
is his treatment of the idea of mixed government, including constitutional
change, and how Cicero draws from and yet is critically different from his
primary source in this matter, Polybius. It turns out that Polybius is seen
here as an ancient stand-in for Machiavelli and thus as one who has no use
for the ideal or utopian constructions of political thinkers. Cicero’s realism
and learning from history and tradition are coupled with an apparent
reading of Plato that allows the critical role for utopian thinking in, once
again, the synthesis that Cicero will embrace. From this dimension of the
book we are brought closest to the large thesis of the book. Cicero’s philosoph-
ical position respecting politics is that it is a sphere for reason’s application but
also one revealing reason’s limits. With much good argument and interpreta-
tion, Atkins has come to support and embrace a finding that had emerged in
the recent renaissance of Ciceronian studies, namely, that Cicero’s model or
ideal is not, of course, the literal one of Plato’s Republic, nor is it simply
Rome as frequently thought. Rather, instructed by Plato’s own full and
subtle teaching, Cicero utilizes Rome as “the best exemplification of the
best practicable regime” (232).
Finally one is led to think that it is the power and significance of Cicero’s

writings that, when carefully attended to, brings once again a Ciceronian
revival. Jed Atkins admirably attends with scholarly care and a critical imag-
ination to Cicero’s central political works. This reader is reminded of
Elizabeth Rawson’s observation, ten years after her initial publication of a
biography of Cicero during which she became ever more the expert on the in-
tellectual life of Cicero’s time, that “closer knowledge of Cicero tends to breed
greater appreciation” (Cicero, a Portrait [Bristol, 1983], vi). As he closes, Atkins
reminds his readers of the specific teaching he emphasizes in this study, that
given our persistent human aspirations to justice, we need a periodic return
“to works that ask us to consider the extent to which such aspirations to
justice might be realized” (238).

–Walter Nicgorski
University of Notre Dame

David N. Levy: Wily Elites and Spirited Peoples in Machiavelli’s Republicanism.
(Lanham, MD: Lexington Books, 2014. Pp. xv, 147.)

doi:10.1017/S0034670515000133

David Levy provides a lucid and concise analysis of Machiavelli’s republican-
ism. His arguments are well supported by textual evidence. Although his
reading of the Discourses on Livy and the Prince turns up little that will be
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altogether new to the specialist, his sound interpretationmay serve as a sober-
ing corrective to such recent renderings of Machiavelli as a democrat, a rhet-
orician, a Socratic moral philosopher, and a Christian prophet.
Levy starts with Machiavelli’s proposition that the ancients loved republi-

can liberty as a mere means to attaining dominion, greatness, and riches.
Combined with the assumption that the inhabitants of every city naturally
divide into the classes of the people and the great, this instrumental love of
liberty gives rise to two opposing desires: the people desire freedom so as
to enjoy their possessions securely, whereas the great desire freedom so as
to dominate. This instrumentality further implies that the experience of
liberty does not lead to the actualization of man’s true nature in
Aristotelian fashion, as J. G. A. Pocock argued in reference to Machiavelli’s
claim that once people have experienced republican liberty they can no
longer accept subjection to a prince. According to Levy, they do not accept
it for the simple reason that they want to regain the wealth, power, and secur-
ity that living in a republic brings.
The fundamental conflict that stems from the opposing desires of the

people and the great gives rise to republican liberty if the people are able to
establish a representative institution—such as the Tribunate of the Roman
Republic—that prevents the great from oppressing the people. (This ability
of the people is enhanced if the great decide to arm the people in order to
use their manpower in wars of imperial expansion.) However, this emergence
of liberty from the people’s resistance to the great does not makeMachiavelli a
populist or democrat, as John P. McCormick holds. There are simply toomany
passages in which Machiavelli argues that a successful republic needs the
leadership skills of the great and instructs the great in manipulating the
people. Rather, and this principle holds to the present day, republican
liberty arises from a well-balanced conflict between the people and the great.
Regarding foreign policy, Levy perspicaciously recognizes Machiavelli’s ar-

gument that republics are eventually forced to expand because they find it im-
possible to be just strong enough to deter but not so powerful as to frighten
others into attacking preventively. In addition, having first acquired out of ne-
cessity, they will then begin to acquire out of ambition. The city that best fol-
lowed this course of action was, of course, the Roman republic. Accordingly,
Levy disagrees with Maurizio Viroli’s claim that Rome’s foreign policy as pre-
sented by Machiavelli was not predatory at all. But neither was Machiavelli
an unqualified admirer of Roman imperialism, as Mark Hulliung averred,
because he understood that Roman subjugation ended republican liberty, as
all other free cities were reduced to servility and Rome itself became
corrupt from the absence of foreign danger. It was this corruption, together
with the debilitating effects of the Christian religion, which led the world
into the weakness that Machiavelli so laments.
But corruption comes not only from imperial success. A republic begins to

grow corrupt soon after its founding, as its naturally selfish citizens begin to
shirk the laws as they lose their fear of the gods and shed their good customs;
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for it is religion, interpreted according to political necessity, and good customs,
equivalent to a sober and austere morality, that sustain republics. Accordingly,
Levy largelyagreeswithQuentin Skinner’smajor claim thatMachiavelli founda
thirdwaybetween liberalism,whichwants government to keep its hands off the
citizens’ character, andAristotelianism,whichwants the city to actualize the cit-
izens’ capacity for moral virtue. According to Machiavelli’s third way, the citi-
zens of a republic will be free if the government promotes their religiosity and
civic habits, whether through education, manipulation, or compulsion. And
the compulsory way to maintain good customs is to execute wrongdoers in
public so as to bring fear back into men’s minds.
But republican corruption cannot always be remedied by republican

means. Princes are needed to impose order on thoroughly corrupt multitudes,
suggesting to Levy that Machiavelli’s Discourses should not be read in isola-
tion from the Prince. Yet the two works differ essentially in this: whereas
the Discourses advise the republic’s leaders to disregard moral considerations
for the common good, the Prince seems to advise princes to enter into evil for
their own good. How the author of the Discourses could also be the author of
the Prince has been debated for a long time, of course. Levy joins this debate
by most insightfully discussing the three most common solutions: that
Machiavelli wrote the Prince as a pragmatic response to the current political
situation, suggested in various ways by Ernst Cassirer, Federico Chabod,
and Gennaro Sasso; that Machiavelli became a republican after writing the
Prince, as Hans Baron averred; and that he warned republicans against
princely government in the guise of giving advice to princes, as
Jean-Jacques Rousseau wrote. Noting that the Discourses contain princely
and even tyrannical advice as well, Levy then offers his own reconciliation
of Machiavelli’s republican and princely teachings. Machiavelli was a
“sincere republican” who nonetheless held the “belief that principalities are
sometimes necessary” (100–101), namely, when order needs to be imposed
on an anarchic multitude by ruthless means. To turn this order into a
common good, Machiavelli instructs the prince that his rule will be more
secure if he allies himself with the people against the great by providing
the people with security (which they desire as their ultimate end). In other
words, Machiavelli’s jarring appeals to the prince’s selfish desires are rhetor-
ical devices to make him act for the common good out of self-interest.
This persuasive reconciliation of Machiavelli’s republican and princely

teachings leaves one last problem, however. A prince cannot be counted on
to establish a republic. He may create security and even rule by law, but he
will not voluntarily step down to let his subjects become self-governing citi-
zens. Hence, the prince will have to be removed forcibly by men aspiring
to become leaders of a republic. To teach them how to overthrow a prince,
Machiavelli provides these would-be citizens with the longest chapter of
the Discourses, the chapter on conspiracies.
Levy’s argument concludes with a brief comparison of liberalism and

Machiavelli’s republicanism. Whereas liberalism starts from the common

308 THE REVIEW OF POLITICS

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/S

00
34

67
05

15
00

01
33

 P
ub

lis
he

d 
on

lin
e 

by
 C

am
br

id
ge

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0034670515000133


desire for life, liberty, and property, Machiavelli starts from two contrasting
ones: the desire to be free from princely rule so as to dominate and the
desire to be free from any oppression so as to be secure. Whereas liberty is
thus an ultimate end to liberalism, it is merely a proximate end to
Machiavelli. Whereas liberalism constructs representative government on
the moral basis of rights that are equal for all, Machiavelli constructs a
mixed regime on the utilitarian basis of satisfying the desires of the great
and the people. Nonetheless, Machiavelli provides liberalism with the
crucial idea that common good can arise from institutionalized conflict
between self-interested actors, as taken up by the invisible-hand argument
of liberal economics and the checks-and-balances reasoning of liberal
constitutionalism.

–Markus Fischer
California State University, Fullerton

Jimmy Casas Klausen: Fugitive Rousseau: Slavery, Primitivism, and Political Freedom.
(New York: Fordham University Press, 2014. Pp. xvii, 333.)

doi:10.1017/S0034670515000145

Paul de Man identified what he took to be a recurring problem in Rousseau
interpretation: commentators assume a moral and political stance owing to
which they can pronounce his theoretical deficiencies and suggest remedies
for them. This approach to Rousseau takes it for granted that his writings
are deeply flawed, unsound even, and in dire need of revision and improve-
ment. Jimmy Klausen has noticed a similar practice in two groups of recent
Rousseau critics who also do a disservice to his work: theorists of colonial mo-
dernity who wrongly dismiss Rousseau for not (directly) addressing
European slavery, and participants in the liberal-communitarian debate that
disregard postcolonial themes in his work. Klausen’s ambition is to place
“Rousseau’s political theory in the frame of a black Atlantic world that
would have been broadly recognizable to him and refract his arguments
through the long tradition of the concepts of slavery and freedom—particu-
larly marronnage—from Mediterranean antiquity through African
American modernism in interwar Paris” (2). Complementing the theoretical
efforts of Jane Anna Gordon and Neil Roberts, among others, Klausen
seeks to extend and deepen what has become known as the “creolization”
of Rousseau.
It is a distinctive project and Klausen puts his stamp on it by deploying

Albert O. Hirschman’s celebrated notion of exit, productively bringing it to
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