdrop
of history. The props are the world that they have
inherited from the past. That leaves the spectators to
offer their judgement on what they see. Just Llike a
theatre, audience may like or dislike what they have seen,
SO too 1n this metaphor, the spectator 1s able to judge
upon the play what they will. However, they may not do so
on such a base reason as like or dislike.
"Judgement of sense are completely subjective and
usually involve the 3judgement that one likes or
dislikes something. Judgements of taste, however,
involve the judgement that such and such an
object is beautiful. Although it is also
subjective, 1n the sense that the presentation of
the object was referred to the self, Kant makes

the argument that a Jjudgement of taste is also
universal. In the case of judgement of sense -

" Lewis W. Beck. The Actor and the Spectator. (London: Yale
University Press, 1975.)
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the expression ¢f the opinion that one likes an
object - one does not necessarily expect other
people to concur. However, in a Jjudgement that
something 1is beautiful, a judgement of taste,
Kant maintains that one expects and even demands
universal assent." "

This opens the door to morality as a political event.
An action 1s moral and not the amorality that Machiavelli
spoke. The problem here is that Harrington has no place to
offer morality into his ideas. It 1is not an issue for the
political Zheorist but best left to the political
philosopher. Yet the very concept that Harrington calls
anclent prudence is a moral valuation of the events. Recall
that Aristotle thought that a person can only be moral if
they 1lmprove their soul by not werking and living a life of
contemplilation, something a worker does not have. The people
who would be able to do this are the landowners. This
theory later picked up by Cicere, when he assumed the
morality of the country people as his “new men”. The key
factor 1in this 1s land ownership to be able to live the
moral life. Harrington’s goal of transferring land from the
rich onto the people can be thus seen as transferring the

virtue as well. So that all the people, not just the

""Elizabeth Meade. Thinking in the World: the Ethical
thought of Hannah Arendt. (Ann Arbour Michigan: U. M. I.
Dissertation Service, 1994.) P. 245,
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landowners, as all would soon own land, would be virtuous.
The virtue onto the people would allow them to make
judgments. This example 1s better than that example. This
lesson 1s more prudent than that one. In so doing,
Harrington has already used morality in his ideas but has
not offered them to us in an explicit form. (We have to
draw the connecticons out from him.) With this understanding
in mind, we are able tc proceed to Harrington’s work with
the very impcrtant issue of morality squarely 1n our view,
for he has offered us his judgments onto what such a
political system should look like. We know that what
Harrington is offering to us is a judgement that can and
must be valuated by the reader of this day. His judgement
1s not simply an issue of government structure but a demand

o)
L

the reader for their acceptance of his moral judgement

lm )

cf his acrtions, the righteousness of his thinking, the

morality of his cause.

"Kant specifically emphasises that his concern is
not with the actual deeds cf the political agents
but only 'with the mode of thinking of the
spectators which reveals itself publicly in the
games of great revolutions, and is manifest such
a universal yet disinterested sympathy for the
players on cne side against those on the other,
even at the risk that this partiality could
become very disadvantageous for them if
discovered. Owing to 1ts universality, this mode
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cf thinking demonstrates a character of the human
race at large and all at once; owing to its
disinterestedness, a moral character of humanity,
at least in its pre-dispositions.'" -

In other words, the key here 1is not history, or
aesthetics, but how we apply the lessons learned. In
Harrington’'s case, his application was to write a book on
the subject of government. " If we have learned histery and
aesthetics, the Jjudgement and morality of them, then they
must be made manifest in the world by our own actions. ° We
must therefore check and balance our system with the
systems of the past so they are valued anew. Altered by our
own reason and morality to fi1t present day events, and
correct the deviations from the true path. We can therefore
See the connection that Harrington proclaimed among the
ldeas of teleology, aesthetics and the resuiting system
that 1s by necessity that of checks and balances. For as we
view history we evaluate it to the perfect and express our
judgement. In so doing we alter or correct the way, our

system of government has deviated from the correct path.

" "Ronald Beiner, Hannah Arendt Critical Essay. (Lewis
Hinchman et al. Eds. New York: State University of New York
Press 1994.) p. 371.

““One of many such books

*“Writing a thesis on Harrington perhaps?
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So clearly, we have seen that there is a connection
between Harrington and Kant’s work. As well by using Kant,
we are able to take Harrington’s notion of what make a good
politician and broaden it into a philosophical system that
can be used as a methodology for a political theory. We
however do not impose Kant onto Harrington. We have seen
they both speak of the same or similar things. In so doing
we allew Kant to fill in the blanks left void by
Harrington’s lack of effort toc be anvthing but whom he was,
a politicali theorist. The connections in Harrington are not
as drawn out as one may want but with Kant to fill in the
blanks, we are able to offer  Dbetter insight into
Harrington’s work. We use history to find the case studies
of political action. We then derive from them their implied
values, their ancient prudence. As well, we open the
discussion of the 1ssue to some of the more important
objecticns. All of which were found to be less than
sufficient in blocking our inquiry. From their ancient
prudence, we can judge them for their worth such that we
aspire to find the more perfect, or aesthetically pleasing
orf them. Thus formulated a theory of politics that is based
in the world, for our examples actualliy happened in the

world, yet in our method they still have more than a mere
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claim to universality with them. From this, we turned to
action, the praxis of taking a judgement in the world, by
which we 1n turn must Jjudge, implicating a morality
inherent in the action. This constant valuation and
revaluation are the corrective of the system that was
called by Harrington as balance. Thus in our first chapter
we established the historical events surrounding the
theories we examined. The bases of which Harrington would

reate his ideas on the body pclitic. Then we entered into

(@]

the aesthetics of 1t by looking at the political theory
held by <the writer. We valuated their judgements by
declining to accept them but taking from them what each was
validated as being worth. This method will allow us to
proceed 1nto the next two chapters with clarity of thought.
We shall rfirst look at the history and then the aesthetics
of Harrington’s political theory of the issue. Thus, we now
turn to discover Harrington, having put forth preliminary

remarks that set the stage for us to enter into his work.
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Chapter 3

HARRINGTON: ON BALANCE

For all of Harrington’s benefits, brevity is not one
of them. "~ (“The reader who survives his discussion of the
constitution of the Sanhedrim is unlikely to reproach him

with a lack of sobriety.”) ™ His work is filled with page

0

alter page of reference to the past toc explain and expand
his point of view. (“If (only} he confined himself...
Omitting everything from his writings that now seems merely
eccentric or old-fashioned.”-" ) Instead for our purpose, we
shall 1nvestigate but three of Harrington’s claims, his
agrarian law, checks and balances and the necessary
corclilary of tolerance. For us to do so, we must folliow
Harrington’s method of using history to explain and set the
stage for our viewing, aesthetics to judge the universality

of the 1ssue and then take an action by judging the value

""His wit is also excellent, he writes in a foot note to
one of unimportant works, “Readers, I entreat your pardon,
I know well enough that this is below me; but something 1is
to pe ylelded to the times; and it has been an employment
Of two Or three hours on a rainy day.” Smith. Ibid. P. 97-
95

““Tawney. Op cit. P. 11.

" Blitzer. An Immcrtal Commonwealth. Ibid. P.175.
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of his issue. We have no need for Virgil to guide us-*°, as
we may use Harrington’s own method as more than enough
light has been shed on it in chapter two. He traces the
problems of his times back to the laws of Henry VII'’s
attempt to keep the throne. (“... A throne supported by

nobility is not so hard to be ascended, as kept warm.”) "

-

Henry nas three laws of 1importance for our purpose that

1

»

Harrington outliines. We then fast forward to their resuirt
as King Charles I tried desperately to hold off his own
government’s collapse to the force of Parliament and
ultimately Oliver Cromwell. With the recent  history
understood in Harrington’s context, we reach into his work
fcr three gems 1in the rough, the use of land reform,

balance and the necessary conclusion of these, tolerance.

Henry VII

Henry VII took a contested throne. Pretenders

contested it and bitter feelings were felt all around the

A clev referent toc the guide in Dante’s Divine Comedy.
~Blltz An Immortal Commonwealth. Ibid. P. 189. Showing
net ly Harrington’s keen insight but his sharp wit as
welil
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realm in the aftermath of the War of the Roses. In order to
secure his hold, Henry VII passed many laws that would
ultimately l1lcse Charles I his thrown. Of these Acts,
Harrington singles out three of them, Population, Retainers

nd Alienation.- The Act ¢f Population transferred land to

1

the Yeoman or “middle people” ™ with whom the nobility then
lttie control over. This effectively denied the:ir
service to the ncbility 1f they should oppose the King. In
effect, tne nobles lost their infantry, just as the Act of
Retalners lost the nobles their Calvary breaking the bond
of the medieval oath upon the retainer. It deprived the
nobles of the call of sworn oaths of their retainers,
should they have a need to make war onto the king. For
these peocple were no longer beholden to their superior
robles tor tneir land. Finally, the king passed into law
the Act of Alienation, which made it possible to sell land
belonging to a noble. It diminished the land holdings of

the nobles to the <favour of the people, mostly of the

yeoman class. Land ownership switched from four fifth’s

~" Ibid. P. 189.
Smith. Ibid. P.
Fink Ibid. P.69.

Moreover, not the Middle Class as some Marxist might
hold. See FPocock. The Ancient Constitution and Feudal Law.

Ibid.

29.
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belonging to the King, nobles and church to nine tenths
owned by the merchant class. Hence, the land passed from
the control of the elites onto the people. When Henry VII'’s
son, Henry VIII, broke with the Roman Catholic Church, and
attacked the monasteries and gave out their land as well to
the rfaithful servants loyal to him, he destroyed the

reLi1giou

n

[

cr spiritual power of the ncbles. As well, he
placed the land away from the perpetual cwnership of G+d -
to the more mundane and cash poor ownership of the faithful
nobies. Effectively these two men, father and son, had
destroyed the nobility, to secure their crowns. Little did
they know that they had made gains in the short term to
lose 1t all in the generations to come. The people led by
the Yeomen class were then able to expand their holdings of
the land and create their cwn center’s of wealth that was
not dependent upon the whim of the nobility through their
regal ownership of land. Effectively over time, this would
give the Commons more power at the expense of the House of
Lords. This brings us from the War of Roses to the English
Revclution. Harrington follewing Machiavelli-® notes that

land 1s the center of power for an army is based on its

""The Church’s land ownership policies were touched upon in
rhe rirst chapter part three.
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stomach that must be fed. Food comes from the land. If a
man fights for the pay of a noble then they are nothing
more than mere mercenaries. If however, they are fighting
for their cwn land, for themselves and by extensic “** the
country in which they live, have property they own, then
they are fighting for the commonwealth, in effect fighting
for themselves. A man whe fights for his purse has no civic

virtue, a lack of morality, nor is he a citizen.

“... That 1in a republic the soldier must be
itizens and the citizen soldiers, 1f the soldier
tollows private men for reward then the republic
cannot survive.”

By making reference to the Swiss, (“no money, no
Switzers {Swiss “}”)-" the noted mercenaries of the

times: ", who would come down from spring planting of their

""'Fink. Ibid. P. 60.

""The modern notion of nationalism does not exist.

"“Downs. Ibid. P. 105.

"My translation for clarification.

" Ibid. P. 32.

"“"Sometime around 1200 a group of mountain folk managed to

throw a wooden bridge across the Reuss River in the gorge

where it hurtles through the Alps. Before long, the track

filled with trains of mules bearing goods from the plains

of Italy north to Germany. Princes began to notice the

peasants and herdsmen who lived in the valleys along the

new trade route. What the princes’ saw was a form of

governance so bizarre as to seem unworkable, so unfamiliar

that they scarcely knew what to call it. Many since have

called 1t democracy. For cernturies, the Swiss mountain

communities were only vaguely aware that they had any

special political characrter. Everyone accepted the
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mountain home to fight the wars of Europe’s nobility. We
can see these men had no stake in the 1ssue they fought
for. Whatever side offered them the most gold, they would
jein. In the end, they went home to their mountains and
ieft the wars of the lowlands to fend for themselves. The
very act of using weapons 1s the assertion of power and
virtue’'. It is an action taken and thus may be judged for
its morality and civic virtue in this case. If however it
is not by one’s will that a man takes up arms but for the
pay of another, they have forfeited their own morality and

ability to reason in favour of another person, the one who

principle that communities should be subject to a feudal
lord, in a hierarchy of nobles that extended up to the Holy
Reman Empercr. Yet when cone o¢f these lords levied an
unpopular tax or appointed an unpopular official, the Swiss
would argue endlessly while quietly running their own
affairs. Such resistance had not brought much conflict when
these were bands of impoverished cowherds. However, with
the booming new trade through the mountains, princes began
to attend to their rights over toll and tax. Certain lords
assembled their knights and rode into the forests to teach
their obstinate subjects a lesson. Instead, they learned
one: commoners 1n rugged terrain, standing alongside their
neighbors to defend their freedom, can shatter cavalry.
From the mid 1300s, we can regard some of the Alpine
communities as 1independent states, acknowledging overlords
in principle but scarcely in practice. There were not a few
of these little Forest States. The first independent ones
called themselves Uri, Unterwalden, and Schwyz (which would

eventually give 1its name to all of Switzerland)." Spencer
R. Weart. Never at War: Why Democracies Will Not Fight One
Another. (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1997)

http://www.hawaii.edu/powerkills/MIRACLE.HTM
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has the coin.- They have subsumed their own existence,
that of morality and reason, in exchange for the morality
of the person who has the gold. Thus, we may draw twe

pcints from this. The <first 1s the trust, faith that

r

Harrington has in his fellow man, which Machiavelli does
not. In Harrington’s case, ne would trust the people to
defend their property and hence the country. Machiavelli
would want the people to fight for their country however
had no bases on which to justify such faith. Power must be
held in the hands of the people. Even if they only do so
tor their enlightened, self interest of protecting their
own property. Secondly, we may also draw from this the
conclusion that the laws of the land must reside not in the
men but 1n the laws themselves, making men forced to act in
an indifferent manner towards the laws that they enact. For
men might be tempted to disown their civic virtue for gold,
as did the Swiss. Yet we have offered two contradictory
conclusions. How can we have faith in people if at the same
time we cannot have faith in them? The answer surely is

that Man must be a person of enlightened self-interest. In

other words when faced with the loss of their property they

“"'Note the direct connection to Machiavelli.
- Pocock. The Machiavellian Moment. Ibid. P. 386.
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will fight ever the harder to protect what is theirs.
However, when not faced by an external threat they may be
tempted to act in their own self interests with regard to
law. Such that a rule of men may be tempted to enrich
themselves :f they are allowed to. Hence, the rule of law
1s needed to check that same virtue needed to defend the
realm. As well, 1f the 1ssue is not of importance directly
to the person, that the loss of their land by a foreign
invader might be, they may be tempted to offer themselves
to the pay ©of another person, again disowning their civic
virtue. To assure this did not happen, Harrington divided
the houses of government into two groups. The upper house,
the Senate of Oceana, 1s made of members who had more
income than the majority. Hence, a harkening back to
Aristotle’s and Cicero’s idea of reflective virtue in the
Class as a whole. Yet this is at the same time tempered by
the lower house, more numerous in numbers but having less
income per person. The Senate would begin legislation and
debate 1its value, but would not vote con the issue. That
would be left to the lower house. Harrington had created a
system that forced the government to render a “Judgement of
Taste”, 1indifferent to the object by, “mechanizing virtue”

such that each group would be forced to act in a manner
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that obligated them “to act disinterested.” " The many are
not expected to be as enlightened as the few. Yet the few
must not only take into account the vote of the many, they
must offer them reasons for voting for their proposals

without compromising their own positions.

The relationship of property to power seems clear in
Harrington’s thinking. Harrington credits three other
thinkers without whom he would not have found this
relationship.” - He also notes with pride that they did not
discover such relationship, which would have denied him the
credit.-” Let us proceed to the result of Henry VII's laws
found in Harrington’s own time so that we may see just how
power and property go hand in hand. The first date in this
story of English revolution is 1642-"%. The King of England
Charles I was in serious jeopardy with his Parliamentary
House of Commons. His efforts will come to naught as he
failed to reach an agreement with them. The Cromwell’s
Commonwealth displaced him. What is important here is the
process of gathering support for each side in the conflict

of 1642. The Parliament presents to the King *“19

" "Pocock. The Machiavellian Moment. Ibid. P. 394.
“"Harrington. Cceana. Ibid. Preliminaries 1.
- “Downs. Ibid. P. 24.
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Propositions”. The answer he gives is very telling for our
thoughts. It is perhaps a summation of the first chapter.
It was also an appeal that was to the old style of
governing and not to the new reality. The people had become
economically supreme and could afford to make war on the
under financed King. The King wrote "“There being three
kinds of Government among Men, Absclute Monarchy,
Aristocracy and Democracy." - Aristotle could have written
this. "° The king however was not attempting to appeal that
far back. He wanted to restore his own power by referring
to a more modern prudence of the crowns recent history.

Note the divisions of all three groups are included in the

King’s proclamation.

"In this Kingdom the laws are jointly made by a
King, by a House of Peers and by a House of
Commons chosen by the People, all having free

— o

Votes and particular privileges."-~

The King ordered that this royal proclamation be
issued and read 1n both Houses of Parliament but, more

importantly, he also ordered that it be read in every

-*G. M. Trevelyan. A Short History c¢f England. (London:
Penguin, 1942). The classic work of British History.

" "Robert Schulyer, C. C. Weston. British Constitutional
History since 1832. (Toronto: D. Van Nostrand Co., 1857.)

P.93,
“"Well, if Aristotle wrote in English that is...

-~ Lae

- House of Lords or in Canada called the Senate.




church and chapel " in the country. The importance of this

1s lost on a modern secular audience but in those times:

"In a pre industrial and semiliterate soclety,
the pulpit was the most important means of
shaping public opinicn."-"-

What we have 1is a near absolutist monarch, or so he
thought, explicitly allowing the division ot his
government, and thus placing limits on his own power, by
turning teo the people for support of his position. It was
the attempt to establish a bond of faith with the people.
The king had at least seen some insight of his new reality
that he was not an all-powerful leader who was
irreplaceable. (Not surprisingly, Harrington was a good
friend of the King. ") The king had returned to the people
tor their approval of his ideas, as he needed the people to
maintain his power. His hope may have been to foster a new
union with his people such that they would support him
against the Parliamentary forces. Harrington clearly saw
that the people had inherited the power of the nobles from

King Henry VII time with their acquiring of land and now

- ‘Robert Schulyer, Ibid. P. 99.

" 'C. C. Weston, J. Greenberg. Subject and Sovereigns. (New
York: Cambridge University Press, 1981.) P. 37.

- Barrett Beer. Rebellion and Riot. (Kent State University
Press, 1982.) P. 24,
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were prepared to take away the King’s power as well.

Harrington explains this in his Art Of Law Giving as:

“When the Sovereign Power 1is not as entire and
absolute as the Monarchy it self, there can be no
government at all. It is not the limitation of
Sovereign power that is the cause cf a
Commonwealth, but that such a liberation (i.e.
Balance) or poise of order, that there can be in
the same no number of men having an interest,
that can have the power; nor any number of men
nhaving the power, that can have the interest, to
invade or disturb the government.”

We may draw two things from this. As the King removed
the power of the nobility over the land, he removed his own
power for his power was not entire and absolute. It rested
upon his control of the nobles and their control of the
people through the control of the land. When the keystone
1s removed, control of the land, so too does the immortal
arch collapse, just as the King fell. We may also see that
as long as there is a lack of balance in the system then
there will be an interest in the power by men. With
balance, this is and must be in some way checked from
occurring. When the King destabilized the nobility, it
destroyed the balance of the system. Harrington called this

failed system, “Modern Prudence”. It allowed for men who

*J. G. A. The political works of James Harrington. Ibid.
P, 4,
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would not normally have power to contemplate control or the
interest in government. Modern Prudence created the Yeomen
class, who were the membership of the House of Commons, to
have such an interest in the power in the first place. Once
with power in hand they refused to relinquish it to cthers.
Remember that our philosophical anthropology does indeed
hold that Man has an enlightened self-interest. To then
restore order and create a commonwealth there could not be
an effort to recreate the King’s power, for that time had
passed. The king’s powers would lessen the power of the
Yeomen class over the country. The new commonwealth, to
restore the King, would therefore have to establish a new
set of 1interests (i.e. Not power or control of government)
for the people. Something that would be akin to an invader
trying to c¢onquer their land... The people would fight.
Specifically as the land had already been transferred to
the people, 1t would be nigh impossible to re-transfer it
back to the king. Hence no land, the king had no power.
Therefore, the only possible solution would be to create
something new, a commonwealth. The interest of the people

would Dbe the liberation of the Kings powers onto

~"Blitzer. The Political Writings of James Harrington Ibid.
P, XXXvii-xxxcili
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themselves. They already had the land. They already had the
power that came from ownership of said land. Next, they
need the legitimacy of government to take control away from
that of the king and nobles. This liberation is not any
general type but of a special sort. Essentialiy, Harrington

1s advocating that there be a:

Yo, Method of mechanizing virtue, ot
distinguishing and distributing the elements of
the decision process so that men are obliged to
act disinterestedly.”

Balance should be restored to the people who will be
forced to make disinterested judgements of taste rather
than the judgement of senses. "' In history, Cromwell does
not do so and thus his experiment fails when he dies.
Harrington offered a solution to how to mechanize virtue.
To do this he divided the house of government into two
parts, a senate of which the landed nobility (Nobility in
the sense of greater ownership not title), would be able to
claim. Those who had revenue greater than 100 pounds per
annum would be the cavalry. (Some authors, notable Pocock,
hold this to be a form of knights, an illustration to some

medieval ideal they hold in their commentary. As such it is

“*Pocock. The Machiavellian Moment. Ibid. P. 394.
""See chapter 2 for details why the difference is so
important!
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a loaded term to be avoided.) -° Those who earned less would
be in the house of tribes or of Foot. The distinction is
militarily relevant as the upper house would be the leaders
and cavalry in the event of war, as they wculd have the
funds tc field a man on a horse." The rest of the
population, not having the annul income to afford a horse
would still be expected to fight as foot, or foot soldiers.
This separation 1s based on the Roman division of manpower
in war. The nobles on horses would fight one way, while the

poor would have to walk to fight.

This division in the government as envisioned by
Harrington 1s such that one part divided the issue, through
debate, (Senate) and the other (The house or Tribes as
Harrington called them again referring back to Athenian
democracy; then decided or voted using secret ballots.
Similar to cutting a pie, the person who is cutting must be
disinterested, so not to cut too large a slice to unbalance
the issue, for the other person would then take the bigger
slice for themselves. - Thus while both are looking out for
their own interests they are necessarily acting

disinterested. John Rawls would in this century, 1971, call

'fWe shall deal with Pocock soon enough.
“""Literally, to put a man in the field.
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this type of action, a “Zero Sum Game” in his work A theory

of Justice.

Harrington did not simply utter these words of Oceana
in a rhetorical fashion leaving his remarks essentially
empty words to blindly follow. In fact, he set up in
painful details the manner to achieve this much-needed
balance of government. First, the land must be
redistributed to the people 1in an agrarian reform act, and
secret ballots taken - with each vote. Harrington writes:

“An equal commonwealth is a government
established upon an equal Agrarian, arising into
the superstructures or three orders... through

the sutfrage of the people given by the
ballot. -

With the land being cwned by one, ycu have a monarchy.
When a few hold the land, then they are nobility but when

all people hold the land then you have a commonwealth.

“An ‘equal Agrarian' he defined as a 'perpetual
law establishing and preserving the balance of
dominion, by such a distribution, that no one man
or number of men within the compass of the few or
aristocracy, can come to over come the whole
people by their possessions in land.’” -

"~ Downs. Ibid. P.64.

"Fink. Ibid. P. 71.

~'Blitzer. The Political Writings of James Harrington Ibid.
B. 72.

- Fink. Ibid. P. 64.
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As this law would limit the amount of ownership to
revenues of 2000 pounds per year Harrington only envisioned
it being held by as little as 5000 people-- owing to the
somewhat bizarre claim that the lands of England having
only some 10 million pounds in revenue per year. -~ What had
begun with Henry VII, Harrington proposed to finish. With
each generation, the father would divide his land to his
sons such that each has a maximum of 2000 pounds per years
in income. "~ Spreading out the land ownership would thus
enfranchise more people and in time, the many would have
land of their own. As with each division, instead of giving
1t to Jjust one son, all of them would inherit. This would
stop the medieval practice of passing the land on to only
one person and look back to an older custom of fairly
dividing land among all sons."" Interestingly enough

Harrington was enlightened enough to allow daughters to

- Ibid. P.72.

""N.B. Harrington 1is not talking economics nor does he seem
to nave a grasp of the issue beyond his rather simplistic
notion of total revenue.

-“Smith. Ibid. P. 30.

~‘Both are in fact medieval customs. However, the division
to all sons is the older of the two. The modern custom was
to give 1t only to one son and leave the rest to other
duties such as the Church or Professionalism. The
profession would of course change from military to law and

medicine over time.
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inherit up tc 1000 pounds of land revenue.° This custom
goes back to the divisions of land in the early medieval
period of European history and thus sparking Pocock on his
early lines of enquiry. This theory, the agrarian reform,
in later years, would seem to be a fit to that of a Marxist
ideology. While there are some compelling reasons to hold,
such as the means of production are the inherent means of
power, there are ample reasons not to hold that Harrington
was a2 pre Marxists theorist. Harrington’s ideas were meant
not to shiit the means of production unto the people as his
goal, for that was not what he proposed. The shifting of
the means of production was so that there would be a
baiance of power of the people to the nobility and %o the
king. It was not the fading cry of a dying breed to halt
their tall of the gentry. In fact, Harrington’s
contemporary critic, Lesley, " declares his work to be a

betrayal of the class from which Harrington comes.

Harrington’ stated goal would be to create a stable
balance of the people to the nobles and King. It was not to

shift the means of production through land redistribution.

"~"Cne would expect this as he had such an excellent
relationship with his sisters. They would be the one’s rto
free him when he was imprisoned later on in life.
-~"Downs. Ibid. P. 40.
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The basic notions of Marxist dogma, is that the industrial
revolution and capitalism having not yvet been envisioned in
Harrington’s time or even seen to have existed at his time.
However, 1n the very near future the basis for such ideas
would become reality. Harrington 1is not predicting the
future here. - All toc frequently the commentators of
farrington attempt tc make him do just that by importing
their own :deas into Harrington, e.g. What Macpherson has
done 1s tc 1mport his own ideas, of his time and impose
them onto Harrington. Something that happens with all too
frequency with Harrington’s modern commentators. This as we
have seen previously is mental jugglery."” Yet perhaps a

ause 1s needed to clarifv this 1ssue and shown more

'O

conclusively that there 1is a difference in using Kant to
expand what Harrington said, and what Macpherson has done,
to 1mpose his 1deas. The two methods are distinct and
different. Harrington does use the terminology of commerce
in the economic character of balance."-° Macpherson
ldentifies this as the relationship where men are reduced

to market commodities such that they may be held in

-~ Ibid. P. 109.
I refer to the above quote in the last Chapter.
" Downs. Ikbkid. P. 94.
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balance."’" Yet is Harrington doing so, reducing men to
market commodities? The question cannot be answered. It is
in the realm of speculation as a historical what 1if.
Excepting in the answer can only be seen as negative for
Harrington did not do so in his writings. The question thus
becomes can we dismiss Macpherson’s case as an imposition
upon the thoughts of James Harrington, without so damaging
our own case as presented 1in chapter 2? Is not the
difference 1in using Kant, 1n our case, and Macpherson’s
using Marx, not simply a difference of word choice? One
author, Kant, 1s being used over another author, Marx. The
difference rest’'s upon more than mere words. Macpherson has
used ideas that are not present in the thinking of James
Harrington, namely Marxist ideology. There was no call of
proietariats to lose their chains but the gradual increase
in property ownership as each generation passed on its own
lands through inheritance. Pocock’s summation of

Macpherson's argument in the following way:

“"When he (Wren) suggested that the many in
Harrington’s republic might use their power to
seize and redistribute the land of the few,
Harrington replied that they would never do so
because it would be to rob themselves of the
fruicts of their industry. By ‘industry’

" Macpherson. Ibid. P. 162.
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Harrington seems to have meant the ability to
maximize the yield of one’s land or of one’s
labour and so to hope to purchase more land and
the portrait 1is drawn of a cottager working for
hire who makes more in his yearly wages than he
could ever hope to have from his numerical share
in a general redistribution of the land. On these
passages there has been based an argument that
Harrington’s theory of ©property and so of
politics, entails the existence of a market both
in labour and in land. But Professor Macpherson,
the author of this interpretation would surely
have done better to look at Wren. Harrington’s
individuals may have indeed exchanged labour for
wages and money for land, but their capacity for
citizenship 1s not defined by their exchange
relationships but by their possession of property
which may, but need not, come to them through
exchange. It 1s not the cottager’s wages but his
plot which defines him as other than a
servant.” ="

POCOCk 1s surprisingly clear here in his summation of
Macpherson’s position. His refutation of Macpherson is
merely based on the texts that Harrington writes. Shewing
that Harrington was merely following the implications cf
virtue being in the land ownership and that the exchange
relationship was of secondary importance, at best, to
Harrington’s theory. Macpherson’s main thesis is that
reading the works of Hobbes, Locke, and Harrington can only
be made consistent if they possessed a bourgeois

consciousness. Which reason demands that we ask first if

~"Pocock, The Political Works of James Harrington. Ibid. P.
83.
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these works should be read as consistent rather than
reading them as separate theoretical works. For two members
agree Locke and Harrington but both then disagree with
Hobbes. Macpherson has again imposed, in this case a
coliectivist approach to these works, where the texts will
not support. No matter how careful the reasoning, we can
see that Macpherson has latched upon the weakest of
evidence to establish a political Marxist theory by using
the works of people like Harrington, out of context. Just
as we have seen above where Pocock’s distinction of a
historian, political theorist and political philosopher has
disassociated the words from the acts into a form of
literary «criticism, Macpherson is alsoc disassociating
Harrington from his own words in ways that are not
supported by the texts. Knowing the chronclogical facts,
i.e. the dates that each author published, Harrington
before Marx and Marx before Macpherson, we can see that
Macpherson is taking Marx’s back into Harrington. There was
no effort among these men to be consistent with each
other’s ideas. There was no evidence that they were in any
speaking of exchange labour in their works. In other words,
he 1is reading his own views into Harrington, by extracting

Harrington from his own works.
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In our case, we have used Harrington’s own words as
the basis of entrance to show what Kant is taking from
Harrington. Harrington spoke of travel and history. Kant
spoke of Aesthetic and history. Harrington spoke of
disinterest in the governing process, so to Kant in the
notion of a Jjudgement of Taste. Finally, Harrington’s
notion of dividing a pie is almost exactly the notion of
Rawls’ zero sum game. Rawlis 1is of course a neo Kantian.
This 1s reflective of Kant’s view of a disinterested
judgement of Taste. Macpherson’s case rests solely on the
use of economic terms and the notion that there is some
sort of exchange going on in society. It does not account
for the overtly historicail features ot Harrington
references back to land being the center of virtue that
Aristotle held. Suffice to say Macpherson has done exactly
what Kant explicitly warned against. In a form of mental
jugglery, Macpherson has imposed his Marxist ideology onto
Harrington as a means to explain his own position. It is
dismissive of the total work in the body of Harrington’s
thoughts for one aspect of the issue as Pocock showed.
Harrington is not suitable for any Marxist argument, pre-
Marxist argument, proto Marxist ideas or any type of

Marxist 1nterpretation. His ideas cannot be incorporated
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into that dogma prior to it even having been thought of, or
the necessary components of economics coming into

existence.

Merely mentioning the existence of exchange value does

not establish a bourgeois thinker.

“Harrington had no concept of the Bourgeoisie as
a class, and his revolutionary class is a “King
people” of gentlemen, yeomen, Londoners and
freeholders.” -

However, thils does open up the question to other views
of Jjust where we may find the birth of this idea of
balance. While this seems a very important question for the
commentators, Michael Downs uses it <to open his own
examination of Harrington’s work. Each theory 1is very
compelling. The authors have done their utmost to establish
thelr case, more so than the brief treatment here entails.
Yet each has failed in their own way, not by want of skill,
or lack of research but because in the end this issue of
where Harrington found his notion of balance, is realily not
all that important tc help us understand Harrington and
Harrington himself, has already answered it. First, we will

establish briefly, what the commentator arguments are then
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why they are less than compelling. Then, we shall explain
that the correct answer itself, from Harrington, shows that

the question 1s not very interesting or important.

First, we may begin with the idea of H. R. Trevor-
Roper whe, while writing in opposition to Tawney "', held
that this was a metaphysical construct like in some way a
form of a social contract. Tawney having claimed that the
shift of power from nobles to the rural gentry " through
incompetence and extravagance, more favorable climate for
renting lands, among other reasons-°" was where Harrington
had taken his concept of balance from. In fact, the idea
was presented 1n many other writings before Harrington, up
to and 1including Machiavelli, who had the same idea but
chose different words. ™~ Trevor-Roper directly opposed
Tawney finding instead that the power did not fall to the
rural gentry. They suffered from a decline as well.-® The
power went 1instead to the friends of those in power.

Instead of writing a new theory, Harrington was writing

“"Pocock The Varieties of British Political Thoughts, 1500-
1800. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993.) P.
le7.

---0p cit.

““‘Moore. Ibid. P. 52.

-““Tawney. Ibid. P. 18.

~*"Ibid. P. 17.

““Moore. Ibid.
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merely as an apologist for the failing order. The idea
could not have developed out of anything but an ideoclogy.-**
“"The desperate slogans of a doomed party 1n 1its last
convulsions.” "' Harrington was calling for a balance as his
‘group’ was losing their share and wanted to halt the
hemorrhage with a call to status quo. It was the call for a
social contract that would preserve their power as the
status quo. Harrington knew the work of Hobbes, the first
social contract theorist and could have used the notion of
a social contract directly. There was no need for
Harrington to create a new myth when the old ones and their
terminology would have suited this case equally well.
Instead, Harrington used the term ancient prudence,
differentiating it from the modern prudence of his present
governments and any failing group that these commentators
may claim he represented. Harrington could have used almost
anything he wanted for his terms but instead chose to arque
for his terms by showing a difference in what the ancients
had had, and what the modern governments had failed to
give. Harrington did not find the present form of

government to be based in the metaphysical format of a

""H. R. Trevor-Roper. The Gentry 1540-1640. (London:
Cambridge University Press. No Date.) P. 45.
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social contract, that 1is ideological assertion, but he
looked to history to find what had worked in the past and
why they had succeeded and failed. During his research, he
discovered that there was a difference in the thinking of
the ancients and his modern form of government. As such, he
arqgues for this difference, to show in his mind, what the
difference 1s. He could have at any time, removed such a
need to offer argument for his position by asserting that
his argument 1is based on a social contract of the people to
the government and the present government had broken faith
with it or simply offered an appeal to the writings of
Hobbes. He did not for he wanted to show his ideas were
empirical and based on world history and he attacked
Hobbes’ 1ideas at the same time. In fact, his magnum opus 1is
filled with such details to illustrate the need for his
arguments. To hold true with Trevor-Roper is to break with
Harrington’s own design as shown by his writings. In other
words, we may break with what Harrington had written or go
along with him. Which would be the truer form of
Harrington’s thoughts? In so doing, Harrington made a great
effort tec remove himself from a position of ideology to

that of a modern researcher or any class grouping of his

-“"Mcore. Ibid. P. 53.
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society 1instead searching for a new and viable alternative.
He cited his sources, from where he was taking his ideas,
to show that examples about that he was talking. We may
find fault with his version of history but it 1is not
because he failed to make the effort so that we know from
where he derived his theories upon what evidence. We may
find fault with his history because he made the effort to
show us where he took his information. We may not, however,
break faith with him and still claim to speak with his
voice. Thus, we are not dealing with an ideology or some
apology for any specific group, when we are reading
Harrington. These claims are merely assertions offered by
Trevor-Roper and Tawney. Harrington 1is a thinker who 1is
offering arguments for his thoughts of ancient prudence,
showing from where he draws his conclusions. As such,

Trevor Roper is not credible on this issue, in his theory.

Pocock takes a different track®- to show that

Harrington came by his ideas from the medieval period.-*- “A

"*'It should be noted that Pocock’s opinion has evolved over
time and that he has moved Harrington from being
specifically focused on the medieval period in his Ancient
Constitutions, to the Machiavellian Moment of his later
works. However, as with each later work Pocock constantly
refers back to 1it, we cannot help assume that he still
holds with this position even if over time it has grown
more sophisticated.
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Machiavellian meditation upon feudalism.”*** That in fact
the notion of balance of property comes from the
obligations that nobles, peasants and Kings had to one
another. The land being the most obvious sign of this
relationship. For a man is given land only in so far that
they may produce men of war to aid in their feudal lord’s
quest or call to arms. Thus with the removal of the oath,
for property from Henry VII’s laws, the system was out of
balance. Thus new paths to form an “oath” or a bond of
loyalty or civic virtue must be formed. Harrington in
Pocock’s mind 1s doing so by the notion of balance. We may
trace thils concept however not to Harrington but the neo-
Harrington’s. Men like Neville, who followed Harrington’s
ideas on power and property but held that this change 1in
the balance of property came from an earlier idea of
“Gothic liberty and balance”.-*’ This had been corrupted
with the modern advancements such as gunpowder, printing

and the revival of learning. Andrew Fletcher of Saltoun-*

““'Pocock. The Ancient Constitution and Feudal Law. Ibid.
124 - 147,

“""Pocock, The Varieties of British Political Thoughts.
Ibid. P. l67.

—“Moore. Ibid. P. 65.

~*iIbid.




wrote **, that by these modern advance’s nobles had forgone
the bounds with their retainers since they were no longer
needed. " This break from the medieval period had caused
the problems of modern prudence. Yet a return to ancient
prudence would cure society c¢f this modernity's illness.
Such examples of “Neo-Harringtonianism”, a term coined
Pocock ", influenced his thinking greatly. Acknowledgement
must be made that Pocock 1is certainly the better writer,
has greater experience and is smarter than we are.*" As we
have already seen 1in our previous discussions, Pocock’s
error 1is two fold. First, we have no evidence that
Harrington’s history was very complete as to offer such a
complex reasoning of the oath of nobles to one another.
More specifically, we have nc real evidence that Harrington
had studied the medieval period to find balance. In fact,
i1t 1s only with such examples as Neville and Fletcher do we
see such a connection made in the first place. Harrington’s
references were to Rome, Athens, Sparta, and the Turks, the

Jewish states of the Bible and on and on. He did not

-**Andrew Fletcher, A Discourse Concerning Militias and
Standing Armies, with Relation to the Past and Present
Governments of Europe and England in Particular.

Moore Ibid.
“*"Moore. Ibid. P. 66.
~'Ibid. P. 65.
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specialize in any one area but took his examples where he
could find them. His understanding of the Venetian
constitution was flawed based on a work of disputed
historical value. What is worse for Pocock’s case is that
when Harrington did refer to things of the Middle Ages, as
1n post-Rome was always examples what not to do, that of
medern prudence. Which are flawed theories of government
that had caused the collapse of Harrington’s own times for
1ts lack of balance. To hold with Pocock is to overcome
these overwhelming obstacles of thought. A feat of high
jumping that is of Olympic proportion. Therefore, Pocock’s
theory concerning the origin of Harrington’s ‘Balance’
being medieval is based not on Harrington’s views but that
cf his followers 1like Neville and Fletcher. For which
Harrington bears no responsibility. No amount of evidence,
no matter how convincing will allow us to read a writer’s
mind. We may know someone’s philosophy by the implications
of what they write. In Harrington’s case, we use Kant. We
may even know their ideology, in Harrington’s case it is
pro republican. Yet we cannot reverse this to say their
mindset 1is of an ideology, or that it was medieval. The

Weltanschauung of a person is revealed as but one single

“""Well two out of three is not bad... 7
6



point when we read their words or works. No amount of
evidence will grant us certainty to what was in the mind of
the author. Therefore, to try to take us back into the mind

of the writer is wrong. To import into that mind, the works

e 8}

of later authors is equally incorrect.

The last theory as to the origin of ‘balance’ in
Harrington 1s the closest to the facts that we have yet to
see from his commentators. It 1s divisible by two
commentators, the tragic Felix Raab '’ and the great Charles
Blitzer. Raab found that within the life of Harrington
there 1s much that can be used to draw out a notion of
balance. From his life history, we know that the Harrington
family was of the nobility class, we need only refer to
Blitzer to see the long list of royal connections that the
Harrington family had. In the end, Raab decided that there
were ample experiences to justify his notion of balance.
“In short, the balance was an ex post facto development, a
practical discovery by a practical man.”-"- Blitzer being

more specific in his similar claims draws this back to

“*'Raab died shortly after finishing his work on his PhD
thesis, which was published posthumously. A tragic story
for any student completing their degree.
““'Downs. Ibid. P. 37.
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William Harvey's discovery of blood circulation > to serve
as his own model of a government. All of these theories are
compelling and well thought out. The last two of Raab and
Blitzer being the most compelling, yet all fail. All of
them are shaved away with Occams Razor for they add more
than 1is needed to explain the issue by bringing in unneeded
theories form theorists post Harrington. As well, these
theorles are breaking faith with Harrington’s own purpose
as seen by his own writings, in other words they contradict
what Harrington had written. Harrington was writing his
treatise to convince a rational person by means of reasons.
His goal was not to self actualize his own life history.
This 1is not an autobiography. However, by this fallacious
line of reason we may thus ascribe tec Raab, the question of
what in his life gave his rise to research Machiavelli.
Does Pocock have a strange fascination with the medieval
period that 1is not expressed by him? Is Trevor Roper
secretly afraid that his writings are mere ideclogies? Is
Blitzer afraid that he may stroke out for poor circulation?
Each question is rude in the first place and unworthy of

academic research *-. Yet each has done the same crime to

“Op cit.
-*-Ad Hominem circumstantial
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Harrington’s writings. In their effort to understand him,
they have tried to cross the barrier to the other side of
reason. To dwell 1into his psychology or mindset as he wrote
his work, where there is no possibility of procof for his
mindset except what he has written. A mere feat of mental
jugglery as we have already seen with Macpherson. Each has
cffered to us an explanation that is void with but cne
simple question made to James Harrington himself.
Harrington is dead and as such unable to answer the
questions put to his corpse. We may not offer into evidence
the channeled spirits of the dead. So why should we in any
way attempt to ferret out from where did Harrington get his
1deas. To do so 1s the same thing Macpherson has done, to
import reasons from our time into the work of Harrington to
force 1t answer our question. We may torture his work to
confess to anything. Yet this breaks faith with Harrington
and his work. He said what he had to say. He had
opportunity to add, remove, correct or change anything that
he did not want to say, or what he thought may have been
unclear. That is all we have and that is all we need to
understand him. Blitzer and Raab said to look at his life
to see where the idea came from; they are the closest to

the truth. If this question does need to be answered and it
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does not, it need only be found that Harrington’s notion of
balance came from his own research and of his own
understanding of the world. It came from his personal quest
to understand gcvernment, from history and from his
travels. We know this to be true as he showed us his
method, which people like Blitzer admit to not
understanding. We can see where he got his information
because 1t 1s painfully there to read. Page after page of
historical 1information offered up to show us that he has
done the research into the past, and further more has done
the thinking on the issue to show us where in history his
ideas develioped. He acknowledged where his inspiration was
from, the authors, and ancient governments. To then demand
of him to tell us where his inspiration is from after his
own acknowledgement of where he was inspired 1s to
postuiate that either he 1is mistaken or lying. Both of
which are fallacies. Must we badger this witness with
guestions already asked and answered? For in the end, the
answer 1s not important. Where Harrington found balance 1is
irrelevant. What 1s important is that he found it.
Harrington’s solution of balance was that it was easier to
change the form of government than it would be to restore

the land ownership into the hands of the nobility and the
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king.-”* The form of government Harrington wanted England to
take was that of a commonwealth. To be true to Harrington
and true tc ourselves, we must not then attempt to impose
upon him what we think 1s the origin of his ideas when he
gces to dgreat pains To express his own thinking and the
places he found his sources of ancient prudence. He
traveled and he read 1into history. That 1is where balance
Came rfrom. Exactly where Harrington said it came from. To
think otherwise 1is tc break faith with his work and his
person. The observers have the disadvantage of not being
able to peer across the distance 1into the mind of the
actor. For the actor has many things that may be the cause
of their action. We have listed three such items,
Ideologies, philosophies and Weltanschauung, yet none of
them 1s ever known by the observer except if the actor
tells us in some way. In this case, we only have his work.
To then try to read in to it more than it says, to cross
the barrier 1nto the mind of said writer is to go beyond
that which can be supported facts on hand. The observer can
oniy know a small fraction of the life, history, feelings
and wants or desires of an actor, barely a fraction of the

totality of being. Therefore, to take from the work and
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work backwards into the mind of an actor is to journey

beyond the Pale.

We may turn to social psychology to understand why
this happens. It is called an actor-observer Bias, the
tendency to attribute actions to the situatien or to
attribute the same action to personality dispositicns.- ="
Just as we did when cast aspiration upon the character of
the commentaries above by asking impolite questions. The
first group of commentators attributed Harrington’s ideas
to his situation, where he was, 1i.e. his knowledge of
history or of his class. The latter two attributed it to
his personality, what in his life affected him such that he
found this 1dea. Now while the ideas expressed by these
commentators are certainly compelling to read, do we have
any possible means to prove their theories. Can we in any
way hope to offer real proof of a scientific nature? Can we
evenn say that they have offered a view that 1is not
psychological in nature? The answer is no to both
questions. All attempt to “get in the head” of Harrington
to ferret out what he was thinking when he discovered
balance have been shown to be incorrect. This as we have

seen 1s a classic error of which teleology means to oppose.
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We may never be able to show what Harrington was thinking,
what caused him to think of balance or even what external
influences affected his ideas. What we can offer to the
reader 1s his work. In black and white, allow the reader
the chance to read those same ©pages and draw the

conclusions from them, not from the application of personal

actor-observer bias.

An Open System

Thus far, we have spoken of the agrarian reform,
balance and the needed checks and balance, all that remains
to be seen c¢f Harrington is where tolerance fits in. As a
part of his faith in the virtue of the people, Harrington
must hold with the <tolerance of c¢ther with differing
opinions. Thus, we shall proceed in the following manner to
reach a theory of tolerance from Harrington. We shall begin
with his astonishing btreak from the past of modern prudence
from king to commonwealth that necessarily 1implies a
tolerance. Yet of more importance, the underlying theory is

that cof an open system, the commonwealth.

-“’Aronson. Ibid. P. 168
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Harrington follows Machiavelli in many ways-">. Such as
Machiaveili claims that, we should not put trust in
Princes, whereas Harrington would hecld that nowhere in the
bible does 1t say tc have faith in them. As we have seen
Macniavelll had no faith in people either. Harrington did.
He saw that they too might have virtue. By the Agrarian
iaw, expanding ownership of the land, the people would soon
all be part owners of the land and inherit the virtue that
Aristotle spoke of so long ago. In any number greater than
5000 people owning land, the commonwealth could not be
unpalanced. So the greater the number of people, the more
surety of balance in his system. Why would this be so? As
there are more people competing for their own desires,
wants and needs, they will naturally be forced to work with
each other and compromise for the whole so that they may
receive some of their goals. Hence, the reason for a secret
ballot and the bicameral legislature is te allow this
socilalization to occur. It avoids the tragedy of Athens and
a mcb voting for war that was in the end un-winnable. As
the votes are cast in secret, you can never be sure who

will vote for or against an issue. In the political deal

~““Pccock. Machiavellian Moment. Ibid.
Raab. The English Face of Machiavelli. Ibid.
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making, you would not know who was on your side where it
counts, the ballot box. You can either trust them as men of
good faith and virtue or not. As you would soon know who
was of good faith, by their actions would it be revealed.
There would be a greater tendency to trust good men and
remove the bad ones from office. As there would be over 200
hundred mer from all over the country, would it be possible
to know rthem alli? If we add in that the office holders were
switched every three vyears, there would be a constant
stream of new people to 3judge good or bad. (This can be
seen as 2a more coherent version of Cicero’s New Man
bringing in new virtue.) Yet there would be a need to offer
trust in them from the first moment they arrived to get
legislation passed. This would create tclerance to the new
people until they showed themselves for who they are. In
the rule of one, there is no need for tolerance, as there
is cnly one vote that counts, that of the king. In the rule
of the few, they are mostly a cohesive group of people with
similar concerns and wants. The tolerance would be there in
a minor way. Yet when faced with new people every year, the
need to work along side of them would demand the fostering
Oof trust and tolerance of the different views as they

arrive and emerge. This process, in Harrington’s time was
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not fully understood as it was not backed up by social
research but it has all the elements already established in
the title, commonwealth. The issue of a commonwealth rest
with the understanding that a commonwealth refers to the
people. The people, the many, would have to be open to
return a new man to the legislature every few years. Each
would serve a term of 3 years and not be allowed back into
their seats for one year afterwards to avoid a cult of
personalities but also to keep the system as open as
possible for as many people as possible. Just as the order
tc march given to an army cannot be expected to have every
man move forward at once, but to wait in orderly succession
to move forward. So to would the systematic rotation of

seat holder enforce the openness of the system. Yet what is

an open system of which we speak?

Social researchers Katz and Kahn " have found there
are eight characteristics of an open system. We may
contrast this with a closed system such as Plato’s never
changing forms. In his state, once established it would
last forever 1in a never changing pattern. Aristotle

established three forms of government that were also not

""D.  Katz, R. L. Kahn. The Social Psychology of
Organizations. (New York: Wiley, 1966.) P. 14-29
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changeable. It 1is only with the creation of a mixed
government do we see some movement of the people with
Cicero’s "“New Man”. Yet as we have seen, it was not a
system open to the widest possible franchise, just a select
few. Harrington’s system is so wide open, in that, the land
wcuid be passed onto more hands with each generation and
that those entrusted with the seats of govermnment would be
changed frequently, every three years. It can only be
described to be an “cpen system”. By looking at the eight
Characteristics that Social Research uses to describe an
open system we shall see that Harrington had instinctively

set up such a system with scientific validity.

1) Such a system Imports energy from 1ts envircnment.
In Harrington’s case, with the openness of elections to
all, new people would constantly be added to the franchise
of voters and those who would serve in the Parliament. 2)
Open systems 1import energy from thelr envircnment. By the
constant renewal, yearly of new people into the
legislature, we have a new person with a new set of dynamic
ldeas and energy to constantly bring in new ideas and fresh
visions with them. 3) Open systems export their produce to
the environment. In this case, as the legislature will

constantly be sending out new laws each year to the people
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with fresh perspectives, as there will be new people with
new ideas to produce this legislation. With each new law
1ssued, new people will react to the legislation and want
to eilther change it or produce more changes of a similar
nature. If the system stops precducing, it dies. In the
historical events of Harrington’s life, the Rump Parliament
had stopped exporting things outside of itself. We need
only call to mind what Cromwell said as he ordered them

out.

“You have sat too long here for any good you have
been doing. Depart I say, and let us be done with
you. In the name of G*d, go!”

Surely, the lack of exporting is a sign of a system
not 1in balance. 4) The patterned activities of an open
system’s energy exchange are cyclical. In the renewal of
the seats every year, 1/3 of the people are removed from
the Legislature and filled by new people. The system of
nobles and Kings had no cycle except waiting for the death
cf the titleholder. Hardly a cycle of measurable quantity.
The writings of Polybius are filled with his view on the
cycle of government switch hands from the one, the few and
the many. If these were the only facter involved in an open
system, we may simply dismiss this as unneeded. Yet when

taken with 5, the cycle nature becomes not a negative but a
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acting on

these forces
5) Open

positive factor, harnessing
government to the advantage of political stability.
systems survive by importing more energy then consume. What
cycles of

with the mention of Polybius’
a force of the

entropy,

we have seen in 4,
government, 1t is a facter of
things to destruction. People grow old
In this case, a
three

To send alil
be replaced by new people.
every

universe
1ts members

and die only to
i1s forced tc cycle
years whether or not they have finished what they wanted to

legislature
In other words, a member may have more energy and plans

do.
With more

uses.

than could possibly be filled in three years. Yet they must
This allows the system of
it

leave at the end of their term.
then
having

legislation.

government to 1mport more energy
people that are new, there for a limited time,
agendas that could not possibly pe enacted into
This allows the system to avoid the ruin of
as happened with the closed system of the King,
as they could

entropy,
Entropy caught up with them,

Rome and Athens.
not produce more energy to survive than the forces that
were destroying them could remove. They succumbed to the
Harrington’s plan would forestall this
be corrected by

nature.
systems can

orces of
6) Open
While such things as negative feedback
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from happening.
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can be seen as open revolt, we need not have this present
in Harrington’s system. In the case of King Charles, the
feedback could not reach him. He had not the ability or
energy to answer to the demands of his parliament. They
rebelled and put him to death. In Harrington’s case, we
nave negative rfeedback in the elections each year. The new
members are more familiar with the wants, needs and demands
0f the people who elected them. More so than the people
elected who may have 1lost touch with their electorate.
tWhile this may seem extreme in only two years, it 1is
possible to see 1t happen.) As well, with the constant
pressure of new people, the Legislature not only accepts
the negative feedback of the people, but also are forced to
accept such feedback with tolerance as they have need of
those votes to pass any legislation. For one third of the
votes are a large minority of people to whom they must
appease anew each year. The constant renewal allows dissent
to be heard from the people in who they are willing to
elect. Charles had no such system available to him to allow
for dissent. It was treason to do so. There was no concept
cf loyal oppositicn. So the people were forced into the
only option they had available to hang separately for their

dissent or hang together to remove the king. Harrington’s
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system being an open one, allows said dissent to be
incorporated each year with each new crop of legislators.
While the issues of the moment may not be fully dealt with
each year, that there is such mcvement to address them will
dispel from the people’s mind such a need for extreme
action as rebellion. 7) Open systems can attain a steady
state through dynamic equilibrium. Just as the body works
L0 regulate 1ts own temperature, SO too must a body politic
take 1ts own temperature tc arrange itself to achieve
balance. With the new energy coming in to allow for
feedback, the system is adjusted to fix what is not working
in the society. Charles did not have such a means to take
the temperature of the body politic. As such, it overheated
into rebellion. The term steady state 1s nothing more than
the need for the system to have balance. Something that
Harrington was in fact calling for, as we have seen. §)
Expanding open systems differentiate further components
with 1lncreasingly specialized functions. This point 1is the
hardest to see presently. For it calls on us to see what
would happen to Harrington’s system if it were to be
expanded. This 1s beyond the realm of time for James
Harrington. We must pass on to his future into the world

betwixt him and ourselves tc see if such occurred. Thus,
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let us press on into the next chapter to see what his

system resulted in.

Thus far, we have seen Harrington saw that the laws of
King Henry VII passed contained the destruction of his own
power held in check with the limited ownership of the land.
By the time of King Charles, the result was in the crown’s
own destruction. The notion of land is where the power is
for money may leave a country with ease, but land cannot
unless invaded. In which case the more people who own land
the more likely it is that they will defend it. The land is
where the virtue is. Looking back to Aristotle’s position,
reflection into the soul for virtue come with land and the
time needed to improve the soul to perfection. To achieve
balance, the people, at least 5000 of them, must share the
land. This will then check the power any few or one from
taking over the system. As well, those who are allowed to
hold power must do so for a limited term and cast votes by
secret ballots. The Legislature will be bicameral, where
the Senate will debate the issue but the House will then
vote on it. This will force the people to be both
disinterested and foster tolerance towards others. We have
seen that where Harrington found such an idea of balance is

of no importance to understanding his work, unlike other
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commentator’s claims to the contrary. Finally, we have seen
that Harrington had stumbled onto the very modern idea of
an open system allowing his system to be stable and renew
itself. Thus, we now turn to the completion of this idea in
the systems of government that were created in his model,
namely the United States of America and Great Britain and

beyond.
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Chapter Four: The Result

We may now ask what happened after James Harrington’s
publication of his theories? His life after the publicaticn
of his work saw the restoration of a king with the death of
Cromwell, his imprisonment and eventual madness. His last

work being the stuff lunatics write. The Mechanics of

Nature was Harrington’s attempt to prove to his doctors
that what delusions he was seeing were in fact real.
Whether further investigation into this work will uncover
anything of value is highly doubtful.-® He died, was buried
and so ends the lesson? Not at all. For in the writings of
this one man, still read today by the very few, sparked an
idea whose time would come shortly after his death. John
Locke, a political theorist and philosopher took in hand

the theories of Harrington-™® (and others), to construct a

" It has been attempted to link this work with cther
mystical cults of the time. However, this has been less
than compelling and not a little weird.

“**While we have nc direct evidence of Locke reading
Harrington’s work directly such as presented in the case of
Kant, we may infer that the popularity of Harrington’s
ideas was not diminished over this period. Other works that
popularized his ideas, namely Henry Neville’s Plato
Redivivus, (1egl) show a continuing fascination with
Harringten. Locke would surely have been exposed in some
way to them, even if he did not know them by name.

194



work of theory that would form the call to revolution in
his own time*’, the Glorious Revolution and the American
Revolution "'. Many of their respective commentators amply
demonstrate the connection of Harrington to Locke. Suffice
to say they held true to the idea of Commonwealth. Locke
feing the philosopher surpassed Harrington the theorist. We
need not then offer into evidence the connection of Locke
to either revolution as others have done so, " but we shall
do so for it helps to further our understanding of the
lssue. For our purpose here is to show that Harrington’s
system was 1in fact an open system. Our purpose is to show
point 8) Expanding open systems differentiate further
components with 1ncreasingly specialized functions. The
purpose of so doing is twofold. First, we shall show that
Harrington had overcome the pitfalls of his predecessors in

the creation of a lasting system. Secondly, that his system

~°" Peter Laslett first made the case for this in Part III
of his Introduction to John Locke’s Second Treaties on
Government. 1956. Prior to this, it was thought that Locke
was an apologist for the revolution.
"" Please consult:

Smith. Ibid.

S. B. Liljegren, James Harrington’s Oceana. (Lund and
Heidelberg, 1924)
"*For a cursory examination of any of the primary sources
would show that they found Locke to be highly valuable.
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is with us today in our present form of government in an
increasingly more specialized form. To do so, we must first
establish that the United Kingdom and the United States
both have a similar origin in their government and that
this government 1is based on the model set up by Harrington
though with increased specialization, as predicated by an
cpen system. The link between these two great countries
will be found in their own founding documents. We shall
lcok at the United States constitution to show that it can
be seen as an extension of the works of Harrington. We use
the USA as our backdrop of examples only because it has a
written constitution whereas the UK does not. We are forced
to look at only a piece of their unwritten constitution,
the Bill of Rights 1689. These documents will help to show
our case 1s true. It will easier for a reader to find the
sum total of the American government’s charter for it is
one document. Our final act must then be to justify the
value of an open system to that of a closed system. As we
have shown above in the last chapter, it is more beneficial
for such a system on describing its model, yet does that

same view hold on philosophical grounds? In order to show

Bernard Bailyn. The Ideological Origins of the American
Revolution. (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1967.) P.
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its philosophical value, we must show that it has practical
value. In other words, we must show that over time these
ideas of Harrington have progressed to encompass the whole
of the world. We shall look at the UN Declaration cof Human
rights to see the footprints of time upon it. The evidence
that follows is not definite. It is contingent. It would be
impossible tc prove that Harrington and only Harrington as
being the sole source of these ideas. However, as we move
forward 1n time, we see that Harrington’s ideas are cited
more often as their source. Thus, our certainty gains with
each of the three examples. Thus acknowledging that
Harrington may not be the only source for each of these
examples, however it is sufficient for the case that we may

see his shadow in their actions.

The Glorious Revolution

In November 1688, William of Orange (1650-1702)
stadnolder (Governor) of the Netherlands set foot upon the
English shore. He did not know what was to await him. Would

ne fight for life and limb or would he be welcome with open

27.
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arms? History tells us he was welcomed by a group of men
who were delegated by Parliament to offer on to him and his
descendants the throne of England, as they were
dissatisfied with the rulership of James II, his father in
law. If he was willing to agree to their terms for a more
just rulership, 1i.e. Protestant rules, unlike the Catholic
rule of James II, and a bill of rights. This document, the
Bill of Rights 1€89, of ™“true, ancient and indubitable
rights and liberties of the people” would become, with the
Magna Carta one of the founding documents of the English
people’s civil rights and part of their unwritten
constitution. William was crowned king with his wife Mary
as Queen 1in February 1689. The Bill of Rights 1689 began

with a very simple vet powerful statement:
“"Whereas the Lords Spiritual and Temporal and
Commons assembled at Westminster, lawfully, fully

and freely representing all the estates of the
people of this realm,”

The people who passed this law do so lawfully. They
are not outlaws or acting 1n treasonous behavior. Their
action is on the behalf of all the people of the country
and 1s wundertaken freely and without hesitation. Every
group that has disposed of their king’s rulership in the
past have uttered such words. There is, in the first few
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words they write, not a call to men, or to the people but
to a respect of law. "“Assembled ... Lawfully” to show they
are not some beggars who took arms to better their own lot,
but because 0f their “respectful of the law” that these men
have been forced to take action. They are in fact referring
back to the same idea of rule of law of which Harrington
spoke. They were men out to better their position by
revolution but honorable men who could not stand for the
actions of their King. Harrington’s views had made an
impact already upon the society that they were doing so not
for themselves but for all people and the rule of law.
These words of Harrington had become ingrained in the words
of these people that a government was made of law not of
men was their first consideration. Furthermore who are
these men speaking on their behalf for? The King? The
nobles? No, they directly refer to “all” the people even
those who are not 1n agreement with their actions. For
“all” people, represents an inclusiveness for the realm
extended to everyone. They could have limited this to speak
on behalf of their supporters or only the non-Catholics,
which they will take action against later on in this bill,
by limiting the throne to only non-Catholics. Yet here,

they Jjudged to allow that even a Catholic would be in
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favour of their actions with their use of “all.” They go

further into the spirit of Harrington with the following:

“"And thereupon the said Lords Spiritual and
Temporal and Commons, pursuant to their
respective letters and elections, being now
assembled 1in a full and free representative of
this nation, taking into their most serious
consideration the best means for attaining the
ends aforesaid, do in the first place (as their
ancestors in like case have usually done) for the
vindicating and asserting their ancient rights
and liberties declare:”

They refer back to their ancient rights, vyet Locke
woulid speak of a state of nature and a social contract, as
did Hobbes. Neither are mentioned. They are calling upon
the world to see that these men, these free men, ™ are
standing for thelr ancient rights, (their ancient prudence
perhaps?) by returning England from the rule of a single
ran, King James, the rule of one, to the rule of laws, the
house of Parliament, the rule of the many.

In other areas these men would, follow Locke for his

Second Treaties on Government, we now know 1is not the

apology for but a call to the Glorious Revolution.-*® Yet

even Locke is echcing Harrington in many ways such as:

"The great end of men's entering into society
being the enjoyment of their properties in peace

"""This band of brothers...
““"Laslett. Ibid.



and safety, and the great instrument and means of
that being the laws established in the society,
the first and fundamental positive law of all
commonwealth is the establishment of the
legislative power."-"*

"The great end of men's entering into society being
the enjoyment of their properties in peace and safety, """
Property distribution being one of the major themes of
Harrington, that cthe many should own their own property.
This 1s to create balance of the many with the power of
government such that it would keep peace with the property
owners. “And the great instrument and means of that being
the laws established in the society,”"°* The rule of law and
not the rule of men was another theme of Harrington. This
way laws would be for justice and not for some other reason
such as person aggrandizement. Finally, “the first and
fundamental positive law of all commonwealth is the
establishment of the legislative power."® That law is the
supremacy of all things, first and fundamental part of a
government 1s to make laws so that the rule is of law, not

men. As well, we may see that a commonwealth is the form of

“““Locke. Political Writings. Ibid. P. 328.
~*Ibid.

““"Locke. Political Writings. Ibid.

" Ibid.
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iimited government of the people to preserve their property
through the creation of a place of legislative powers that
is based on law. This 1is of course directly related to
Harrington’s Agrarian Law in that the only way to produce a
legitimate government 1is to establish ownership of the
property to the people so that thev will ensure the
government remains legitimate to the people. Thus, before
proceeding, we need to understand what a legislature is for
Locke. What does Locke then hold to be the legislative

power?

"... The legislature of 'three' distinct persons'
- (1) a single hereditary person having the

constant, supreme, executive power (2) and
assembly cf hereditary nobles and (3) an assembly
of representatives chosen ... by the people." "

Which 1is certainly not, what Harrington would have as
a government, his being a staunch republican would forgo
the rule of any king. So Locke and the assembled pecple in
Westminster have taken from Harrington some of his ideas,
the rule of law over the rule of man, but not other parts.
The notion of ancient prudence to be the basis for those
laws and that property is of supreme importance for this to
occur. Yet have they broken faith with Harrington’s open

system of government in being a kingship? The key to keep
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in mind that this chapter is to show that Harrington’s
system was meant to be open and not a closed system, as
such open to changes that as the system grows, each
function becomes more specific. The king, William, signed
this act that took away the notion of a supreme monarchy.
It limited his powers from being all-powerful to being
subject to law, but more so to having tc answer to those
iaws as understood by ancient prudence enumerated as
rights. William was taking his peosition not by inheritance,
or force of arms, but by the will of the people. The king’'s
power was further curtailed by assigning him the role of
executive power. By so defining his area of power, they
removed his presence from all other areas of governmental
power. Whereas the word ‘King’ may be the problem with this
difference. If we recall to mind, Harrington was not above
dedicating his work to Oliver Cromwell as protector of the
realm. In fact, he wanted Cromwell to follow his ideas and
form Oceana. The role Cromwell was to play was not unlike
to what William had just agreed tc. The sole difference
here is the use of the title ‘King’. This, in the end, is
only the word. What Harrington had wanted was nearly

similar to this form of government even if the word he used

“““Weston. Ibid. P. 264-265.



was ditfferent. Harrington had wanted first that the people
elected, freely and without coercion, a House of Commons.
He also wanted a sort cf landed Nobility forming the Senate
and a dictator to rule over the place in times of problems
with executive powers. What role did William fulfiil but
that of a prctector who had to put down rebellions in both
Scotland and in Ireland so that the realm was protected? If
we remove the overly republican sentiment of Harrington as
to the titie of the person with executive powers, we have
seen that his 1ideas were put 1into practice in large part
with the two obvious exceptions of a king and the
discrimination against Catholics. Yet can we do anything
but expect that this entire whole Act would find favour
with Harrington? While we may never know this to any
certainty, vyet 1t does sound likely that this Glorious
Revolution had followed his design and had grown to become
different 1n parts more specialized. Keep in mind that
Henry Neville (1620-16394) wrote and published his work

Plato Redivivus, 1in 168l1. It was a reassertion of the

Harringten’s 1deas with some few differences. Yet the
essential ideas were freshly ©preserved and in the
marketplace of ideas with plenty of time to be incorporated

for the Glorious Revolution.
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Tea for Two
In rhe darkened streefs of Boston, hiding in an alley,

@ group orf men gathered. Wearing the buckskins of the

aberiginal “Savages”°" from along the frontier and putting
war paint on their faces to disguise their looks, they
brepare tO attack the wailting ship as 1t prepared to

unlcocaa. On 1o December 1773, these men would form a mob to
destrcy scme 342 chests of tea imported by the British East
india Company. lhe government in London had passed laws to
restrict the tea 1mportation in 1767 tc the colonies, by
placing dut:ies upon it and other goods. They had repealed
this law so that the Ekast lndia Company could import it to
the detriment of the local merchants. W:idely considered
l1llegal, these dutles were taxation without representation
by the Crown. With this cry on the lips of the mocb, they
stormed the ship. Thus, they began what 1s now called the

American Revolution.

Harrington was not opposed to the issue of colonies:

rh

or it would be toc “do her duty”-  Instead he describes

""'The reference refers tc The Declaration of Independence
where they are specifically referred to as such.
"~ "Fink. Ibid. P. 83.
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three ways in which a country could gc about colonizing.- -
They could “impose the yoke” - which refers to a military
cccupation. He warned against doing this. It would not
catch or hecld anything. "“1f for setting up liberty, vyou
impose the yoke, (it will surely destroy you.”- -
Harrington’s second and third method of equal and unequal
seagues OI association for colonies may or may not apply to
the 1ssue of America depending on the period used. If we
100k at earlier colonial governments, we can see there is a
case to be made of an equal league with the mother country.
fhat as agitation grew, this changed to a more unequal
league where the colony became more and more under the yoke
©f the powertful English military force. For the British
crown had forgotten Harrington’s warning that “I(f you
subdued a Nation that 1s capable of liberty, you shall make
them a present of it.”- * The main argument of the American
colonles being that there was 1 taxation without
representation, <) viclation oI the natural rights, 3)

Unjust crown 1ntrusions into their affairs and 4) the

“He is clearly taking this from the history of the
Athenlan League 1n ancient Greece. See:
Sealey. lbid.
“Fink. Ibid.
Fink. Ibid.
"Ibid. P. 85.
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removal ot their legislative ability. Reading the
Declaration of Independence [Adopted 1in Congress 4 July

i770] We find the following causes:

1) raxation without representation:

“For 1mposing taxes on us without our consent”

“He has refused to pass oOther laws fo
accommodation of large districts of pecople,
unless those people would relinquish the r: :
representaticn in the iegislature, a right
1nestimable to them and tformidable to tyrants
only.”

Tfhe 1link to Harrington’s ideas must surely rest with
the nature oOf property owhers, as 1n the Agrarian Law,
votlng tC secure the legislator for themselves (as many as
possible 1n numbers) and that only they can decide what
taxes, or proportion of theilr property they should hand
over tTo thelr government ror the spending upon governmental
artairs. To be then force to relinquish said ancient
prudence :is an affront tc their being and to their person,
as free people without their consent. The people who make
up the state must consent to the laws established by the
government or the laws will not be enfcrced. In this case,
with overwhelming military force to protect the British

ccionial officials and impose laws onto the people, their
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hey nhad put one racourse, To sit
on jurles tTO Qgive rindings oI not gullty IOr the so-catieq

‘Crimes’ they haa Dpeen accused or. 'ne crown Jguickly

resolved this problem Dy removing the jury system.

Z) Vioiation or the natural rignts:

"lnat whenever any IOrm oI government pecomes
destructive to tnese ends, 1t 1S the right or the
people TO alter or to apolish 1t, and to
1nstitute new government, taying 1tsS toundation
On suZh principles anda organizing 1TS powers 1n
such Iorm, as to them shall sSeem MOSt Llikely TO
errect tnelr sarety and happiness.”

"FOor depriving us 1n many cases, O! the benerits
Ol trial Ly jury”

Rererring tO the <Ccycle 0O change that causes a
government system tO alter Irom the ruie Or one, to a rew,
IC The many as 1T reacnes 1TS OWn end, tne people must take
into their nand tne responsibility oI Ccreating a new
system. in thls case, so that it 1s the most likely, to
produce happiness anda satety Ior all concerned. One or the
waysS & person may sO be qeprived 1s to call them criminals
and convict them for crimes, real or imaginary. ‘The notion
Of a jury 1s the safe guard of the people. A jury of rfellow
men 1s tThe protection of a single person from the
cverwhelming power of the state. In that, to be convicred,

all 12 members must agree of the charge as specified. We
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need only return to ancient Athens and the trial of
Socrates to see that this is very much an ancient prudence.
This allows for the possibility that the Jjury will not
convict someone who while guilty in the eyes of the law, is
innocent to the people, who ultimately are the makers of
iaws. Called ‘Jury Nullification’ today, the jury will not
convict a person who they think the government 1is
persecuting for reasons other than the crime they may or
may not have committed, even when the crime would normally
be considered against a just law. In the end, this is the
ultimate balance of government of laws. For in the eyes of
the law it may be seen as a crime, the people have within
their hands the power to disregard what the law claims to
pe just. For while the just system is fair in the general
sense, there 1s no such claim that it is always so fair in
the specific case. The king refused to grant trial by Jjury
when 1t became clear that the local American juries would
not convict fellow Americans for “crimes” that they saw as
being done in the best interests of the people, such as
acts to disrupt the Kings rules, like the Boston Tea Party
mentioned above. For the king to abolish the ancient
prudence cf trial by Jjury is to become destructive of the

very system of ancient prudence and the very nature of
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balance. The crown has thus far deprived the people of
their right to consent to laws and then moved to curtail
the balance of said laws with their jury nullification. All
of which 1is the unjust intrusion of the crown into areas
that they should not have ventured 1into by ancient
prudence. However, the system can be seen as balanced. The
King passes unjust laws. The people refuse to obey them.
The crown arrests them and the jury refuses to convict. It
only begins to break down when the crown deliberately keeps

trying to overcome the balance.

3) Unjust crown intrusions into their affairs:

“For taking away our charters, abolishing our
most valuable laws, and altering fundamentally
the forms of our governments: For suspending our
own legislatures and declaring themselves
invested with power to legislate for us in all
cases whatsocever.”

What then is a gcvernment if it is not the ability to
pass laws for the good of the people, by the people and of
the people? The crown was changing the way society was
ruled in America, imposing a yoke upon them and destroying
any balance of powers the people had, making them less men
and more slaves. The crown was destroying the very nature
of the relationship of balance to tip it towards the crown.

By taking onto himself the right to make law, the king had
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been attempting to establish a tyranny over the people who
would not be so treated. In order to be fair here, we must
look at the British view in that they were trving to
establish law and order and the colonial people were in
rebellion against them. The British Isle would benefit
eccnomically, to the exclusion of the American people
cannot be overlooked here. As well, that this group of men
in rebellion were not the majority but only a third of the
population’ . To protect the laws of the crown, steps were
taken to prevent the rebellious people from making a farce
of those laws. It is interesting to note that in Canada in
1848 when rioters destroyed the Parliament building in
Montreal, the government instead of —responding with
overwhelming force to destroy the mobs, offered tolerance
to them by allowing the civil authorirties to control and
contain the problem. This was a more tolerant and peaceful
solution. The result 1s seen in Canada today, as it is
seemingly a more tolerant nation. The British had no such
understanding and escalated the issue with each action and

counter actions, depriving more and more the fundamental

" "One third being in rebellion. One third being is support
of the crown. They would later flee to places such as
Canada. Finally the one third who were neutral. This last
group 1is where they lump in slaves and women.
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ancient prudence of free men. The final act is to remove
the right to control their own government with the removal
of legislatures made up of the people to who owned the

property.

4) The removal of their legislative ability.

“"He has refused his assent tc laws, the most
wholesome and necessary for the public good. He
has forbidden his governors to pass laws of
immediate and pressing importance, unless
suspended 1in their operation <till his assent
should be obtained; and when so suspended, he has
utterly neglected to attend to them. We has
called together legislative bodies at places
unusual, uncomfortable, and distant from the
depository of their public records, for the sole
purpose of fatiguing them intec compliance with
his measures. He has dissolved representative
houses repeatedly, for opposing with manly
firmness his 1invasions on <the rights of the
people. He has refused for a long time, after
such dissolution's, to cause others to be
elected; whereby the legislative powers,
incapable of annihilation, have returned tc the
people at large for their exercise; the state
remaining in the meantime exposed to all the
dangers of invasion from without, and convulsions
within.”

The power of the people rested in their ownership of
land to create and feed their armies. They thus protect
themselves by electing people to office to make
disinterested legislation for themselves on behalf of

themselves. These notions of Harrington could not be made
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clearer than here. The crown having deprived the people of
their right to govern themselves as free men was to impose
further taxation, the removal of some part of their
property without their consent or even their ability to

offer their consent in a legislature.

The conclusion reached by the members was that the
King was:”A prince, whose character is thus marked by every

act that may define a tyrant, is unfit to be the ruler of a

A

free people.” Clearly by far, despite Marxist rhetoric
based on the property issue, the main issue was the
deprival of ancient prudence from the people, for the
pecpie by the people. Americans were claiming that the King
had taken away their natural rights as Englishmen, as a
peopie to legislate their own destinies, laws and by what
part they would relinquish to the crown for such issue as
of the general good. Recall to mind that Harrington had
sald it was impossible to return tc a kingdom once the land
had been transferred from the ownership of the King or
Nobles to that of the people. In the USA, there was no such
thing as feudal landowners, or modern prudence, but simply
that of the independent yeomen working their own land for

their own benefirt. Therefore, there was even less

likelihood of such a transformation to occur in the first
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place in America that would in anyway return to a state
where the king owned all the land. That a revolution was
likely to occur 1in this case 1is very easy to see in
hindsight. Without their own ability to govern themselves,
taken away by the British, the members felt compelled to
take such a strong action, as a rebellion to restore onto
themselves their rights as a people. We may better
understand the thinking of the Americans by examining what
they produced as their result of this conflict, with their
constitution. In doing so, we shall see two things, 1) the
effect of Harrington upon this work. We need not claim that
he was the sole source of ideas for these many men for that
would be impossible to claim, we simply offer that there is
a clear indication that Harrington’s ideas can be found in
the American constitution. 2) We shall see that they have
produced a more specialized document, showing that
Harrington’s system was an open system subject to more and
increased specialization. The fact that, unlike the
British, there 1s a written constitution 1is already an
indicator that they have become more specialized. For from
the simple general principal present in the British Bill of
Rights 1689 they now have spelled out, codified what

exactly is the power of the executive, or President. They
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have also removed the King from this government that makes
it even closer to resembling Harrington’s Oceana.

Constitution for the United States of America

“"We the People cf the United States, in Order to
form a more perfect Unicn, establish Justice,
insure domestic Tranquility, provide for the
cocmmon defense, promote the general Welfare, and
secure the Blessings of Liberty to ourselves and
our Posterity, do ordain and establish this
Censtitution for the United States of America.”

In perhaps the most poetic words of pclitical rhetoric
ever uttered, began the American Constitution. Re-
establishing for themselves their own government, by the
people, themselves. Note the utterance of “a more perfect
union” 1s a referent to there being a first constitution
that had proven to be unworkable in the intern' ° from the
revolution to their secret meetings, hidden in the
backwoods to avoid charges of sedition. In doing so, they
sparked another revolution, only this time they did not use
shot and powder but words and arguments. For our purposes,

let us see how they envisioned such a more perfect union

" “America has had two constitutions. First, one was from
1776-1789 and the second cne that is currently in force.
The first based on the work of Thomas Paine was very
decentralized, a union in name only. The President was a
weak figurehead with almost nc power. State governors were
more powerful. This lead to state verse's state conflict
that divided the union. Thus, the Founding Father had to

o
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and if it 1n some way resembles that of Harrington’s

vision.

“Article. I. Section. 1. All legislative Powers
herein granted shall be vested in a Congress of
the United States, which shall consist of a
Senate and House c¢f Representatives.”

“Article. I. Section. 3. No Person shall be a
Senator who shall not have attained to the Age of
thirty Years ...”

Harrington held to a bicameral house of legislation as
well. With an age restriction on to who may become a member
cf the voting class. He had, as well, rules to establish a
form of landed nobility based on wisdom (as well as
property ownership). Each House had specific duties to
which they alone had the privilege to enact. Such as, money
pililis must be first introduced in the House of
Representatives.” The Senate along will vote on Foreign
Treaties or to declaring war thereby giving the President
their advice and consent.”  They also had overlapping
duties so that each may check and balance each other. The
Supreme Court would have the power to adjudicate the

legislation of the Congress but could only be appointed by

the President. They would then have to be confirmed by the

meet in secret as they were in fact planning a coup d’etat
of the union to replace it with a federation.
- Article. 1. Section 7



Senate.” * In the case of a law. It must pass both the House
and the Senate, and then be signed 1into law by the
President who may veto it. Finally, the Supreme Court would
determine what 1its application would mean to the laws of
society. In this way each branch would have powers onto
themselves and have over lapping jurisdicticon into the
powers of another. This 1i1s called “Checks and Balances”.
While the issues are more complex than HKarrington’s vision,
they hold onto his premises. Open systems do become more

complex over time.

As well, we have many examples of what ancient

prudence would be like.

Habeas Corpus: ™

“"Article. I Section 9. The Privilege of the Writ
of Habeas Corpus shall not be suspended, unless
when in Cases of Rebellion or Invasion the public
Safety may require it.”

Literally meaning, “where 1is the body”. Where are you

holding such a person? It is a legal document forcing the

“"Article. 2. Section 2

-~ 'Ibid.

"It 1is included here as Harrington’s sisters used it to
secure his release when he was charged with treason. At
that time, it was useful only in one prison. The government
was thus able tc get around the issue by moving prisoners
around from place to place. As they did with Harrington.
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government to either show cause or proof that there is a
reed to confine a person to Jjail or release that person
immediately. Often it is used if someone is not brought

before a judge to grant or withhold bail.

Strong protection for property from being held by the

government against the owner.

“Article the seventh - [Amendment V] “... nor

che e

shall private property be taken for public use,
without Jjust compensation.”

There was an argument in the Pennsylvania ratification
that by enumerating the rights of people that some fool may
think that this was the entire sum total of human rights.
The proposed solution was to issue the amendment that

follows:

“Article the eleventh {Amendment IX] The
enumeration in the Constitution, of certain
rights, shall not Dbe construed to deny or
disparage others retained by the people.”

Finally, the balance of state power versus the federal
power 1s balanced here so that the majority of power not
giving to the people or listed to the federal government

thus becomes the power of the local states.

Doing so placed his life in jeopardy as he was housed in
very bad conditions. It also broke his hold on sanity.
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“Article the twelfth [Amendment X] The powers not
delegated to the United States by the
Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States,
are reserved to the States respectively, or to
the people.”

if we recall to mind that the Bill of Rights 1689 had
& proclem with tolerance towards Catholics being King or
holding offices, the passage of time allowed for a more
specilalized <functioning of the government and the ability
Co remove such discrimination with tclerance. It offered
the fundamental balance of the people to speak out against

government in public and in print. The right to gets their

roblems addressed whether by peaceful demonstrations or

'O

petitions. Essentially allowing a democracy to be a free
market place of ideas and that the government having
overwhelming power over the individual cannot infringe on
their rights by closing said debate so long as it is
peaceful. Recall that Harrington placed great faith in
Harvey's work, which is essentially the rationalization of
human biology. In order to do so, there must be some way 1in
which raticnal ideas may be spread to all people, hence the

need for a free market place of ideas. As well, Harrington

-‘Note that while this is the Article the seventh, two
amendments did not pass. As such, it 1s the Amendment V. As
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published his work for all to see so that they may be

persuaded to his ideas having worth.

“Article the third [Amendment I] Congress shall
make no law respecting an establishment of
religion, or prohibiting the free exercise
thereof; or abridging the freedom of speech, or
of the press; or the right of the people
peaceably to assemble, and to petiticn the
Government for a redress of grievances.”

This amendment 1is clearly designed to allow the
tolerance to be institutionalized into the body politic. So
that there will be no government interference 1into

religion, unlike the British version.

Thus far we have alluded to the cpen system designed

by Harrington, became more specialized over time. Nowhere

(i

1s this seen more clearly then in the role the “founding
fathers” created for the President in Article II. They did
not want a king to beccme all-powerful. They did not want
to be unable to respond in event of a crisis either. (This
is also covered in Harrington’s Oceana as the need for a
dictator in the event of a war.) Here is where they spell

cut what 1is the function and only functions allowable to

the President. Even still, the other two branches check the

they were not ratified by the people’s electorates.
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President so that his power is not so overwhelming of the

people.

“Article. II. Section. 2. The President shall be
Commander in Chief of the Army and Navy of the
United States, and of the Militia ¢f the several
States, when called into the actual Service of
the United States; he may require the Opinion, in
writing, of the principal Officer in each cf the
executive Departments, upon any Subject relating
to the Duties of their respective Offices, and he
shall have Power to grant Reprieves and Pardons
fcr Offences against the United States, except in
Cases of Impeachment.”

What we read is that the President has at his command
as Commander in Chief the sum total of all military force
availlable 1in the United States. With this military under
nis control he could do what had already happened with the
King of England, establish a military dictatorship over
America. He could also then pardon his officers for any
crimes they may commit in so doing. The greatest fear was
that a dictator would take hold of the cffice of POTUS.- -
In order tc avoid this from happening, the Congress is the
only authority able to promote a soldier to the rank of
general. All officers may issue orders only as they have
been so empowered by congress. They hold the ability to pay

their soldiers, or to withhold this pay. Thus echoing

" President of the United States. The term POTUS is used in

short to refer to the officer holder.
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Harrington that an army marches on it stomach. The
President may command for but one day, for at supper time,
when they want their food, the army may have second

thoughts 1f there is none there to feed them.

Thus, we can see the echo of Harrington in the action
cf the statehood. Yet we may ask 1if there were such
thoughts 1in the mind of the people themselves as they
wrote, argued, and voted on 1it? For these were learned men,
"It was an obscure pamphleteer indeed whc could not muster
at least cne classical analogy or one ancient precept.” ™

The men were well informed individuals that:

“Their key concepts, natural rights, the
ccntractual basis of society and government, the
unigueness of England’s liberty-preserving

‘mixed-constitution’ were commonplace of the
liberal thoughts ¢f the time.” ™

We need only to show that both sides of this debate
were of the same interest as they created the form of
gcvernment. In the first <case, we have the “loyal”
opposition to this new constitution, Centinel, Judge Gecrge

Bryan or his son Samuel, in close consideration with the

nfluences on the American

" Charles ¥. Mullet. “Classical I
{35. 1939-40) P 93-94.

Revolution.” Classical Journal
" "Bailyn Ibid. P. 45.




other wrcte-™™ of the need for a dispassionate and
deliberate examination of the issue. " Saying: “It ought to
be dispassionately and deliberately examined, and its own
intrinsic merits the only criterion of your patronage.” "
Is this not a call for a judgement cf taste rather than a
Zudgement of sense, tc use the Kantian terminclogyv? We can
be certain that Harrington would agree with the need for a
disinterested Jjudgement. Centinel gces on to attack the
notion of a balanced gecvernment being impossible for humans
To create lacking in enough wisdom.”~ Whereas in hindsight
we can see that he 1s clearly wrong in his assertion, can
it be said that at his time, they would have thought that
there was enough wisdom to undertake such an action? John

Adams clearly disagrees as he writes that:

“"The arts and sciences, in general, during the
three or four last centuries have had regular
ccurse of progressive improvement... Even in the
theory and practice of gcvernment, in all the
simple monarchies, considerable improvements have
been made. The checks and balances of republican
government have 1in some degree been adopted at
the courts of princes. By the erection of various
tribunals, to register laws, and exercise the
judicial power, by 1indulging in petitions and

~““Herbert Storing. The Anti-Federalist. (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1985.) P. 7.

" Ibid. P. 3.

- Ibid. P. 14.

""Storing. Ibid. P. 8.
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remonstrates of subjects, until by habit they are
regarded as rights... Which 1is some degree
approaches the spirit of republics. Property is
generally secure and personal liberty seldom
invaded.-""

We may draw three conciusions from this. The world may
not have enough wisdom as Centinel may wish for, but it has
nad the wisdom enough to adopt to the mcre progressive
theory of state held by Adam’s “republicans”. Secondly we

on of

[=E

may ncte that Adam’s <clearly sees a connect
progression to impreving the lives of all people, even in
princedoms by their having greater liberty and property
rights. Finally that the truisms Charles Blitzer spoke of
Harrington, liberty such as tclerance and property such as
the Agrarian law, are taken as proven gquantities. The
truism seems to have taken only a few vyears for their
adcpticn. We may note that while Harrington’s ideas can be
traced back to cther thinkers and philosophers that his
claim of uniqueness seems to be correct. Thereby marking
all the roads that lead to Rome beating a path to his

doorstep.

In the USA, between 1660-1690, three coleonies,

Carclina, New Jersey and Pennsylvania attempted to form a

-"'Russell Kirk. The Po
Penguin, 1882.) P. 51-5

rtable Conservative Reader. (London:
=
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constitution similar to Harrington’s Oceana.-’ New Jersey’s
constitution of 1683 was the closest to his model.-"* By
1779, John Adam’s devotion to Harrington in his support for
this new constitution of Massachusetts was so great, that
in Jest, a motion was proclaimed to change its name to
Oceana. - It failed but the point was and is clear. This
new ccnstitution in Massachusetts and the constitution of
the Jnited States remain the clcsest to that of

Harrington’s intent. ™
The Open Society

We may ask what is so beneficial of an open society.
By what grounds do we hold it to be more valuable than its
cpposite the clcsed society? There seems to be two factors
involved here. The first refers to Plato’s Republic. As it
:s perfect, unchanging we may ask the same questicn
Aristotle may have asked, in that how do we the imperfect
enter into 1t (the closed system)? It is closed tc the

n 1t as it does not change, for it is perfect but

b

ecple

'O

it 1s also closed to the people outside of it for we cannot

" Downs. Ibid. P. 136.

-T-Ibid.

- Ibid.

" Russell-Smith. Ibid. P, 187-97.
Downs. Ikbid. P. 13e.
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enter it as well. As we have seen, this leads to its own
destruction from the forces of entropy. The second problem
faced by a <closed society 1is they do not work on
theoretical grounds or in practice either. Take the example
of the USSR. This was an attempt to produces a worker’s
utopian paradise. It was a closed society and it failed.
Yet does it even work in theory? We turn to Georg Lukcas” *
who 1s arguably the best philosopher of the Marxist
tradition. Could he have made the system work? Not in
practice but in theory? The Jjudgement alas fails here as
well.” Rather then expand effort to show why this notion
of the closed society failed, let us instead show why the
open society succeeded. The clue may well rest in the very
name for this system, a commonwealth. It is not hard to
separate it 1nto two words, ‘common’ and ‘wealth’ or the
wealth held in common. This refers to the peocple, as its
first usage. Insidious nature cries out for expansion this
inclusive phrase. The closed society rest on its
foundation, for to expand wculd be to allow in new things,

new lands, new people that would necessarily alter or

-“‘Georg Lukacs. History and Class Consciousness. (Cambridge
Mass.: MIT Press, 1990)

““Ernest Joos. Lukacs’ Last Auto Criticism. (Atlantic
Highlands, N. J.: Humanities Press, 1983.)
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change the system. It may not then be open if it was to
include new people but it would not be totally ‘closed’
either. Recall Cato the Elder’s disappointment with the
conquering of Greece by the Romans. His ways, traditions
and life, based on an idea of a closed society of Rome, or
at least his thinking cof his country as a closed scciety,
was forever altered by the expansion. This in turn would
lead to the cracks that would spell the downfall of the
Empire many years later. The open society 1s open to new
changes and allows, as it premise, that all are in ccmmon
from its very name. Yet an open society goes to what degree
in its ability to expand? What motivation would there be in

such an expansion in the first place?

Using a thought experiment, Harrington rather by
accident than design created an open system. If he were to
look forward five hundred years, what would he hope for the

[=}
b=

ements cf his system be? (In so doing we craftily offer a

-

summation of his theory.) What would be the elements he

wculd want to see? ° He would want to see rational men, for

"“As this is a thought experiment, I am not in any way
trying to provide a view of his thinking but simply using
his 1deas at his time and projecting to the present using

my own ends.
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his arguments were for rational men ’, create a stable
system of government, his main goal, that was the rule of
law, not of men, with protection of property and hence the
virtue of such men, the Agrarian law, election by secret
ballcts and a fostering of tclerance. We may add that with
his system, there would be increasing specialization of the
system and as argued above, that such a svstem would
include all people. Have we over stated any o¢f his goals in
the above sentences? Each element has been thus far
discussed, argued for and has had scme offering of proof.
Therefore, we may conclude that this is a fair summation of
his goals. Yet what experiment is complete without a test
of 1ts conclusion? Yet how can we test such a thing? To be
fair it must include the whole world for as we have said
that would be the gcal of the inclusiveness of the system.
To reach the only end of the possible systems we must ask
this of the whole world to be fair. Is this test too much
to ask of cur claims? Can i1t be expected that Harrington’s
efforts so long ago wculd still be present some 500 years
tater and include the whole world? We must also note well

that Kant spoke of this as well. He wrote that:

"While he was enlightened encugh to allow women to inherit
preperty, 1t was not a full participation that we would
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“"The greatest problem for the human species,
whose solutions nature compels it to seek, is to
achieve a universal civil society administered in
accord with the right. ™~

Kant recognized that a true civil society must have
1tself universalized such that the whole world was

administrated according to the right.

“The Problem of establishing a perfect civil
censtitution depends con  the problems of law-

il

governed external relations among nations and

1 o3

cannot be resolved until the later is.

As such, the systematic basis to hcld an open system

to the control of the whole world is needed by the specific
country to allow for 1its own system of government to
survive. It 1s not an altruistic act but one of self-
preservaticn. In order tc protect oneself from the issue of
tyranny one must convert the world <to your political
system. As more people become included in the republican

system, the position becomes stronger. Even if the only

reason being two can defend better than one.

What body or government may we turn to that includes
the whele world? What body functions, if in name only, to

govern the external relationships among nations? Where will

know today.
"Immanuel Kant. Perpetual Peace and Other Essays.
{Indianapolis Indiana: Hackett, 1983.) P. 33.
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we see a document ccntain the following elements: rational
men, a stable system of government, the rule of law, not of
men, with protection of property, election by secret
ballots, a fostering of tclerance or as we today call them
‘Human Rights’ and having increased specialization of the
system? Perhaps a world body where all governments may meet
to discuss issues c¢f worlid importance. Of course, we speak

the United Nations and its founding document, The United

~
~

)

Nations Declaratiorn of Human Right that was adopted and

proclaimed by the General Assembly of the United Nations on
10 December 1948. Can it be possible that Harrington’s
spirit 1s still alive and well, in such a diverse body as
this? The only answer 1is to lcok and examine it. We shall
pe pleasantly surprised.

irst, we must look to see if the document is for a

Il]

rational person, or hold a philosophical anthropology cf a

ratiosnal person.

“Article 1: All human beings are born free and
equal in dignity and rights. They are endowed
with reason and conscience and should act towards
one another in a spirit of brotherhood.  *

-"Ibid. P. 34.

- Note the word Brotherhood, fcr as far-reaching and
insightful as this document is, it still has room to
improve.
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We may thus conclude that in fact, human beings
endowed with reason and conscience is certainly one way to
describe a rational person. The next thing on our list is

Stability:

“{Preamblei ...Whereas it is essential, if man is
not to be compelled to have recourse, as a last
rescrt, te rebellion against Ttyranny and
oppression, that human rights should be protected
ryv The rule cf law, ...”

This says that tc avoid rebellion, which certain does
destabilize a system of government, and foster stability
there needs be a rule of law. Would Harrington have wanted
any thing else? The rule of law that they speak of in the

preamble, do they offer further guarantees?

“Article 6: Everyone has the right to recognition
everywhere as a person before the law.”

“Article 7: All are equal before the law and are
entitled without any discrimination to equal
protection of the law. All are entitled to equal
prctection against any discrimination in
vioiation of this Declaration and against any
incitement to such discrimination.”

“Article 8: Everyone has the right to an
effective remedy by the competent national
tribunals for acts violating the fundarental
rights granted him by the constitution or by
law.”

“Article 10: Everyone 1s entitled in full
equality to a fair and public hearing by an
independent and impartial tribunal, in the
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determination of his rights and obligations and
¢f any criminal charge against him.”

“Article 11: (1) Everyone charged with a penal
cffence has the right to be presumed innocent
until proven gulilty according to law in a public
trial at which he has had all the guarantees
necessary for his defense. (2) No one shall be
held gquilty of any penal offence on account of
any act or omission which did not constitute a
penal offence, under naticnal or internatiocnal
law, at the time when it was committed...”

Not one but five different articles refer to what the
rule of law should mean. These statements are compatible
wizh the Magna Carta, British Bill of Rights 1689, and the
American Bill of Rights. The latter two have already been
shown too certainly similar to the ideas of Harrington. Can
we Judge them anything less here? What about the nature of
prcperty? “Article 17: (1) Everyone has the right to cwn
property alone as well as 1in association with others. (2)
Nc one shall be arbitrarily deprived of his property.”
Which we can say 1is clearly not the Agrarian Law. At least
it does not sound like 1it. In fact, the spirit of the
Agrarian Law was to allow for the greatest number of people
in the realm to own property. In this case, as we have
moved through time, we now have reached the widest possible
spread of property in that ‘everyone’ has the right to own
it. If we were to allow the Agrarian Law tc have been

enacted 200 years ago, woculd not by now everyone or nearly
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everyone have property? In roughly 7 generations
(500/80=6.25) - property would surely have spread to a wide
number of people. Would it even be right to make a claim
that Harrington could not do the math here? The UN
Declaration has gone even farther to allow that everyone

has the right to propoerty.

To preserve these rights, there would be a need fcr
secret ballots to ailow pecple to make their own reasoned
cheoices without the mob’s voice, similar to what happened
in Athens, coercing them. Is there a provision for such a
thing as secret ballots in the UN Declaration of Human

Rights?

“"Article Z1: (1) Everyone has the right to take
part in the government of his country, directly
cr through freely chosen representatives. (2)
Everyone has the right of equal access to public
service in his country. (3) The will of the
people shall be the basis of the authority of
government; this will shall be expressed in
periodic and genuine elections which shall be by
universal and equal suffrage and shall be held by
secret vote or by equivalent free voting
procedures.”

Yet will any of this mean anything to the common
person. For without tolerance, we have made no gains at

all. Today we worry so greatly about Human Rights or

' "Five hundred year's time divided by an 80 year life span
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Tolerance, there must some mention of it in this document.

There 1s in fact:

“Article 2: Everyone 1is entitled to all the
rights and freedoms set forth in this
Declaration, without distinction ¢f any kind,
such as race, cclor, sex, language, religion,
pciitical or cther opinion, national or social
crigin, property, birth or cther status.”

“"Article 3: Everyone has the right to 1life,
liberty and security of person.”

A\

Articl 9: Nc one shall be subjected to
recitrary arrest, detention, or exile.”

“"Arcicle 18: Everyone has the right to freedom of
thought, conscience and religion; this right
inciudes freedom <to change his religion or
belief, and freedom, either alone or in community
with others and in public or private, to manifest
his religion or belief in teaching, practice,
worship and observance.”

“"Article 19: Everyone has the right to freedom of
opinion and exrression: this right includes
freedom tc hold opinions without interference and

tC seek, receive and impart information and ideas
through any media and regardless of frontiers.”

“Article 20: {1} Everyone has the right to
freedom of peaceful assembly and association....”

Interestingly these rights ceem to be almost identical
tc those of the American Bill of Rights, leading to the
counter argument that this UN document is nothing more than
2 piece of American propaganda. Of no more value than the

exportation of American cultural values ontc the other

= 6.25 generaticons.
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countries of the world and imposed onto the world by the
Americans after winning the Second World War. The answer to
this 1s twofold, firstly we need not counter it as it
proves the argument that there is a ccnnection of this
dccument tc the American system, which 1is, as we have
already seen, very similar to what Harringteon had intended.
If we hold the UN declaration to be an American cultural
value, have we not already shown that Harrington’'s work is
a2 mere tTrulsm 1in America? Yet if we must offer an answer
for this document, and surelv for completeness sake we
must, then surely this arqument is wrong. As the formation
of this organization may have been the work of the
Americans primarily, there were many allies who assisted in
that war,’ - the whole of the British Commonwealth as well
as Latin America, France, and many other countries that
were part of the allies to defeat the fascist aggressors.
They joined by alliance to fight the forces who would take
cver the rights and liberties of all people. When, in the
end the forces of the allies won, they banded together to
form the UN so that there will be no more world wars. Since
then this group has expanded to include the world. No one

was feorced to join this group. All can opt out of it at any

° "World War Two 1939-1945.
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time. In fact, Switzerland has never joined this world
forum, preferring to remain as neutral as possible. A
simple look at the map will show UN members surround
Switzerland. It would trivial to compel this small country
Lo jein the UN. Yet this has not occurred in over 30 years.
As such, as we can see, membership 1is by free association,
all grecups who do join, must agree to the princirples of the
organization. This 1s but one of them. Thus while it may be
an American propaganda plece, the members have knowingly
Joined 1t as such. They have volunteered to accept its

rules.

There 1s but one last item on this list of criteria,
that c¢f specialization. Can we find in this Charter, issued
50 long remcved from the Harrington or the American Bill of
Rights, 1issues that show an increasing specialization?
“Article 23: (2) Everyone, without any discrimination, has
the right to equal pay for equal work.” Equal pay for equal
wcrk for all ©people, would have to include women,
minorities and Catholics. Recall that the British Bill of
Rights 1689 had the exclusion c¢f Catholics. The American
can be seen as to refer to white males and not women or
minority, black and aboriginal. Blacks were to be counted

as only two thirds a white person. Aboriginals were called
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‘savages’ in the Declaration of Independence. So by
allowing for all people, all groups and all classes tc all
have equal pay for equal work must surely be seen as

increased specialization.

(%)
NS

We alsoc find this rather curious sentence “Article
Everyone has the right to rest and leisure, including
reasonable Iimitation of working hours and ©periodic
holidays with pay.” The United Nations has taken the time
to worry about leisure and holidays. With increased
specialization, we find that issues seemingly too small to
be of importance gain greater and greater attention as time
goes on. For in specialization, it requires more and more
specific fccus. As the focus gets narrower, the issues
become smaller but sharper in our sight. We see them more
as problems. Five hundred years ago, the issue of leisure
was not considered to be of importance for the issue was of
‘werk or starve’. Five hundred years later, we may have the
luxury to focus on 1issues that in the past were nc so

important.

“Article 27: (1) Everyone has the right freely to
participate in the cultural life of the
community, to enjoy the arts and to share in
scientific advancement and its benefits.”



Where once we worried about Life itself, we now find
there is a right to cultural life. Seemingly that is itself
the final proof we need to show that things have become
more specialized over time. Can we find something more
extericr to the principles of government then to worry
about culture? While offering no answer to this question we
can rest assured that if we can in fact discover something,
even more distinct from government then culture that
someday socon we will create another crganization to which

we will find it as a founding principle.

Thus, we may conclude this chapter with a strong
answer. For 1t 1s <clear that from the British Bill c¢f
Rights, to the American founding documents and to the
United Nations Declaration of Human Rights, we can see the
shadow of Harrington’s thoughts echoed across the world and
across time. As time has passed, his system has had the
ability to specialize, or focus c¢n more of the smaller
issue of 1life 1in general. From the very foundation of
political stability for a government unto the need for a

cultural life, his ideas ring out strong and true.
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"The fcrmal condition under which nature can
alone attain ... 1its final design is that
arrangement of men's relations to one another by
which lawful authority in a whole, which we call

a2 civil community. ... If men were clever enough
to find it ... and wise enough to submit
themselves voluntarily to 1its constraints - a

cosmopolitan whole." "

Conclusion

Cur journey that began so long ago has reached not an
end, but the crossroads of now and tomorrow. We began this
stcry 1n Ancient Greece to see her bowed low in humbled
defeat. From her she gave us three philosophers. Socrates,
who first opened this dialogue with but the simple act of
questioning what is right, Plato who found that politics is
but a system that can be improved and found to have
morality. Finally Aristotle, who gave us our framework of
thinking by dividing the systems of government in tc that
0of the one, the few and the many. As well as the concept of
morality and virtue connected to the ownership of property.
It allowed men the leisure to reflect on their souls and
improve them. We met Cicero, who at the fall of the Rcman
republic had not yet learned enough to give us a proper
alternative. His vision was clouded by Cato the Elder's

closed system of longing for the perfect world of an

’ 'Kant Critique of Judgement, Ibid. P. 282 sec. 83. 239




Ancient Rome that never was. It had all the perfected
elements we have seen. Men of property who had the noble
virtue of Aristotle by merely having been born in the
country. Cicero felt that his new men would save the
republic. It was too little tco late, as he did not have
the understanding that it was not just a few good men he
needed but a lot of good men from the people to keep Rome
from destructicn. Having misunderstood that his reformed
would necessarily demand land reforms to be able to affect
change, his theories fell along side him when his enemy’s
assassins struck. We have seen that while Polybius’ cycle
cf governments has value in showing us the problems of
government. He had no solution to it. Thus, Cicero was
doomed to the knives of his rivals. His enemies would then
take up his lildeas to support their own position. Centuries
later Machiavelli revived the ancient’s tc grace. Yet
biinded by his lack of faith in the people to whom he
claims allegiance with, he could not deduce that his system
would not work either. He shared with all the previous
thinkers the same flaw of mistrusting the people. No one
felt allowing the many to rule would establish a stable

government. Thus dooming governments to continue to
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destabilize and then collapse. The redeeming feature of
Machiavelli was that he separated virtue from morality.

We then explored Harrington’s methodology. We found
that it 1is based on two things, history and travel,
teleclogy and Aesthetics. The philosopher to turn to was
Kant for he had read Harrington and created his political
theory on this vision. We then understood what has so far
eluded many of the commentators of Harrington. That
judgement must be made of disinterested expressions of
value. That only with ancient prudence do we have true,
lasting stable gecvernment, based on people having land. All
pecple having the leisure of redeeming their souls to
perfection. Harrington, following Machiavelli, did not
bring the overtones of morality to his theory. He kept with
practical reasons for his ideas. He did not use theoretic
language but rather referred to histcry in all of his
reascning to find the beautiful for government. We tried to
raise oObjections against this practice by using Arendt but
found this failed when put to the test. We tried to offer
counter examples and again they failed to disprove this
theory. The theory worked both for Harrington and for Kant.

Of all the previous thinkers we have studied, it was

left to James Harrington to revolutionize this endeavor of
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bring stability to government. By seeing that property was
the key to stability, he proposed his agrarian laws so that
property would be passed onto the people. Each generation
would find even more people owning some property as it
trickled down to them. Secret ballots would hold off the

erance would allow all people tc flourish in their

=]
O
o
-
O
s

own thinking. His government would be constantly changing
with one third leaving every year tc be replaced by new
people. With the Senate debating the issues but only the
Hcuse being able to vote iz, the Senate and the House had
to work together to achieve legislation. Thus both sides
would have to take a disinterested view on the issues if
they were ever to become law. There would have to be a
Calance in government. We then took a needed detour into
the commentators of Harrington tc show that they do not de
him justice in his ideas. They do not remain true to his
writings. The origins of balance would not be something
impcsed on Earrington from his commentators. The question
itself while seemingly impcrtant enough to them is not very
difficult to understand why it is not. Thus, we have shown
that the methodology used by this thesis is the correct
approach to understanding EHarrington. It is cnly with an

understanding that gces beyond merely one discipline into
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others that we were able to spot the correct methodology of
Harrington that has thus far escaped his modern day
commentators. Harrington had proposed nothing less than an
open system, as we understand the meaning of it today in
social research. His 1ife was cruelly ended but his
vindication was tc come. With the Gloricus Revcluticn, came

n1s 1deas intc real politics. His ideas were

rh

the bkirth o
cut in the market place of ideas and may have affected John
Leccke's 1deas. Henry Neville reprinted them just in time
for the Gloricus Revolution. Those ideas spread at first tc
the American colonies, getting more specialized as time
passed. The American Bill of Rights held true tc
Harrington’s ideas, and their Constitution was certainly to
a great degree influenced by his thoughts. By the dawn of a
new world, the victorious Allies of World War Two, draft a
Declaration to all pecple, 1in all countries that was
essentially his ideas made whole and real to the whole
werld. Not surprising as that is the very basis of an open
system and it 1s the only rational thing to do.

If we have thus seen farther into the goal of
understand society and government, then it can surely only

be Dbecause we have had the chance to stand upon the
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shoulders of giants.” * Along the way, we have called into
questions the works of Macpherson, Pocock, Russell-Smith,
Raab, and Blitzer. Each suffering some deficiency of
character that has flawed them. Yet without their efforts

0

ct

could this work have even have started? The debt owed
these men can only be repaid by some small measure of
dragging, kicking and screaming, the scholarship beyond the
mere one discipline viewpoint. The good student shall prove

nis worth by surpassing his mentor by proving him wrong. I

hope that this attempt has been so worthy.

""If I have seen farther, it is by standing on the
shoulders of giants." Most pecple are unfamiliar with the
Circumstances and history around this quote. It was in a
ietter to a misshapen dwarf named Robert Hooke (1635-1703)
by Isaac Newton (1642-1727) to be an insult to Hooke's "of
middling stature, something crooked, pale faced... head is
large, eyes popping.” It was written on 5 February 1675, as
Newton defended himself against Hooke's claims of
discoveries in optics and calculus. Newton, himself stole
the line from a then famous work called Anatomy of
Melancholy. Essential, what Newton meant to say tc Hooke
was that Newton learned only from his great predecessors
and not (Hooke) some dwarf. Richard Zacks, An Underground
Education. (New York: Doubleday, 1997.) P. 37.
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