Modern Political Thought I – Notes

January 13th
Introduction: The post-classical period.

City-State:
· Critics Plato, Aristotle, and Socrates in their conception of the city-state. (Greek).
· It was thought that their ideas were too close to society.
· Their assumption on the racial homogeny of the state. 
· Citizenship.
· The Greeks were different from other societies – barbarians and size of a city-state.
· Assumptions about the nature and interests of the small leisure class. 
· Their societies were much hierarchical. In a Greek society they were assigned roles.
· Their thoughts are local.
· The existence of existence is imperial, international relations came to be.

Essential questions: 
· How far those boundaries of political space are extended? 
· At what point does citizenship become irrelevant as society grows? 
· How minor need be the public aspect of decisions before the political association ceased to be political?

Polis – Association (Political):
· The political thought of Plato and Aristotle were political. This association served needs that no other association could. Association = Polis (city).
· Pols gave the people a sense of morality, belonging, law, etc.
· Virtue was important for the early political thinkers.
· It was reflected upon individuals that he lived in common with other men.
· It was a holistic kind of association. It consisted of measurable contributions made by its members. This meant that its quality is no better or worse than that of its citizens. If you want to live in harmony you need a Polis, and an educated society.
· The association was political because it dealt with political features such as economics. 
· The Greeks deliberated to the private realm instead of the public realm. 

· New set of conditions.
· The Macedonians brought a large scale of organization, which later reach its fullest expression in the Roman Empire. This required different institutions to govern it. Society becomes more plural and diverse. 
· The new set of concerns began to emerge. 
· The phenomena of political life were known looked at from a different perspective. 

Problems that challenge political theory:
· Revolutionary challenge posed by the fact that the Polis ceased to be the natural human. The new states that were formed lack the attributes of a typical polis. Ones interests and notion of virtue changes. Society differentiated by different races and cultures are brought into one to be ruled by a single authority (the Roman Empire).
· Pertains to the politics of Roman Empire. The expansion of Rome from a small city-state to an empire was achieved during the days of the Republic. We couldn’t govern this system in the same way. Political conflict: what kind of institutions do you need to put in place and the mechanisms. The problem is the role of the institutions in maintaining and ordering political conflict. 
· Conducting politics on the basis of self-interest. Understanding of interest is now legitimate. Plato didn’t talk about self-interest; he talks about the common good. It is no longer about virtue but about self-interest. 

· The Spartan’s wanted to be left alone by the Athenians. They were not an expansion of state. Political thinking becomes centered on how can we do certain things with power?
· Problem: the theoretical implications were a new dimension. 
· In Greek thought, the concept of the politics was associated with the Polis that is identified in Plato’s ideal state.
· Plato and Aristotle: expansion and war was detrimental to the existence of the human being.
· Tendency of Greek political thought was to turn all problems inward. 
· Inability to think politically broader than the Polis. 
· Example: federal arrangements call for knowledge of various techniques (foreign policy representing many states instead of one). The question of what standards must be used to sign representatives (is it place of birth?). 
· Question on taxation and how to administer a treasurer. 
· To the Greeks the ultimate question was: what is the nature and quality of the life that men can obtain in the political association?
· The question of techniques constitutes as second ordered problems. These can be discussed without disturbing the first ordered problems. 
· They were never able to modify their conviction that political space can be divided in any type of way.
· Loyalty came from a sense of common involvement. The ruler serves as the terminus of loyalty, and the common center of the scattered parts of society.
· This happens when you turn a monarchy into a Polis.
· Quickly discovered that symbols are useful for communicated meaning at an elementary level.
· Political Loyalty now changes because it comes more complicated.

Decisions and Symbolism dictated by two factors:
· Increasing of the larger hegeronity of the community. Societies are more diverse.
· The fact that the locus of power and decision has been removed from the vast of the majority. This means that we are not connected to the decision process. 
· A growing difference calls more new methods of administration.

· Romans show the role institutions and their importance.
· Institutions regulate group rivalries.
· This leads to the development of a codified law.
· Reality led to the understanding of leadership different from that of the Greeks.
· The Greeks have conceived leadership in terms of a political hero. This is a person to fabricate institutions and that leaves behind an imprint of characteristics of this person.
· The romans view leadership as a political activity that must conform to three established pre-requirements: required a political actor who meets expectation. This means that individual greatness is now level. 
· The limits placed exerted a specific effect on political action.
· Political action becomes indirect.
· Assemblies require coordination, compromise, etc.
· For the Greeks everything was based on reason.
· The Romans saw political theory that would occupy the observation in phenomenon itself. They understood that you couldn’t master reality and the human condition the way the Greeks believed.
· Roman politics is essentially based on reason. 
· Led to change in the conception of virtue.
· The highest level of virtue for Seserot is not in philosophy but in governing the state.
· City-state  governing large cities.

January 18th
Machiavelli 

· Renaissance: the artists and political philosophers took their guide from the Pagans. They went back to the romans.  
· Machiavelli worked for the “first chancellor”, small city-states. 
· Politics were relatively unstable (he wanted to try to solve this).
· After his imprisonment he was never relieved by his principality (stigma).
· No romanticism in his politics. 
· Bases his theory off of god. He was a naturalist who understood that human nature doesn’t change.
· Leadership is important – certain people with talent are those you want.
· Ask Machiavelli what kind of preacher you should find? Someone who knows how to go to hell and avoid it. He says that if you want to be successful in politics you need to see both sides of humanity.
· Defiant move away from tradition and close too classical.
· No belief in the god nor is there the notion that humanity is moving on (naturalistic), rather he is concerned with the discovery of natural laws. 
· Machiavelli’s inscriptions are entirely technical, not moral. 
· This means that the study of politics now becomes the technique for the successful manipulation of power in the service of positive ends in the value that is never looked at. 
· The test of means is based on efficiency not on legitimacy. This means that for Machiavelli is the only thing people want is materialistic (power, glory and wellbeing).
· Mans desires constantly outrun to obtain what we really want. 
· He offers a pessimistic view of human nature.
· He is naturalist and prescipted. You have to understand what motivated people in order to prescribe.
· He hopes to show us a way out of this dilemma. 
· How to provide political stability in a world that it is in a constant state of flux.
· This involves showing men some way of increasing benefits without changing their selfish nature.
· He wanted to allow people to express their hedonistic values but at the same time be a stable political power. This system will be different from Plato and Aristotle that relied on perfectibility.
· Only natural forces that help to change.

The Prince and The Discourses:
· The Prince and The Discourses become casework that demonstrates general principles that can provide guiding principles for leaders. 
· Example: chapter 6. He became leader by killing off every citizen. The story helps illustrate two principles. 
· If you want to steal from other men, take their wives and children but leave them their property.
· If you are going to take drastic measures then do so quickly and don’t hesitate. 
· Kill off the competition.
· When looking at the ‘matter’ out of which whose purpose was to hopefully construct the state. 
· Each society has the ‘few’ and the ‘many’. They are two social classes. The noble, aristocracies, the wealthy and the other general people. These are the two classes he sees. The few are in pursuit of power; they are the most intelligent in a society. The many seek security and freedom from domination. 
· The few will exchange economical security for their freedom.
· Every matter is either virtuous or corrupt. It will be up to them to determine what type of regime will satisfy the people.
· Once you understand the desires of a society, you can determine what type of society you are facilitating and the institutions that you are facilitating. 
· The society as a whole can either be corrupt or virtuous. 
· If the people are corrupt then you have to institute an absolute government.
· He prefers a republican government. He isn’t for principalities. 
· Both books are concerned with a stable political order. 

The Prince is a general precept that is for those who are in the position of attaining authority. He argues that is virtue is absent from the body of politics (if the general body doesn’t attain virtue) then it must be present in the authority. The Prince then must be an intelligent person. We learn about the two forces that comprise the totality of our experiences; fortuna (is that aspect of human life and nature that cannot be controlled- there will always be a problem) and virtue.  Individual virtue may react favorably on the state. A healthy state will display a corporate virtue that will result in the control of fortune for some time. Because all of the evil is due to the nature of fortune, good is always the result of man’s virtue. He also says that nothing is eternal because Fortuna exists. He does recognize that the world is not filled with chaos. He does recognize that theirs a sphere in politics where effort can be effective. It is possible to work for a pre-conceived end. 

Purpose: on the basis of knowledge of how men do live, to teach princes how they ought to be. On discussing the acquisition of power, those who rely on virtue will be more successful then those who rely on Fortuna. You have to be able to cease the moment when it presents itself. 

The first thing that a successful prince has to do: they have to put aside the traditional virtues. The individual has to strip themselves of traditional morals. He has to rid himself of conscious. He needs to act on the basis of rational act. You have to make yourself look like a nice guy. The prince presents to the public persona. The persona allows people to like him. The prince has to choose between being feared and being loved. Machiavelli says that the prince should always be feared but never hated. Being loved depends on others while being feared means we’re dependent on ourselves. 

New theme of political theory: the idea or appearances/persona:  shifts the moral image of the rule. The image of the ruler is important to the people. Machiavelli tells the prince that he must be ready to use the beast and man. You have to know the side of humanity. What he has to embody is the characteristics of the lion and the fox. In a corrupt state the few are always plotting for power therefore they can never be trusted. Therefore the prince should seek the support of the many and in return give them security. The French should seek alliances. The prince should pretend to defend the side of the weaker party. Pointing out where dilemmas exist and then to highlight the consequences are. 

January 20th 
Machiavelli Cont.

The Discourse – themes: social and political conditions under which were public and virtue are created and destroyed. Nothing remains permanent. Procedures states follow for destroying republics and maintaining and shaping the state. He believes that one can learn from modern affairs through history. The best way to formulate rules for political behavior is proposing parallel things from ancient history. He strives to understand ancient history.

Republic = all states that are not monarchies. Aristocracy republic rules are states ruled by the upper class. The essential characteristic of a republic government is participation through electing government officials and public participation. 

Two Assumptions:
· History remains the same throughout all ages. It is compounded by the deed of men who have human nature in common. What we have in common are our desires and our passions. It therefore becomes useful to study past event to see what solutions are best.
· The greatest example for active politicians is that of the Roman republic. Its success is due to their laws and military. Their laws were to be complied to. You need a balanced constitution and a well organized military, and intelligently planned expansion. The fourth principle is respect for religion and laws. They lay down the morality and guidelines. Finally you need liberty. Liberty understood as government as a whole. You need government for the whole rather than government for a select few. He notes that even Rome was seen to unforeseen fortune. 

The collapse of Rome came from an increased amount of greed. The people were unsatisfied with their laws. There was friction between the nobles and the others who disagreed over the agrarian law (land). This law attempted to regulate the amount of land people can hold and the distribution of territory in war. When Rome conquered and colonized territories, they gave land to the aristocracies. Post Caesar, Rome was never a free republic again.

Establishment of a republic - He teaches that the creation of a republic of a paradox because it can only be instituted by a legislature in that instance. This was the case with Athens and Sparta. If you want a republic you need a ruler. This man must be a man who can kill his own brother to establish a regime. The absolute power should not last longer than the lifetime of the tyrant. It is an act of creation by one individual. He says because of the matter of the republic we have a virtuous republic whose legacy will outlast the lifetime of the tyrant (the institutions will last if they are successful).

Liberty – he has a love for liberty. Men will respect the institutions of the founder. Once the establishment of the republic, you slowly delegate the institutions that will outlive you. 

Today we always go back to the founding documents. We look at the intentions of the founders. When we look at politics it is important to look at the principles upon which it was developed. 

Legislatures dilemma – he must restrain the ambitions of the elite and lower classes. You also must guarantee certain satisfactions to each group. You must also channel the power of the many and the intellectual power of the few. It is from the state these groups get the goods they see. Machiavelli finds himself to choose from the aristocratic and the popular order. He comes down in favor of the popular order because the large army is required from the creation of the empire. You need an army to defend the state – you have to be ready to arm. 

National Militia - He is in favor of a national militia to protect the interest of the state. Consequence = the general public has to be given a shared authority. There will always be tension in the state. He also says if properly channeled it can be beneficial because the state can produce individual behavior can produce interest to the state. This keeps the parties honest. Each side needs power. The need to be given a shared authority because you need them to defend the state. 

Conclusion – his form of government will form an institution where the classes can share the aristocracy in decision-making. He argues that the holding of elections guarantees good leaders because a virtuous public will choose the ablest men to lead. He says that if the leader is virtuous then the public will reward him. Private ambition can be channeled to produce public efforts. 

Religion becomes important – because the elite can manipulate the minds of the masses, which can control their beliefs. Rainessance – rejection of religion. This means the public opinion needs to be edited. 

Emergency Government - He believes in emergency government and decision-making in times of emergency. He believes that the government moves too slowly in times of emergency. All democratic states have provisions in states of emergency. Decision-making becomes centralized. 

Machiavelli realized that the fundamental virtues lie in the economic and social realms. The most important type foundation of virtue is equal distribution of properties. Luxurious living will destroys the few. You need to level the economic levels of the few. People will seek personal dominance. Finally he says that republics must also be renovated from time to time by bringing them back to the start. In order to remain stable the state has to adapt them to changing circumstances. 

The science of politics that he presents is concrete oriented towards problem solving. It relates to the problems that states have to deal with on daily basis. You keep someone in power based on how successful they are. You don’t want to base politics on the illusions that have no grabbing in reality. He emerges as a realist. Republican leaders especially when invading foreign territory can also use his principles that he establishes in the Prince. 

Thomas Hobbes
1588-1679

Can be seen as the founder of liberalism. He lays the preconditions for liberal philosophy. Machiavelli tried to reshape political theory so that they can grasp the reality (groups and states). He wanted to purse interest. Interest as the departure point (it becomes the starting point for political theory). Machiavelli failed to give us a model that would allow political interest to operate. 

The pursuit of interest – how do you structure society for the constant desire for interest? What rules need to be in place to control the rival groups and individuals? It isn’t enough to assert with Machiavelli to satisfy the interest of society. Lacking in coping with the new interest of the new politics. New politics is competitive and isn’t based on hierarchy. If the identity of individuals arrives from the different interests how was it possible to establish a set of restraints it would be in the interest for each to be reserved. 

Common life – The pursuit of interest presupposed what was most difficult to attain in a society with self-interested people (common life). The theory is absent in Machiavelli. There’s no sense of shares loyalties or feel of the continuity and collectively overtime. The sufficient consciousness of commonality. This is where Machiavelli leaves us hanging, and where Hobbes comes into play. 

He talks about self-interested people and contracts. Contracts bring people together. Like Machiavelli it is important to remember the period he wrote in. The period was unstable. His ideas are quite liberal. 

Basic intention – to put moral and political philosophy on a scientific basis. To contribute to the establishment of civic peace and for people to fulfill civic duties. 
· His theories of the state of nature and his assumptions of the human state of nature. 
· The leviathan encompasses all these little people who give the ruler the right to govern. 
· Important to remember that the leviathan does not contract with people, he becomes the recipient of the contract for self-preservation and peace.

State of Nature – political and social condition. In law the state of nature is described as a pre-political condition. This means that in his view of the state of nature there’s no industry and economy. Life is also uprooted and unpredictable. He says that life is nasty and short in the state of nature. This is the state that needs to be corrected by institutions and civic nature. The basic elements of civil life are missing. He describes this situation as a starting point. 

Assumptions about human nature – understand how he understands human nature. 

January 25th
Thomas Hobbes Cont. 

· He wants to bring the scientific side of human nature.
· 2 basic assumptions:
· Natural appetite
· Believe that we have reason. The element of reason is what separates us from the animal because men are not just concerned with present hunger but future hunger.
· For Hobbes animal appetite is focused on the present, not the future.
· Men have an infinite appetite: we are never satisfied.
· We need a never increasing amount of power to protect what one has accumulated.
· The origin of the natural appetite is due to his vanity or the pleasure of himself.
· The dominant principle that guides human is self-preservation.
· The preservation of life brings the most happiness.
· Self-preservation is a primary good.
· The most feared death is a violent death, which means death by other men. This is the one thing that we want to avoid. This is related to passion. 
· The one law that you don’t have to obey is death and killing. If someone is trying to kill you then you can disobey the law and run away. 
· The desire of fear of death is a passion. 
· Rational reflection that life is a condition of our happiness. But we fear death more than we desire life.
· The fear of death becomes the origin of law and the state.
· From this basis he comes to draw his philosophy.
· He has the view of a “natural man”.
· Man in the state of nature desires increasing power over others.

Natural man: he describes the natural man living in the dream world. It is the opposing power that wakens him from the dream world. According to him, men steps outside this imaginary dream world because he needs the recognition of superiority by others. This is due to vanity and due to the fact this recognition that the superiority over others.  However the claim of superiority means that it leads to in content. The individual seeks revenge. What happens is that the struggle between men moves from the search of superiority to a state of life and death nature that cannot be fixed by the natural state of nature. If you want to protect your life you need others to help. You need to form alliances and coalitions with others. This cannot provide for ultimate security.

The idea of the artificial state: seen by Hobbes as more perfect. This happens when people are feared for their lives. Men can combine together and overthrow. No matter how much power you can have you can always overthrow it. Men overcome their vanity and recognize their common full. It is simply the recognition of the enemy that forms union, trust, and relationship. 

The founding of the state: is to provide certain safeguards to the right of life. Vanity is shown to be futile. Individuals come together to see the benefit of living together under some sort of living agreement. For him man was first in the imagination and then with the existence of knowledge comes the fear of death. 

Law: Once you enter civil society you have the moral duty to obey the law. In the state of nature codified law determines just and unjust laws by common principles.  This means that every action is permitted if it is for self-preservation. This means that law now becomes a matter of obligation. And obligation comes from on the basis of the covenant from the free and unbound individual. He is laying the notion of liberal individuals. He realizes that this dream world is no longer possible.

Machiavelli (linkage): According to Hobbes the world isn’t revealed to us by analysis of observation but by experience. We don’t come to understand it through the reason (Plato). He wants a concrete reason. In terms of his theory of values, Hobbes is a Machiavellian. He argues that it is appetite or passion that designates the good for him. Hobbes’ theory of value is not the empirical value. For Hobbes it turns out to be a deduction from a general theory of reality. Hobbes wants to provide a scientific reason why man is the way he is. Machiavelli just looked around, Hobbes wants to do more.  

Man as a machine: Man now becomes to be understood as a machine. Man becomes nothing but a bundle of emotions and movements. Our feelings are the only things of which we are aware. We only experience the real world through sensation. This is how he comes to understand the world. There are no essences here to be intuitive. The important thing to remember is that man is never satisfied and that they are only in pursuit in object after object. 

Reason is now understood as reasoning about causes and effect. It is no longer a device for contemplating eternal object. For Hobbes it is an instrument for influencing emotions. State of nature: for him it is pre-social and pre-political. He feels that through reason we can learn certain ways of nature that can help us come to understand certain laws of nature. Passion comes along with reason. In the final analysis the emergence of the state of nature comes from various passions and through the reason of various state of natures. “…Reasons suggest articles of peace upon men may be drawn to agree with”.
1st law: man should seek peace wherever possible. And where it isn’t possible we are permitted to use whatever advantages may arise through the state of war. What this means is that wherever peace is not possible one can do whatever for self-preservation. 

Natural laws: from what he gathers he develops natural laws. They should be obeyed only under certain circumstances. The laws of nature should be obeyed and acting upon where there’s security. The laws are internal. Eternal in the sense that you know if you should or shouldn’t put them into place. 
 in the state of nature we want the laws of nature to bind us but they cannot be obeyed if doing so puts one in mortal danger. 
Although these laws can be seen as binding consciousness, you cannot change their behavior.
 Someone who doesn’t reciprocate good behavior but is himself secure in fact puts himself in the state of nature in relations to others. If a man is secure but doesn’t secure others, others have the right to destroy him.

View of man: a set of non-determinant existence. The individual is free. Therefore right is a freedom and liberty. 

Right and law: depends of the definition of right of nature and liberty.
Right of nature: the right of power a man has to use himself. The right he has to do anything in his own reason to protect himself. Important that he is saying that the most important thing is the privacy of self-preservation and the privacy to the individual. He is describing the modern man. 
Liberty: are the actions of the peasants. It is the area of which you can offer it that is not forbidden by the law. 
Laws of nature are things that Hobbes comes to understand through reason. For Hobbes right and law should be distinguished are inconsistent. One allows you to do certain things and one prevents you from doing certain things. 

Concept of the social contract: when it is introduces we find that the individual is required to give up a natural right for a civil right. The laws of nature are simply there to guide man as a guideline to respect the rules. 
The most fundamental law of nature is that all men should seek peace.
 Other laws of nature promote civil nature.
The whole aim was to form governable men. To create rule observers. 
For Hobbes it was the emergence of the political state through contract that first brought about any form of society. We enter civil society through entering a contract. He doesn’t recognize any order of society. Within the state of nature it means that you cannot the social ability of man in the state of nature. What he really means that he is slowly building the building blocks of the state. For him there’s no middle ground between fear and security.
 When a member becomes a member of a system of rules you are being guaranteed the basic equality with every other member. This principle is embodied in the second state of nature (law). You should be happy with the same amount of liberty that you would guaranty other members. This is the beginning of utilitarian. What this meant is that no one individual can posses more rights than another and that each individual should be treated equally by the system of rules that it was subject to. Equality through the rule of law. 

 Common wealth come together and authorizes one to rule. What happens in the state of nature is that all individuals come together and they give the rights and authority to one power. And this becomes to Hobbes the ruling leader to Hobbes. What is important is that the Leviathan stays in the state of nature because he is not subject to its subjects. The subjects have no blame on the representatives. 

February 3rd
Locke – Liberal Political Thought.

· Only the majority can establish a government.
· Representative government.
· The powers granted the government and only entrusted to the government without being relinquished. 
· The supreme power to preserve themselves always remains with the people. 
· Argues that when the legislative power is established it is and remains the supreme power.
· When governments exist, the ruling power lies in the legislature. 
· If the legislature can’t govern then the power reverts back to the people. 
· The ruler would be reverting to a state of war. 
· This means that although the ruler and the legislature are supreme, but not at the same time.
· When government becomes dysfunctional people can become in power.

Argues that those who make the laws should not be able to execute. This divides the executive and legislative power. He says that the legislative is superior to the executive because it lays down the laws. In extreme emergency the executive can take control of the law. 

Argues that the prerogative has always grown in the range of the best princes. In the final analysis, in the end it is still the people that must judge. The people must judge. This means that they have their rights to resist tyranny. The right to resist has to keep in mind the preservation of the community. What the people must then do is decide whether or not they take back their supreme power. 

When he questions the people he places himself outside the natural state of human nature. He destroys government. When government becomes dysfunctional then you have a right to resist. This isn’t a right to overturn but a right to resist when things become extreme and you need to reestablish a political order. This for Locke is a natural right. 

The limit on the prerogative is when the people feel endangered. When they feel endangered then they will resist.

What Locke doesn’t discuss is where societies goes when they have been discovered. What all this means is that beginning with the writings of Locke is how gradually society came to be conceived both as an entity distinct from political arrangement and at the same time and around the worth right human endeavor. 

The political becomes identified with the narrow set as institutions that are now labeled government. The role of the political now begins to shrink. What is now important is the maintenance of order. Peace and orderly relations (liberal thought). 

English Liberalism: characterized by the timidity (cautious). Locke never argued to the discipline of philosophy. He never thought of bringing the insights of the new science to solve the problems of society, He was never tempted by the precepts of social engineering. He never puts his faith in reason like the others do. Locke was as a consequence was more pragmatic and believed that philosophy has its limits. 

Tabula Rasa:  we come into the world with a blank state. We enter a world without any ideas. What this means that it forms a world with no escape. There’s no room for utopia. 

Assumptions about the human conditions: We can never break out of a world with sounds and tangible thinks. He thinks that we have problems and desires. Lock confines us to a limited condition. He sees humans as incapable of perfection and incapable of absolute knowledge. We find ourselves in a state of mediocrity. According to Locke the philosophy best suited is one that is concentrated on the twilight of probability. This has an influence on the way Locke and his followers had a profound impact on theory.

Promoting radical change. Radicals of the French Revolution. Locke doesn’t agree. We feel more confident when our work is based off of certainty. The difference of the liberals and the radicals lies in the human reason to understand reality and to translate the results into practical reaction. 

Erode the confidence in the ability of political philosophies providing grammatical advance. It was based on experienced. It is important to remember that the skit to outlook leading to prestige was indirect. He hays that philosophy should resign to our ultimate destiny. You can’t base it on religion. What we should do instead is to examine the kind of knowledge. 

Living our lives completely: what motivates us are the things around us. He says we learn about life in the real concrete world. What we learn and what we can know concretely is what should guide us. According to Locke, what philosophy should do is provide the conveniences of human life. Ought to be with the everyday life. He is anti-utopian. Practically and action becomes the watchwords of philosophy. 

Except existing society as a given. There’s no internal or ideal frame of reference. This implied the former frame of knowledge. We are not looking for certainty.

Early liberals: clear distinction between the truth of human abstractions and highly tentative possibilities where man lacks the free hand. The things that we can change are limited. According to him, political knowledge is similar to prudence (take reality into account and understand the limits). 

[bookmark: _GoBack]Society is now something that exists and takes care of itself independent of the political. Our institutions are a product of our time. 

Modern Poltcal Thought 1 - Notes

.
i P, snd el o by e, G,

et e
e
TGk et omther st - s s oy st
B e
e s s o Gk oty oy e sl
Tk s o
[ i ———

Po—
o e bsndaresafpltio sacer xndod

oo dos ey b o ey !

o it ot e e pol e s bt ey oo o b

fery

R LT —————

Py

e

T e N,
e e

EETEE R e o v

T gt e e ot wh e e ot prs
o e et B s o Sy e

[P ——

sty e sk o i e

prbon it s pl:
oy s e e b ol e e i T
ok e s ke b oyl O s
it i Bt g
ingemnrty e o
R ta e o oo e e s of e sy st 3
o s e g Bt 1 IR W oAt 1 0




