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			Forward


			Machiavelli has the dubious merit of being the only major political thinker whose name designates a kind of policy. The expression “Machiavellian” describes a range of ethical stances, policies and even a specific psychology. This range of stances is in general seen with opprobrium, since it proposes that politics should be guided exclusively by considerations of efficacy and all means that a politician uses, whether fair or foul are justified in achieving a nation’s “best interests.” 


			It is to be granted that these attitudes are as old as political life itself, and surely older than Machiavelli. They are often associated with a line of thinking that goes back to Thucydides, which was pursued by Hobbes and, more recently, Hans Morgenthau or Michael Walzer. This line of thought is considered as the only one that is truly “realistic.” A new word was even coined for it: Realpolitik. Machiavelli, however, was the first to openly endorse these political attitudes in books that he signed with his own name. While Aristotle, for example, in book V of his Politics, wrote about what maintains and what corrupts a political regime, or the machinations of oligarchs and democrats, he never endorsed any of that, and certainly never took any dark pleasure in it. We may ask whether Machiavelli fundamentally changed political life itself, but we can hardly doubt that he changed the way people living after him think and talk about political life. 


			His teachings caused surprise, and scandal, during his lifetime and were met with contempt for centuries. But the magnitude of the change brought about by Machiavelli was such that philosophers and scholars never stopped writing about his ideas. 


			In the late twentieth century a body of scholarship emerged that reflects upon the central themes of Machiavelli’s writings, reviving what is considered his “republicanism.” Some scholars, such as Quentin Skinner, Philip Pettit and J. G. A. Pocock,1 attempted to show that some themes were part of a genealogy that goes back from the Republican framework of the American constitution to both Machiavelli (as a humanist writer imbued with civic spirit) and the roots of Republican thinking in Antiquity. Moreover, there are now readers of Machiavelli who oppose the Cambridge School and its republican interpretation and discover in Machiavelli’s main works a proto-democratic perspective, in which the author, resentful of the way he was treated by the Florentine elite, becomes a defender of a radical form of popular government, proposing “offices” reserved for the popular class to the exclusion of the rich, the choice of magistrates by lot, political trials by the crowd. There are even those who glorify the violence that is born of social inequality but is above all a “representation” before the popular audience2—in short, paradoxically, some of the practices of Athenian direct democracy that gave the democratic regime a bad reputation among philosophers from Plato to Rousseau. Still others read Machiavelli through the lens of psychoanalysis and feminism.3 Other scholars, on the contrary. minimize the ancient roots and see something new and distinctly modern in Machiavelli’s writings, including the rise of the new European national monarchies.4 


			In the first lecture included in this volume, José Colen responds to the disagreements among the scholars by presenting Machiavelli’s controversial teaching in The Prince. The lecture’s primary intention is to dispel some common misleading contentions: he was not the first “political scientist,” elaborating on the empirical experience of his age (that would be Aristotle), but whatever the case, the content of his teachings are surely not “value free” and his principalities and republics are not Weberian modern states. 


			The second lecture tries to compare Machiavelli’s teachings to princes with the apparently contradictory teachings to republicans in his Discourses on Livy, suggesting where to look for the core of Machiavelli’s political program. Colen wishes to emphasize that Machiavelli deems the people as ultimately better judge of political situations than princes. The “common” people make better judgments due to being concerned mostly with their own freedom and safety, while the prince’s ambition can lead him astray. Another argument for a republic as opposed to rule by a single man is that no one man can have all the requisite qualities and knowledge needed to rule. But as presented in this lecture, there is a further contrast between republics and principalities: speeches in the latter are always addressed to a small number of people who are therefore more likely to be deceived, while in republics one must make speeches in the public arena, where not everyone can be deceived. 


			The volume then contains a novel interpretation of Machiavelli’s writings proposed by Catherine Zuckert in three lectures she presented at Colen’s invitation to the same group of students. In the first of these lectures, she argues that in The Prince Machiavelli shows ambitious politicians that there are many ways to acquire political power, but, if they wish to maintain their position and win fame that lasts beyond their lifetime, they need to satisfy their people’s desire to have their lives, families, and property secured. 


			In the second, she observes that in his Discourses on Livy, Machiavelli seems to be presenting the Roman republic as the best possible form of government, but shifts gradually to re-interpreting its history to present a novel understanding of a republic to be founded in the future. He excuses Romulus’ crime of murdering his brother since the foundation of a republic must be from the beginning “the product of one mind.” But what is required in times of peace is different than what is required in times of war, and religion was necessary in “civilizing” the ferocious Roman people. The great advantage of republics is that they have elections and can therefore choose a series of leaders whose qualities will better fit ever-changing circumstances. Elections, however, are not sufficient to ensure good rulers. When a people becomes corrupt they will bestow offices to those they like rather than to the virtuous. People need to learn that competition between ambitious politicians is their best guarantee against tyranny. The free way of life that can be achieved only in a republic is best, because the liberty people enjoy there gives everyone an incentive to compete with others in providing both public and private goods.


			In her third lecture, Zuckert presents La Mandragola as an application of Machiavelli’s lessons about politics to private life. In private, as opposed to public life, he shows, love can be stronger than fear. However, if individual human beings wish to gain what they most desire, they must devise ways of satisfying the desires of others along with their own under the cover of religion and traditional morality. 


			In the next chapter, she analyzes Machiavelli’s only extant short story to show how he dramatizes the courage and ingenuity of a peasant who succeeds in outwitting the devil. However, in his “fable” Machiavelli does not present the peasant as a hero. Instead, he shows without explicitly saying so, that just as princes need to satisfy the desires of their people in order to maintain their power, so ordinary people need “princes” to establish governments which secure their lives, liberties, and property from the “higher” powers that would kill, imprison, and impoverish them. That is the reason Machiavelli addressed all his major political works to men seeking to rule. 


			Finally, in the epilogue, she illustrates the continuing relevance of Machiavelli’s thought to our times by discussing what he shows about the possibilities and problems of democratic politics.


			

				

					1 John Pocock, The Machiavellian Moment (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1975) and Quentin Skinner, Visions of Politics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1978) and Phillip Pettit Republicanism: A Theory of Freedom and Government, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997).


				


				

					2 See John McCormick, Machiavellian Democracy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011) and Yves Winter, Machiavelli and the Orders of Violence (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2018). 


				


				

					3 Hanna Pitkin, Fortune Is a Woman. Gender and Politics in the Thought of Niccolo Machiavelli (Chicago: Chicago University Press, 1984, reed. 1999), is perhaps the most interesting, placing the images of sex and gender at the center of her investigation of Machiavelli’s political thought, but aware of the ambiguity and even inconsistency of his writings.


				


				

					4 E.g., Alissa M. Ardito, Machiavelli and the Modern State (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2015), 104.


				


			


		


	

		

			Chapter 1


			Machiavelli’s New Political Teaching


			If you ask someone for the name of a famous political philosopher, among the first they suggest is the name of Machiavelli. Fame, however, is not the same as good reputation, but it is not wrong to suggest that he inaugurated a new age (perhaps just his novelty is not the kind that is often claimed). All the modern political thinkers that succeeded him—even when they avoided any mention of him—were in fact building on the foundations that he had laid. Why was he so influential? Who was he?


			Macchiavelli’s Actions


			As a rule, we know someone else by what he says (or writes) and by his actions, that is, by his speeches and deeds. What do you know about him?


			Niccolò Machiavelli was born on May 3, 1469, in Florence. As a young man he studied under a famous Latinist, Paolo da Ronciglione.5 Despite the excellent humanistic education revealed in his writings, we know very little about his studies. It was only when he began political life as Second Chancellor of the Republic of Florence that we began to have more information about his life. During the almost two decades that followed, Machiavelli devoted himself to Florentine diplomacy; he traveled throughout Italy and came to know the French royal court, as well as the German Imperial Court of Maximilian. After this period, we have poems, letters and other sundry writings, all of which demonstrate both the political tasks he was involved in and his political talent.


			During this time, Northern Italy was composed of independent cities which often fought each other—at least when they were not afraid of military incursions from France, Naples or Spain. Moreover, several times the Popes attempted to expand their dominion, for many of them in this period strived for temporal power rather than spiritual authority.6


			“Warlords” too (the famous condottieri) play an important part in this turbulent environment. In 1520, Machiavelli wrote an amusing story entitled “The Life of Castruccio Castracani,” which narrates the life of one of these condottieri who had ruled over Lucca two centuries before. This story actually represents quite well Machiavelli’s own time and also affords us much light on his Renaissance education as a scholar, for the history ends with alleged aphorisms of Castruccio—actually a mimicry of Laertius’ Lives of the Eminent Philosophers (which is still our main source on the lives and theories of the pre-Socratics, Plato, Aristotle, the Epicureans, and the Stoics—again, philosophers whom Machiavelli hardly bothered to mention).7 In the thirteenth century, there were throughout Italy struggles between “factions,” such as between the Guelphs and the Ghibellines in Florence, and it was very common for the life of many commercially successful northern Italian cities to be dominated by important family dynasties. Florence was, of course, one of the most important cities in northern Italy. 


			However, in the very year of the discovery of the Americas (1492), following the death of Lorenzo Medici, his son Piero began to rule the city. Two years later, Charles VIII of France invaded it, and the young Piero revealed his total incompetence and eventually fled. On this occasion, however, the Dominican friar Giralamo Savonarola was able to interrupt the French pillaging and establish something of a new political order, running the business of the city from the pulpit and speaking as a prophet. In Machiavelli’s early writings we find accounts of Savonarola’s sermons, and his figure casts a long shadow over Machiavelli’s most important works. At the same time as the preacher was burned at the stake for allegations of heresy, in 1498, Machiavelli assumed his position as Second Chancellor of the Republic, in charge of internal city-state affairs as well as external affairs, specifically matters of peace and war.


			From 1494, therefore, Florence was under a Republican government, and the Medici dynasty lost their hold over the Signoria, the city executive body. During the Republic, Machiavelli’s career advanced under the authority of the Gonfaloniere, the highest magistrate of the city, who at the time was Piero Soderini. 


			However, in 1512, the Medici returned with the help of the Spanish army to defeat the defenses of the Republic, and to restore their rule over the city. Machiavelli fell into disgrace, was even sent to prison and tortured on suspicion of conspiracy and was later exiled. When absolved of the conspiracy, he was unable to return to political life and retired to the family house in Sant’Andrea in Percussina, at San Casciano Val di Pesa, not far from Florence, where he devoted his time to study and to literary writings. In a moving letter is tells his friend Francesco Vettori: 


			In the evening I return home and enter my office; in its antechamber I strip myself of my daily garments, full of dust and mud, and dress in a royal and courteous way; and properly covered, I enter the ancient courts of the ancient men where, received affectionately, I feed on that food that is mine alone and for which I was born; where I am not ashamed to speak with them and ask them for the reasons for their actions: and they humanly answer me; and for four hours I feel no boredom, I forget all unrest, I do not fear poverty, I do not fear death: I give myself up to them.8


			(The moving letter is, however, part of a line of letters, asking for help to be reinstated in the favor of the Pope. Perhaps he felt bored, after all).


			Most of the work that came to us was apparently written down with a similar intention: return to public life. His work was varied, but the longest and, perhaps, the most important writings were The Prince, the Discourses about Livy’s First Ten Books, and a long history of Florence commissioned by Pope Leo X (formerly Giovanni de’ Medici), The Florentine Histories, which was among Machiavelli’s very last books. 


			None of these were printed during his lifetime. Again, how is it possible that he became so influential? 


			The Prince


			The Prince, the most famous one, seems to have been completed in 1513, during the first year of Machiavelli’s exile (perhaps with the hope of returning to the graces of the Medici family), but it was not published until twenty years later. Even so, manuscript copies began to circulate throughout Europe almost immediately after its completion, and its contents generated great controversy. Before Machiavelli, most moral and political thinkers assumed that there is a relationship between the moral character of a ruler—in particular his kindness, legitimacy, and renown—and his success as a political leader. Since Xenophon, but especially during the Middle Ages and the Renaissance, dozens if not hundreds of works called “Mirrors for Princes” were composed, which included advice to current rulers and made recommendations about the education of future rulers (Xenophon’s Ciropedia is perhaps the first known case of this genre).9 Rulers were advised to behave virtuously, as a necessary condition for a prosperous and peaceful reign. If they were well advised, they would receive the respect and obedience of their subjects—or so it was promised. 


			This vision of the statesman is entirely abandoned in The Prince. Chapter seven of the book is very much representative of Machiavelli’s relentless emphasis on efficacy to the point of cruelty, as well as his contempt for “fairness,” or even “virtue”—what we would now consider “idealism.” It is here that he praises Cesare, the Borgia duke. He recounts:


			Because this matter is worthy of notice and of being copied by others, I shall not omit it. After the Duke had seized Romagna and found it controlled by weak masters who had plundered their subjects rather than govern them, and had given them reason for disunion, not for union, so that the whole province was full of thefts, brawls and every sort of excess, he judged that if he intended to make it peaceful and obedient to a ruler’s arm, he must of necessity give it good government. Hence, he put in charge Messer Ramirro de Orca, a man cruel and ready, to whom he gave the most complete authority. This man in a short time rendered the province peaceful and united, gaining enormous prestige. 


			Then the Duke decided there was no further need for such boundless power, because he feared it would become a cause for hatred; so he set up a civil court in the midst of the province, with a distinguished presiding judge, where every city had its lawyer. And because he knew that past severities had made some men hate him, he determined to purge such men’s minds and win them over entirely by showing that any cruelty which had gone on did not originate with himself but with the harsh nature of his agent. So, when he got an opportunity for it, one morning in Cesena he had Messer Ramirro cut into two pieces in the public square with a block of wood and a bloody sword near him. The ferocity of this spectacle left the people at the same time gratified and awestruck.10


			Some historians, in particular Quentin Skinner, have tried to put Machiavelli’s work in context to show that some of the themes of The Prince were already being debated by late Scholastics and early Humanists. It is true enough that in universities it was common to debate whether a prince should be loved or feared by his people, and other topics addressed in the book.11 But Machiavelli goes much further by using examples which seem to show that he was not concerned with the grounds of political legitimacy. Whoever has the strength to command is in command. It was just a matter of fact. Machiavelli himself clearly stated that the sole concern of a ruler is the acquisition and “maintenance of the state,” as he politely put it. “Moral legitimacy” adds nothing to this capacity for command. 


			Perhaps this outlook is connected to Machiavelli’s experience of ruling as a Florentine. The lessons of his own experience were henceforth merely confirmed by the reading of ancient works, an experience which he wished to transmit to future rulers: the most efficient way of using the power. We need good laws and good armaments to keep order in a regime, but, considering that what makes the laws enforceable are the armaments, Machiavelli advises the prince to focus on good armaments. 


			Consequently, even when Machiavelli addresses the topics and dilemmas of the Scholastics, his answers are unapologetically crude. For example, although he suggests that both love and fear of the prince are important, fear is unqualifiedly claimed to be the preferable. “Cunning politics” is superior to legality; for men in general are ungrateful, insincere, coward, and profit minded.


			A ruler who tries to be good amid such many bad men will cause his own ruin and the ruin of the city, since he will be defeated by those who use sly force and “cunning.” So the main message of The Prince seems to be that “effectual” power is more important than “morality.” In the end, the most efficient ways to rule are variegated, resorting to both good and bad means, but a prudent ruler will be able to discover the ones that are appropriate to the circumstances. For this reason, a ruler should benefit from Machiavelli’s new political findings, findings that can be equated to Columbus’ discovery of a new continent, as he writes some years later, in his Preface to the Discourses on Livy.


			The “Reason of State” and Value Free Science?


			Machiavelli’s ideas as presented in The Prince generate immediate controversy. Even during the 16th century, a number of writings came to print opposing his “outrageous” ideas—which is not surprising, considering that Machiavelli was surely aware of the scandal that his claims would cause. He was described as writing his book with “the devil’s own fingers.”12 


			Curiously, the controversy, at some point, turned into one about the interpretation of the work. It is, in fact, a controversy that has never been solved. He was be praised (e.g., by Meinecke) for articulating, for the first time, the concept of Raison d’État—referring to the superior interests of the State.13 It is an illusion. For many, his teachings are an instance of immorality, or at the very least amorality. This amorality looks scientific. 


			In the twentieth century, those concerned that social science should avoid moral judgments were led to present Machiavelli as a merely pragmatic and realistic thinker who upholds the suspension of the common ethical concerns in political matters—a presentation most famously made by Benedetto Croce (1925).14 The assumption is that morality has no real role in decision making within the political realm. Ernst Cassirer (1946) attenuates even more the shock that Machiavelli’s ideas provoked stating that he is only adopting the viewpoint of a statesman, distinguishing the facts of political life from the values of moral judgment—as a kind of “political Galileo.”15


			Thus, many interpreters of Machiavelli pretend that his doctrines were precisely an incipient version of a new, value-free political science, which is not maleficent, but neutral precisely because it is solely concerned about the efficiency of the means. For these interpreters, Machiavelli’s originality is his “scientific method,” devoid of useless moral lecturing and conscious of how political life effectively works.


			Now, Machiavelli mentions his “method” only once, namely in the Preface to the Discourse, and it is very difficult for an attentive reader to rightly say that his writings have no malicious content but are simply neutral or value-free. In fact, much of his advice could very well be the maxims of a gangster. As Leo Strauss says with some dark humor:


			Indeed, what other description would fit a man who teaches lessons like these: princes ought to exterminate the families of rulers whose territory they wish to possess securely; princes ought to murder their opponents rather than to confiscate their property since those who have been robbed, but not those who are dead, can think of revenge; (…) true liberality consists in being stingy with one’s own property and in being generous with what belongs to others; not virtue but the prudent use of virtue and vice leads to happiness; injuries ought all to be done together so that, being tasted less, they will hurt less, while benefits ought to be conferred little by little, so that they will be felt more strongly; (…) ; if one has to choose between inflicting severe injuries and inflicting light injuries, one ought to inflict severe injuries (…). If it is true that only an evil man will stoop to teach maxims of public and private gangsterism, we are forced to say that Machiavelli was an evil man.16


			Even so, some scholars, such as Quentin Skinner,17 note that the use of vicious means is presented by Machiavelli as a last resort and that the head of the state should be good when he can, even while prepared to be evil when he needs to. So, it is argued that Machiavelli prefers conformity with moral virtue, all things being equal. It is true that sometimes Machiavelli uses the term virtù in the traditional sense. But even in these cases, he is always very clear to say that it is more important to appear rather than be virtuous, efficiency requires extraordinary means, and the use of evil as a last resort is not uncommon.


			Along the same lines as those who see Machiavelli’s theories as merely anticipating the separation of morality and politics, values and facts; he is also pointed18 as the first political thinker to articulate the modern concept of “the State” as an impersonal form of rule that has the monopoly of violence within a territory—as Max Weber defines it. In fact, the Italian expression “lo stato” is very frequently in his writings, especially in The Prince, linked to the use of coercion. This use seems to imply a change of the meaning of the Latin expression status (whence the modern word “State” is derived), which meant “condition” or “position.” So, for these interpreters, Machiavelli articulated the notion of the interests of the State (Raison d’État), which supersede all other considerations, even the good of the private citizen.19 In fact, Machiavelli’s doctrines were later invoked by absolutist theorists.


			However, a careful reading of the instances when Machiavelli uses the expression lo stato disproves such a reading.20 Lo stato corresponds to the Latin word dominium. The latter, in medieval legal theories, denotes “property” and “political control.” So, Machiavelli’s lo stato is literally the possession of the prince. Moreover, never in his writings does he present the idea of an impersonal political organization, akin to the modern state, which ignores the character of those in office. On the contrary, for him, ruling is always linked to the ruler and his qualities, namely virtù. Neither are the “principalities”—which could be the equivalent of the modern notion of the state—stable political units lasting centuries. On the contrary, often they are the result of the initiative of the ruler, through founding or conquest. So, the fragility of the prince’s rule is clearly different from an established and lawful regime, which is never to be seen in his writings. 


			Ultimately, this surely limits his presumed paternity of the Weberian modern state. 


			The New Meanings of the Terms Virtù and Fortuna’s 


			Machiavelli deliberately uses the word virtù when he is speaking about the necessary qualities of competent rulers. The Italian word means “potency” or “excellence,” and would usually be translated as “virtue,” conveying an idea of moral goodness. But for Machiavelli, it almost always means something entirely different. He uses this concept to indicate the qualities a prince should have in order to maintain his “estate,” and achieve glory, which are the two main goals of a ruler. So, while resorting to this Italian word designating moral goodness, he makes brutally clear his wish to shock, and to express a thesis which is entirely different from the traditional view about what is virtuous. The princes of the highest virtue—at least according to him—are the ones who are capable of, if the situation demands it, doing evil without any hesitation or qualm. It is like this because the circumstances of political rule are such that vices cannot be ruled out from the range of actions that are sometimes possible or necessary. The prince should have a “flexible” moral disposition, and the best ruler is one who is capable of changing his conduct from evil doing to good deeds, and vice versa, in accordance with fortune and circumstance. 


			The word “virtue” is also used in his book The Art of War, a book that describes the strategic feats of a general who, in the battlefield, is able to adapt to various situations successfully.21 The inference here is that the prince, like the general, should have virtù, that is, know the strategy and the techniques which are appropriate to an occasion. The virtuous ruler is one who is able to use power with efficacy; for he knows the inner workings of political life. Accordingly, it seems that virtù relates to “realistic politics” in the same way as goodness relates to “idealistic politics”: it is the touchstone of political success.


			The key chapter in The Prince explaining the relationship between morality and politics is chapter fifteen, in which he claims that his view is superior to that of all previous thinkers—such as Aristotle, Plato, or Cicero, none of whom he mentions by name—who are in the habit of talking about ideal cities. He is the only one who knows the truth about politics, the effettuale (literally: “effective”) truth, which is about the inner workings of real politics and establishes a politics of efficacy.


			Virtù is related to ruling by its connection with another key concept, namely, that of fortuna. Like virtù, fortuna is not a new word, but obtains a new use distinct from its common use of the time. In the traditional representation of the goddess Fortune who conveys a benevolent, even if volatile, luck or fate—such that Fortune is the source of human good and evil—fortuna is almost always malevolent in Machiavelli’s political scheme and is the source of all misery, afflictions and human disasters. It is the enemy of public order and the security of the estate. A ruler endowed with virtù must therefore be able to tame fortuna, to channel its devastating force, although he is never able to completely counteract it. 


			The concept of fortune has been discussed among scholars nearly to exhaustion. The most important text is chapter XXV of The Prince, where Fortuna is presented as a destructive river which, despite its fury, is not beyond the scope of human control. It is indeed possible to resist fortune if a ruler allies virtù and “prudence” to prepare for its inevitable arrival. According to Machiavelli, the experience of blind fortuna indicates that a ruler needs to be more intrepid than cautious. The feminine nature of fortune requires a manly answer. In the intellectual world the intellectual world of Machiavelli, fortune is the primary source of violence, as opposed to reason. Virtù is the capacity to tame fortune when necessary—and by any necessary means.


			Virtue and virtù


			Today, if we ask someone what his goals in life are, his answers could be, on the one hand, career progress or a higher income, but they could also be, on the other hand, changing the world for the better, becoming a better person, etc. Those inclined to the first kind of answer would likely be called “realists,” whereas the latter would likely be considered “idealists.”22 Nowadays, however, if someone belonging to the latter group answered that his goal in life was to grow in virtue, he would be regarded with surprise and would be subject to harmless ridicule, because the notion of “virtue” has become alien to our moral and political vocabulary (except perhaps within the circles of Evangelical Americans and some Catholics). In fact, it would suspicious if the defense of virtue were to emerge in a conversation among statesmen, diplomats, etc.—in which case any mentions of a virtuous life would not merely raise eyebrows but suggest a hidden public agenda.


			Of course, it is possible to speak about “virtue,” “honor,” “patriotism” and so forth without using such old-fashioned moral language. We could simply talk about things that appear to have the same meaning, without being considered unduly idealistic, or without raising suspicion—things such as “quality of life,” “prestigious profession,” “ethical concerns,” “decency” and so forth. Tuning down the language of “virtue” among politicians would be necessary to avoid them looking either very naïve or very dangerous. 


			Our current moral and political language was the subject of a surprising change: the notion of virtue, whose use now could make you raise an eyebrow, or laugh at its naïveté, was for millennia the key concept in both personal ethics and public life. Going back to the very beginnings of moral philosophy with Socrates, all he seemed to ask others was articulated in the language of virtue: the nature of courage, wisdom, piety and so forth. It doesn’t matter whether he received a clear answer in the end. Plato pursued the same inquiry and Aristotle, in the Nicomachean Ethics, was maybe the first to give a clear-cut answer: for the individual, magnanimity was the highest virtue, and for the city, justice was the highest. 


			The aristocratic Greek view stands in sharp contrast to Christian scripture, However, when eventually the Aristotelian tradition was recovered by Christian Medieval scholars, a critical appropriation of the virtues allowed them to reconcile both the classical Greek and Christian traditions, and the virtues became the core of the morality for centuries. This is no longer the case. How to explain a change of such magnitude, which sent to oblivion the key moral concept in our current moral and political language? 


			If we had to choose a single reason for that transformation, the answer to the question would be the works of Niccolò Machiavelli. Nothing that he writes is random: he has a political program.


			

				

					5 The classic biography is Roberto Ridolfi, Vita di Niccolo Machiavelli (Roma: A. Belardetti, 1954). 


				


				

					6 On the Italian republics see Quentin Skinner, The Foundations of Modern Political Thought (Vol. 1) (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1978), 67-190.


				


				

					7 Machiavelli, Vita di Castruccio Castracani, IV, in fine.


				


				

					8 Letter to Francesco Vettori, December 10, 1513, in Niccoló Machiavelli, Tutte le opere (our translation).


				


				

					9 Xenophon (c. 431-354 B. C.), who belonged to Socrates’ philosophical circle but then decided to pursue a military life. He wrote various dialogues and treatises, in an original style, amongst which is the report on Ciro’s education, which was taken as a model for future treatises that had the goal of educating a prince. He is a rhetorician who, we might say, proposes a realist conception of politics.


				


				

					10 Machiavelli, The Prince, chap. VII. We used a bi-lingual Italian Portuguese edition: Nicolau Maquiavel, O Príncipe. Edição bilíngue, trad., intro. Diogo Pires Aurélio (São Paulo: Editora 34, 2017). Both in The Prince and the Discourses on Livy, the sections are fairly short, so we will indicate just the chapter or Book and chapter.


				


				

					11 Quentin, The Foundations of Modern Political Thought, 41. 


				


				

					12 The accusation was made by Cardinal Reginald Pole in his 1539 work Apologia de Reginaldi Poli ad Carolum V, and repeated numerous times throughout the centuries, even by authors who today are seen as adopting policies that Machiavelli would endorse, such as Prussia’s Frederick the II, who shortly before he became king wrote an Anti-Machiavelli (1739).


				


				

					13 Friedrich Meinecke, Machiavellism. The Doctrine of Raison d’Etat and Its Place in Modern History, trans. D. Scott (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1924).
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