IMPERIUM AETERNUM
SPINOZA'S CRITIQUE OF MACHIAVELLI AND ITSSOURCE IN VAN DEN ENDEN

1. Introduction

In an origind and very simulating artide, “Spinoza.e I’ acutissmo fiorentino’,* Paolo Cristofolini
assarts the existence of a deep * continuity of thought' between Machiavelli and Spinoza.? He puts this
continuity againg the background of much sympathy for Machiaveli’ swork in theintdlectud drdein
which Spinoza s philosophy developed. An important figure, in a certain sense dso the founder of this
circle, was Spinoza s magter Franciscus Van den Enden, who is described by Crigofdlini asa‘cultore
di Machiavelli’. Thistitleis not used for Spinoza himsdf, but there can be no doubt thet Crigtofolini
considers aso Spinoza as an admirer and theoretical desoendant of Machiavelli.®

Machiavdli istwice mentioned by Soinozain his Tractatus Politicus. Crigofalini andysesonly
the first place (TP 5/7) where his name makes appearance in the context of a discusson about the best
politica organization of an empire. Further he presents acouple of pardld texts from the Discors and
the TP, which are, indead, evidence for a strong influence of Machiavelian themesin Spinoza s palitica
tregtises. Crigtofolini does not quote nor comment the second place (TP 10/1). He only derives apart of
thetitleto hisartide from this place (‘ acutissmo fiorentino’- acutissmus Florentinus), explaining thet
the epitheton ‘acutissmus , dso used in 5/7, betrays an adoraion of Machiaveli by Spinoza,
comparable to the adoration of the Gods and hero'sin Homerus.

The question to be discussed in this article concerns exactly this point. Is Spinozaindeed a
worshipper of Machiavedli? And second: was Van den Enden indeed aworshipper of Machiavelli?
Maybe Crigtafolini did not intend the word ‘ cultore’ in its strong, thet isits religious meaning. Perhgps he
only wanted to dress the indigputable fact thet there isin many respects a strong influence of
Machiavelli’ swork on Spinoza swork. The reader who iswel acquainted with the Discors mugst
certainly recognize many atheme. | fully agree with thisdam. But my question is, whether, after all,
Spinoza shows a positive reception of Machiaveli, i.e a reception without criticiam of the heedline of
Machiavdli’ sessays. Without knowing whether Crigtofolini affirmsthis latter formulation, | for my part
wish to deny it. Thewhole chapter TP 10 isalong and massive, dthough disguised, refutation of
Machiaveli’simplicit propogtion that the Roman system of palitcs espedidly itsintermittent refuge to
the dictatorship for saving the Sate from aserious crigs, is an excelent and admirable system. But dso
the fira mentioning of Machiaveli’ s nameis not without problems. Spinoza takes a least two proviso’'s
in his assessment of Machiaveli’ sintentions. “What means a prince, whose sole mativeislust of medtery
(dominandi libido), should use to establish and maintain his dominion, the mogt acute Machiavelli has
st forth at large, but with what desgn seemsnot to be sure” He, then, arguesin favour of the
hypothesis (forsan voluit: ‘ perhaps his objective was)) thet a free people mugt withhold from trusting

! Recently (2001) published on internet URL : <http://web.tiscalinet.it/fogliospinoziano/artic9b/>

24]| legame e lacontinuitadi pensiero frai due sono, in effetti, profondi”.

® The *filiation’ Machiavelli-Spinoza was aready pleaded for by other Italian scholarslike A. Rava U. Dotti and
A.Droetto, and in aprovocative way by A. Negri, who in hisL’anomalia selvaggia. Saggio su potere e potenzain
Baruch Spinoza (Milano 1981) speaks severa times about a republican and even revolutionary line ‘Machiavelli-
Spinoza-Marx’, athesiswhich is accepted by A. Matheron in hisintroduction to the French translation of Negri’s
work. “Toutelaforce d’ antagonisme, tout letravail dela pensée novatrice de I’ épogque moderne, toute la génése
populaire et prolétarienne de ses révolutions et toute la gamme des positions républicaines, de Machiavel au jeune
Marx, tout celase condense dans |’ expérience exemplaire de Spinoza’ (L'anomalie sauvage, Paris 1982) 31.



the cgprices of asingle man. “He perhaps wished to show how cautious a free multitude should be of
ertruding its wdfare aosolutely to one man, who, unlessin his vanity he thinks he can please everybody,
must bein daily fear of plots and o isforced to look chiefly after hisown interes ...” Machiavelli was a
wise man, a‘sgpiens . It can dso not be doubted that he wasin favour of the freedom (libertas) of the
people. We mugt give him, therefore, the benefit of the doubt and should condlude that he only gave
“mog wholesome advices’ ingtead of pleading for the tyrannica regime of a‘ prince.

Ten years earlier than Spinoza Van den Enden honoured Machiavdlli with the title * acutissmus
inhisVrye Palitijke Sellingen (1665) with thewords: “een zeer scherpzinnige Oordelaer, en
Obsarvateur” (avery acute judge and observer).? It cannot be denied that these words indicate a certain
respect. However, when we consult the many pages he dedicates to adiscusson of Machiaveli’s
admiration of the Roman sysem of amixed form of government, we discover thet his dtitude vis-avis
Machiavdli ismanly negetive. Machiavdli isintroduced as*an unfeigned and manifest advocate of dl
sorts of foul superdtition and imposture’ (161) and isfurther, aswe shdl see, sentenced in amost
severe terminology.

The different gppreciation of the merits of Machiavelli’ swork condtittutes a problem as soon as
we redize that VVan den Enden and Spinoza are both writers on politics who think that the democratic
gructure is the best possble politica organization of a people and further, that democretic inditutions are
the only safeguard of a permanent and strong republic. Both even do not hesitate to seein a sound
democracy the condition for an ‘imperium agternum’. Thisis Spinozal s qudification in TP 10/9, which is
aso anticipated by his magter with ‘ eeuwighdurende Politie en gemeene beste (eternd empire and
commonweslth).” Both authors come to this point in the context of adiscussion of Machiavelli’s
requirement that in behdf of its Sability and along duration every state has now and then to “return to its
principles’.® How isit possible that both draw the same inspiration from an author whom they yet
interprete in an opposite direction? Must we condlude that either Spinoza or Van den Enden was wrong
in his underganding of Machiavdli’ stext? It ismy intention in this essay to prove that neither wasthe
cae | pretend that Van den Enden and Spinoza drew the same ingpiration from Machiaveli’ sworks
and, moreover, that Spinozais here tributary to his magter, asin many other aspects of his politicd
theory. A further purpose of this paper isto show a the hand of Van den Enden’ stext a current
misunderglanding of the rdation of Spinozato Machiavelli, asif he would be an unconditiona admirer of
this great palitical writer which heis certainly not.

It ssemsto me that the best method for fulfilling this program isto acquire first animpresson of
the contexts in which Spinoza does praise the Forentine master and to try to find out why he refersto
this famous but much decried man who was his predecessor as awriter on palitics. Second, the same
research must be done on the text of VVan den Enden. What was the function of his discusson of
Machiavdli’ s assumptions and advicesin reading Titus Livius and interpreting the Roman political higtory
with an eye on hisown time? In athird section we will consder the results of these two procedures and

* Thetitle of Van den Enden’ streatise will be abbreviated to VPS. The referenceis on p. 223 of the edition of the VPS
by Wim Klever (Amsterdam 1992).

*VPS19L

®Thetitleof Discorsi111/1 sounds: “In order that a Religious Institution or a State should long surviveit is essential
that it should frequently be Restored to its original principles’. See Discourses. Ed. by B. Crick (Penguin Classics
1981) p.385.



their comparison. | foretdl| the reader thet they are surprisng and will bring him to a better gppropriction
of Spinoza sradicd pogtion.

2. Spinoza against a putative or real doctrine of Machiavelli

Soinoza s fird reference to Machiaveli occurs in the fifth chapter of the Tractatus Politicus, in
which he explains ‘the best gate of an empire. Such adateis characterized by ‘ peace (pax) and
security (securitas) of life. “Therefore that ate (imperium) isthe best, where men passtherr livesin
unenimity (concorditer) and the laws are kept unbroken”.” Harmony, however, cannot be found in a
commonwedlth “whose subjects are but hindered by terror from taking ams’ or in a date, where
“peace depends on the inertia of the subjects that are lead about like sheep” & Anided Sateis
incong gent with the Stuation of davery for the people. The eventud peece of such adateisonly on the
surface. It has nothing of the essence of a gate, namely the cordid conspiration and cooperation of the
many, on the bad's of equdlity, towards the collective organization of things that are of common interest?
A ‘multitude of free people (libera multitudo)™® cannot strive after anything dse. The republic which is
indituted by a free multitude cannot be a state under the reign of fear ingtead of hope. When such adate
is captured by a (foreign or native) potentate ‘by right of war’, this means the end of concord and peace,
the end dso of the method according to which people usudly help and save eech cther.

Wi, this being said and agreed upon, it might be objected that Machiavelli in 1l Principe must
cherish adifferent opinion, Snce he seems to recommerdate the hard line of agressive conquering of
dates by ambitious princes and their subseguent inhumane regime of terror in order to Sabilize the newly
occupied countries. It isagaing this background - a possible but unfounded objection againg his palitica
theory - that Spinozatriesto correct the superficia and wrong impression areader might acquire from
reading that work and o to srengthen histhesis. His reasoning is as follows. We mugt distinguish
between atechnicd part and amordizing partin 1l Principe On the one hand Machiavdli givesa
description of the “ means aprince mugt use in order to establish and maintain his dominion” and
provides us with many historicdl illugrations of this technique. On the other hand Spinoza confesses that
he does not know precisely Machiaveli’ sintention but can only have a suspicion about it. He thinks thet
Machiavelli, famous as awise man fighting for liberty, pictured the tricks of tyransin order to warn us
agang ther digbolicd threatening of peaceful commonwedths. A ‘free multitude ought to be on its
guard not to entrugt its welfare absolutely to one man” ™

Thisisadear pogtion, for which Spinozawould be inclined to put his hand in thefire. But isthis
hypothetica condusion about the intentions of Machiavdli, as discussed in TP 5/7, not in draight
contrast with Machiavelli’ s obvious sympethy, shown abundantly in his Discors, for the Roman
political sysem, especidly itsrule to nominate aso-caled ‘dictator’ for a certain period in highly criticd
circumgtances of the republic? Chapter ten of the Tractatus politicus, the find chapter of Spinoza's
trestment of aristocracy, is dedicated to this problem.

" Quotesfrom TP 5/2.

& Quotesfrom TP 5/4.

® Cf. Spinoza' s explanation of the origin of a state inTractatus theol ogico-politicusch.16.
1% Term which isthree times used in TP 5/6.

| iberamultitudo cavere debet ne salutem suam uni absolute credat (TP 5/7).



Asapoalitica architect who designs the condructions mankind eventudly wantsto livein,
Spinoza has laid and explained the foundations of atype of aristocracy which comesrather dosetoa
democratic sysem. He has epecidly cared for its stability because nothing does more wrong to a
people than the collapse of its palitica organisation and the subsequent anarchy. There mugt be,
therefore, built in a provison which will avert the danger of its being changed into ancther form. One
ought not cherish illusons about any system. There will dways cregp in certain threatening diseases
which nead curation. It is here that Spinoza refers again to Machiaveli, quating and pargphrasing the
Discorg 11/1:

that like ahuman body a state (imperium) has daily added to it something thet at sometime or
other needs to be remedied. And S0, he says, it is necessary for something occasiondly to occur,
to bring back the gaeto that first principle, on which it was in the beginning etablished. And if
this does nat take place within the necessary time, its blemishes will go onincressing, till they
cannot be removed but with the Sate itsdlf. And this restoration, he says, may ether happen
accidentdly, or by the design and forethought of the laws or of aman of extraordinary virtue (vel
casu contingere potest, vel consilio et prudentia legum aut viri eximiae virtutis).*?

Comparing this passage with the origind text of Machiavelli one must condude that Spinoza treads upon
hisheds. But this ppearance is deceptive. Writing about the ‘ prudenzaintrinseca of agate Machiavdli
has something in mind which according to Spinozaiis more detrimentd to a Sate than anything dse,
namely the Roman dictator. Machiaveli was very enthousiadtic about this method as becomes dear from
apassagein Discors 1/33:

From among the remedies which they were accustomed to use when danger was imminent, the
Romans chose to gppoint a dictator, i.e. to give power to some one man to make decisons
without consulting others and to carry them out without anyone having the right to gpped. This
remedy not only proved useful a the time, and enabled them to overcome the dangers il
threstening, but was away's of the grestest help in dl those eventudities which from timeto time
betokened ill to the republic asits empire grew. 2

2 Elwes trandation, o.c. p.378-379, inwhich | only changed ‘dominion’, hisword for ‘imperium’, into ‘ state’. - With
“man of outstanding virtue' Spinoza does not mean the legal dictator but the leader who acquires his high authority
from the consent of the people. -1 add here, according to Walker’ s translation (0.c.p.385) the origina passage to
which Spinozarefers:

(Titlel11/1) In order that areligiousinstitution or a state should long surviveit isessential that it should frequently
berestored toitsoriginal principle [versoil suo principio]. (Text) Itisawell-established fact that thelife of all
mundane thingsis of finite duration. But things which complete awhol e of the course appointed them by heaven are
in general those whose bodies do not desintegrate, but maintain themselvesin orderly fashion so that if thereisno
change; or, if there be change, it tends rather to their conservation than to their destruction. Here | am concerned with
composite bodies, such as are states and religiousinstitutions, and in their regard | affirm that those changes make for
their conservation which lead them back to their origins[li riducano inverso i principii loro]. Hence those are better
constituted and have alonger life whose institutions make frequent renovations possible, or which are brought to
such arenovation by some event which has nothing to do with their constitution. For it is clearer than daylight that,
without renovation these bodies do not last.[...] Thisreturntoitsoriginal principlesin the case of arepublicis
brought about either by some external event or by its own intrinsic good sense [prudenza].

2 0.c.p.190.



Machiavelli’ s positive evauation of this custom isworked out in the subsequent chapter (1/34) under the
title “Dictatorid authority did good, not harm, to the republic of Rome; it isthe authority which ditizens

arrogate to themsdves, not that granted by free suffrage, thet is harmful to divic life’. Here we find even
aremark in which this cusom is generdized and recommended for dl daes

Actudly, then, of Rome s various indtitutions this is one that deserves to be consdered and
ranked among those to which the greatness of Rome s vast empire was due. For without such an
inditution aities will with difficulty find away out of abnormd Stuations For the inditutions
normally usad by republics are dow in functioning. No assembly nor magistrate can do
everything done. In many cases they have to consult one another, and to reconcile ther diverse
views takes time. Where there is question of remedying a Stuation which will not brook delay,
such a procedure is most dangerous™

Rome had rather often dictators. Machiavdli judges that *no dictator ever did anything but good to thet
republic’.® This swesping generdization is contested by scholars, “but Machiavelli is right to insist thet
the Roman dictatorship was a congtitutiond office and that some such ingtitution is needed in dl
republics, whether called by that name or ‘emergency powers.” *® Spinoza cartainly does agree with
this gatement of atext trandator but yet abhors Machiavelli’ s encomium of the Roman system to save
the sate from an untenable and intolerable Stuation. His praise of Machiaveli’s generd requirement that
the state needs sometimes to be cured from diseases and return to its principle is but a benevolent
introduction to his most severe criticiam of the temporary invesment of one man with absolute power.
Let usfallow hiscomments

Thefirg remedy, that suggested itsdlf for this evil, was to gppoint every five years asupreme
dictator for one or two months, who should have the right to inquire, decide, and make
ordinances concerning the acts of the senators and of every officid, and thereby to bring back
the empiretoitsfirg principle. But he who studies to avoid the inconveniences, to which an
empireislidble, must goply remedies that suit its nature, and can be derived from itsown
foundations, otherwise in hiswish to avoid Charybdis he fals upon Scylla It is, indeed, true that
dl, aswdl rulers as ruled, ought to be restrained by fear of punishment or loss, so thet they may
not do wrong with impunity or even advantage; but, on the other hand, it is certain, thet if this
fear becomes common to good and bad men dike, the empire must be in the utmost danger.
Now asthe authority of adictator is absolute, it cannot fail to be aterror todl. *’

Thisis dso the case, Spinoza continues, when the dicatator is not made a afixed time, but only under
the pressure of some accidental necessity and for a determined short period. The terrifying and
devadtating effects of the ‘tumor of dictatorship’ (Cicero)*® will not be less, because like everybody else

“0.cpl19s.

®0cpl9.

1°L.J. Walker in note 25 (p.533) to the quoted edition of the Discorsi.
VTP 10/

'8 The reference to Cicero is given by Spinozain the context.



adictator is dominated by greed and ambition, but unlike other people he can and will favour his
cupidity to the disadvantage of the whole people. Nobody is able to withheld him from bringing the date
toitsruin or to make him uneasy on account of the consequences of his behaviour. Spinoza, therefore,
pleadsfor adifferent political system, in which the ‘sword of the dictator’ (dictatoris gladius) is
entrusted to a permanent inditute, a council of syndics which hasto supervise the execution of the laws
and to enforce their renewa when necessary.

Unless, then, this authority of adictator be eternd and fixed, and therefore impossible to be
conferred on one man without destroying the form of the empire, the dictatorid authority itsdf,
and consequently the safety and preservation of the republic will be very uncertain.... Thereisto
be a council of syndics subordinate to the supreme council, to the end that the sword of the
dictator should be eternd, not in the hands of any naturd person but of advil inditute, whose
members are too numerous to divide the empire among themsdves or to combinein any
wickedness (TP 10/2).

We need not to descend into the details of Spinozal s solution of the problem, how we may keep the
body palitic hedthy so thet itslifeis practically, if not blown away by Fortune, eternd. For usit must be
enough that we are convinced of his rgection of the Roman cugtom for atime enduring Sate and his
deviation from Machiavdli’s goprovd of this cusom. It is noretheless true that Spinozawasingpired by
Machiavelli in many other aspects of his describing the mechanisms of palitics and his project of a
concrete political architecture of amonarchy, an aristocracy and a democracy. Machiavelli isindeed a
mester patronizing his own theorizing. This makes the question urgent whether another magter playsa
role. From where comes Spinoza s independent and criticd atitude againg the most acute Horentine
higorian?

However, prior to our answver on this question it is useful to remark that both referencesto
Machiavdli in the Tractatus Politicus, the postive and the negetive one, have one thing in common: the
context of both isasignaling of the insatiable *libido dominandi’ *° of some great men (princes or
monarchs, patricians or regents, dictators or tyrans) as the grestest danger for the sability of a peaceful
political community. Spinoza s conviction that man, so long heis not awise man, is unable to dominate
his passions and on the other hand his persistent endeavour to device ingtitutiona rules for protecting the
people from davery under ambitious compatriots are the themes which connect his paliticd tregtiseswith
those of his magter, Franciscus van den Enden.

' The expression is used in the article 5/7 which contains the first reference to Machiavelli. Chapter 10, which
contains the second reference (in 10/1), emphasizes especially that the condition sine quanon of afree stateisthe
equality of all citizens., “becauseit is certain that equality, which once cast off the common liberty is necessarily lost
(aequalitas, qua semel exuta communis libertas necessario perit) can by no means be maintained as soon as peculiar
rightsare by public law decreed to any man however virtuous® (10/8).



3. Van den Enden incriminating Machiavelli as a deceiving political writer?

If onething is prominent in the two available dandestine publications of Van den Enden, thisis
uncontestably his emphasis on the unconditional and unshortened equdity of the ditizens (as such) and
the absence of any form of dominion of one citizen (or more) over the others as the necessary
condition(s) for atruly free date. It is precisdy thisrgection of the possbility of afree date when
citizens have unequd power, that makes him a predecessor of Spinozaiin the fight for red democracy,
which included for both acritica and selective atitude towards Machiaveli. In order to show this|
immediately want to Sart my section on the rdation of VVan den Enden to Machiavelli with a quote from
the Vrye Politijke Stelingen, which must remind the reader of the above discussed chapter 10 of the
TP. Like Spinoza Van den Enden ties on to Discors 3/1 and finishes his argument with the same
outlook on an ‘eternd empire. The quote is composad from a sentence of the main text and along
footnote to this sentence.

(Main text) And consequently must be asfar as possible absent from our thoughts every opinion
acoording to which any domination in conflict with the genera freedom might contain in itsdf
something good, by which we somehow could be motivated to make it [the domination] agree
with itsfirg principles® and so bring about their improvement in behdf of the aspired common
good.

(footnote* to “eerste beginsalen’) In order to keep a Sect or common Government in along
life, one often hasto draw it back to itsfirdt principles. Likewiseisit necessary that whoever
triesto change the old gate of a Country, hasto maintain its semblance. Both these things are
afirmed by N. Machiavelli; see the first chapter in the third Book and the 25" chapter in the first
Book of his Discourses. And this doctrine or awful opinion does not originate from anything ese
then that he, despairing of dl pdlitica gability (vastigheid in Politie wanhopende), finds himsdf
therefore coerced to keegp staying aslong as possible his pretended Politicd States by means of
al sorts of imposgture and violence. And if not longer possible, to give it then up, regardiess
whether the people was incarcerated like at Sparta or used as gun-dogs like & Rome and that
when dl this could only exist and run so for along period, everything might yet be conddered
then O.K.. Away, away with such alazy, yes most knavish Doctrine. In case we want to keep
oursglvesto thefirst principles, we first have to examine whether they are good and agree
with the principles of the evenequal® freedorm but if not, we may desiroy them dl very
redily, lightly and to our grestest profit: because no camly and competently economizing citizen
will ever be found to be so dull or stupid, that he would nat, in case it was wdll proposed to him,

% For Van den Enden see Wim Klever, “A new source of Spinozism: Franciscus van den Enden” inJournal of the
history of philosophy XXIX (1991) 613-633 and the‘Inleiding’ (introduction) to the edition of the VPS (Amsterdam
1992) 11-133. See dso Marc Bedjai, Métaphysique, Ethique et Politique dans I’ oeuvre du docteur Franciscus van
den Enden (1602-1674). Contribution al’ étude des sour ces des écrits de Spinoza (These de Doctorat, 4 vol., Paris
1990).

! My trangdation of ‘evengelijke’, Van den Enden’ s technical term for the strongest variant of equality. The word
‘even’, which also means’ gelijk’, doesin fact enforce the accent on * gelijk’.

Z My italics.



prefer to hep annihilaing everything which opposes the principles of the evenequa Freedom.
And this| take nat only for the only right medicine of al cvil evils, but dso for the exdusive
unshakable firm ground of an eternd empire (eeuwigdurende Politie) or commonwedth
(gemeen beste).®

In his draft for the conditution of a free gate of Dutch colonigtsin Amerika, hisKort Verhael van
Nieuw-Nederlants... (1662), Van den Enden hed stipulated in the firg article thet the civil
‘evengdijkheid’ (absolute equdlity) isthe principa foundation (voornaemste gronddagh) of this
projected community. In order to emphasize this point he, as alegidaor, required from each candidate-
colonigt the declaration under ogth, thet he would never dirive after any form of supremacy or
commanding power nor ever tolerate that someone dse in this community would endeavour to acquireit,
but that he would do his utmost to oppose each activity in that direction, thisin bendf of the common
gOOd.24

Van den Enden accuses Machiavelli on account of his decaiving the reeders of histext. Why?
He tries to convince them that in case of some deviation fromits principlesit isfor a date dways good
toreturn toitsorigind structure and he does so without anyhow requiring or suggesting to check
whether those origind principles of politica organization were sound and effective. Well, whoever tries
to persuade other people of afdsty or amoraly rgectable opinion must be deemed to be an impogtor.
Van den Enden, therefore, does not heditate to creete darity in this matter. Without exdaiming it so
loudly, Spinoza had likewise rgected, abeit implicitly, Machiavelli’ s bad advice to return dways to the
principles of our politica sysem.

It isfurther remarkable that VVan den Enden ascribes to Machiavelli that heis ambivaent on the
possihility thet states may be organised in such manner, that they remain gable for ever: heiseven sad
to be “ despairing of any palitica gability”. Thisisancther point which digtinguishes him from Van den
Enden who, indeed, daimsto have developed and explained condtitutiond regulations for a permanent
sf-improvement of ademocraicaly organized sate, on account of which one does need no longer
dradtical measures for incidenta returning to the foundationd principles. And here again he is followed
by Spinoza, who in hisPolitical Treatise dwaystriesto found out ingtitutional blockades againgt the
outgrowth of political mishehaviour and other processes of degeneration.

But there is much more about Machiavelli in Van den Enden’s Vrye Politijke Siellingen. From
page 161 to 167 we find arather extended controversy about the o-cdled mixture of politica sysems,
of which Machiaveli is adecided advocate. The wholework is, asindicated initsfull title,® atregtisein
the sense of arationd judification of the unclaused equdity of dl citizensin apaliticd society and ther
collective caring for their common interest. Van den Enden manifests himsdlf in thiswork asaradicd

ZVPS191.

# p50-51 of the private (clandestine) edition in 1662 (place and printer not mentioned on the titlepage).
 Intranslation: Free political propositions and considerations of state, done after the true Christian principles of
even equal freedom, serving to a just and true improvement of state and church. Everything shortly and concisely
but provisionally proposed by a lover of the even equal freedom of all competent citizens and who, to the common
good, ‘meest van zaken houdt’ [ThisisVan den Enden’s pseudonym]. The Wellbeing of the Peopleisthe highest
Law. and The Voice of the Peopleis Gods Voice. - The last mentioned wellknown proverbs are translations of * Salus
populi summalex’ (twice repeated by Spinoza) and 'V ox populi vox De'’.



democrat, probably the first among dl political writersin our Western history.® Machiavelli was a
republicanigt, but republicanism was for him not identical with democracy. This becomes dear from his
trestment of the merits and demerits of the Roman republic and, though more incidentaly, of the
Spatanic palitical sysem. Machiavdli’s praisng remarks about these sysems dlicited the venominous
attack of Van den Enden. The mixture of government by a combinaion of governments by one, by afew
arigocrats and by the peopleisjudtified by Machiavelli on account of its Sability:

Hetriesto judify theweight or true vaue of these mixed and libated (gemenghde en
geplenghde) and pretended politica dates, asin Spartaand Rome, by their long duration. But
aurdy, whet isthe dignity of Sx or eght hundred years of continuous and horrible tossng and
drudging (hobbens en tobbens)?” in comparison with the permanently growing and blossoming
welbeing of aworld -enduring people? N. Machiavd, an unashamed and manifest supporter of
al foul superdiition and decalt, in this repect perhagps an imitator of the Greek Polibius, makesin
the first book of his Discourses in the second chapter where he enumerates al such species of
states (Politien) to Sx, findly this conduson:®®

Therefore | maintain that all those forms of government mentioned above are not
stable nor of a long duration.?® The three good ones because their life is so short,
the three bad ones because of their inherent defectiveness.* Hence excellent™
legidators, aware of their defects, refrained from adopting as such any one of
these forms, and made the body of their state consist of three members, namely of
Monarchy, Aristocracy and Democracy, since they thought such a government
would be stronger and more stable. If in one and the same state there was
principality, aristocracy and democracy, each would keep watch over the other
and prevent their falling out of their bolts as a consequence of which the state
would perish.*

Itiswithout discusson that Machiaveli himsdlf is an adherent of this mixed form of government. The
word ‘prudentemente’ demongirates sufficiently his gpprova. The reason why Van den Enden opposes
him so sharply isthet the sysem of mixed government legitimizes the dominant postion of Some citizens
above others asif they were by nature predetermined to be their masters. Such asysemisvery far
away from hisided of ademocracy in whichthe equd ditizens ddegate for a certain period and

%In hiswake and five years later, also Spinozadefended in his TTP democracy as “the most natural” political
organisation “which comes most close to the freedom nature affords to everybody” (ch.16).

% The reader is asked to pay attention to the rimein Van den Enden’ s text which betrays his deep indignation.

% Theitalics of the following quotein VPS suggest that Van den Enden does literally cite the correspondent fragment
of the Discorsi. This not the case for the first sentence which is properly a summary of the argument in the previous
passages.

* The original text gives here: “ Dico adunque che tutti i detti modi sono pestiferi...” Cf. N. Machiavelli, Discorsi
soprala primadecadi Tito Livio (Milano 1984) p.67.

| think that Walker’s*malignity’ isawrong trangation of * malignita in the Italian orignial. Machiavelli must intend
theinherent ‘imperfection’ of the six systems. Van den Enden trand ates correctly ‘ onvolmaaktheden’.

% Van den Enden trangates ‘ quelli che prudentemente ordinano leggi’ with ‘excellent legislators (treffelijke
wetgevers).

¥ |tisclear that Van den Enden presents afree translation, which, however, is according to Machiavelli’ sintention.
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according to a condtitution dternately some people among their midst to the task of government, people
who are not by any means their madter. “It isimpossible to mix conflicting things like water and fire; S0
aso are dominating and governing (heer schen en regeeren) so much opposed to each other, that they
cannot be mixed. It is necessary that sooner or |ater the one must yield to the other and be worsted” >
Monarchy and aristocracy have a‘freedom violating character’ and will dways dash upon the power of
the people that in the end must surpass them. The government of the people, on the contrary, “when not
roguishly and dyly undermined by avariant of monarchy and aristocracy”, can only perish by disastrous
attacks of externa causes. “In its essence the soldly free government of apeopleisthe only type of
government, which by its nature permits and ind udes the permanent improvement” 3* Thet iswhy it isin
principle the government with an eternd duration.

Two objections may be formulated and are in fact formulated by Machiavelli. Firgt he boasts of
the many advantages of the political mixture. Hereupon Van den Enden’s answer issmply, “that dl the
good, which seemsto be the result of the useful mixture, must only be ascribed to the co-seering and
the authority of the people’ > The eventua growth of the prosperity of the republics with amixed
government was correated with the extenson of the influence of the people. Secondly one might object
that the duration of the republics of Spartaand Rome (their * lankwijlige bestaaningh’) wasextremey
long. This makes no impression on Van den Enden. The population was not redlly hgppy in the *freedom
violating bridewdl’ (tuchthuis) of Sparta or in the *haunt of violent robbers (roofdwingent roofnest)
of Rome. After athree page expodtition of the dubious inditutions and the turbulent higtory of these
republics and the misary of its citizens Van den Enden comes to the following statement whichis
unrecondilable with Machiaveli’s point of view and implies, therefore, their damnation.

All bodies paliticd which are infected with some kind of high authority, let done above the
authority of the people, are to my judgment, for the above mentioned reason and on account of
the natural and essentid insatiableness of the human desires aflicted with alanguishing morta
disease®

A little further in Van den Enden’stext Machiavdli is reproached “not to know what he writes and what
things he strives after.®” He does not fully acknowledge that “the voice of the people must be considered
to be for that same people the voice of God’. The free council of the people and the mutua discussions
in its bossom are the best and exclusve meansto discover what isredly to its common good. No
individua from or above this people does have better knowledge of its wellbeing and is better able to
redizeit than the people itsdf. Machiavdli is dso said to be the proponent of “aloose and totdly
desperate form of state” .® He extols and praises the fruits of of the Roman supersition, not knowing

S VPS162

¥ The Dutch original of thisimportant fragment sounds: “ Andersis des volx, en alleen vrye regeeringh, de eenige, die
uit haer Natuur de ghedurighe verbeeteringh toel aet, enin sich sluit”.

®VPS163.

% «“\Want alle lichamen van staet, zijnde geinfecteert met eenich uitmuntendt gezach, nevens, ik laet staen, boven ‘s
volx gezach, achteik, om voorgaende reeden, en vermits der menschen al gemeene onbepael de begeertens Natuur, of
eigenschap, met een quijnende, doodtlijke ziekten aengetroffen te zijn” (VPS 167).

¥ “Klaerlijk N. Machiavel, en de rest der my bewuste politijke schrijvers|...] wetenin ‘t minste niet wat ze schrijven en
drijven”(VPS 175).

¥VPS1%5.
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how it brought the peopleto its misery and find ruin. “Itisdl confuson. See his Discourses chapters
11, 12, 13, 14 en 15 of book I. On one place he seemsto be very religious, but esewhere he confesses
bluntly thet he has not the least knowledge of religion nor ever did believe there was any. Look and see
about this the dready mentioned chapter 12 and you will fed with your hands, that he conceives religion
but as superdtition and impogiure.” Van den Enden, then, presentsin hislong footnote three fragments
from this chapter, by which it becomes dear that Machiavdli, & the one hand, recommends to kings
(principi) “to uphold the basic principles of religion” (“thislooks quite alot”), but that he, on the other
hand, applauds their usage of rdigion and its ceremonies to keep their subjectsin control and “do with
them what they like’. And thiskind of deceit iswhat Van den Enden abhorsin those kingsand in
Machiavdli. After describing the orades of the goddess Juno Machiaveli even dares, to Van den
Enden’s annoyance, to hold up the smulaing Camillus as an example for Chrigian kings: “If sucha
religious spirit had been kept up by the rulers of the Chrisian commonwedlth as was ordained for us by
its founder, Chrigtian states and republics would have been much more united and much more happy
than they are’. W, thisisvery far awvay from Van den Enden’s conception of the teaching of Chrig,
who is consdered by him to be the advocate and promotor of the common good of the state, something
which can never be founded on imposture and Smulation by itsleaders. Chridianity is primerily the
driving after jugtice and charity, and this can only be arrived at viaa sound, that is a democratical,
politica organization, for which true knowledge is incomparably more useful than the propagetion of
fase opinions® No wonder that \Van den Enden cannot refrain himsdf from frankly denouncing the
acute Horentine and sraightforwardly expressing his fedings of being much scanddized: “Would it be
possibleto give adearer description of amdicious imposture of any irrdigious man and this under
pretext of religion? And therefore isit my desire to see the good willing man, to histemporary and
eternd savation, by means of aclear and rationd doctrine, freed from this cheat and distinctly taught
about the true chridtian rdigion.”*

On thefind pages of hismagigerid palitical writing Van den Enden explains that *“the common
good (het gemeenen-besten) prevals above everything”, with the consegquence that contracts or
peeceful dliances ( Vreedens-tractaten) between different states must be broken when they become
disadvantagous in changing, often critica, circumsances. Well, this propogtion seemsto be pure
Machiavellism! Therefore Van den Enden has to explain something to hisreaders, especidly while he
had so much campaigned againg Machiavelli on earlier pages. Hereis his defence, which contains a
once his grievance agang him and asummary of hisradicd ‘democratism’ on which hisresganceis
based.

| guessthat ignorants will now judge if not decry me asaMachiavelian. It istrue, and |
acknowledge this, that dso Machiaveli seemsto teach this. But | deny, that he would have
rightly conceived and understood this, yes, | rgect thisin the most foreeful and strongest
manner, because possessing not the least concept or understanding of a commongood

¥ A broader exposition of Van den Enden’sideas about true Christianity is givenin my Definitie van het
Christendom. Spinoza’s Tractatus theol ogico-politicus opnieuw vertaald en toegelicht (Deft 1999) 57-65.1 have also
summarized Van den Enden’s ‘ political theology’ in Wim Klever, “ Spinoza s concept of Christian piety” (NASS
Monograph 9, 2000) 17-28 and in Wim Klever, The Sphinx. Spinoza reconsidered in three essays (Vrijstad 2000) 180-
192,

“VPS 1.



(gemeene-beste literdly ‘common best’) he gppliesthishaly rule, exdusvey bdonging to the
common-good, dso and by preference to dl sorts of malicious impostures and tyrannies. The
accurate reader and somehow knower (kenner) of the common-good may discover and control
thisin the condusion of his41% and 42™ chapter of the third Book of his Discourses In the 41%
chapter he seems to endorse and gpprove absolutely the folly of the French in thelr unconditiond
goprova of the behaviour of ther kings however it was, this to the confirmation of his confused
opinion, that “when the sefety of one sfatherland is a stake, no atention should be paid ather
tojudtice or injudtice, to kindness or crudty, or to its being praisaworthy or ignominious’. And in
the last paragraph of the 42™ chapter about keeping promises etc. he conducts himsdf asin his
most roguish book about the teaching of princes,* and from which is evident, that he does
conceive by common-good (gemeene-beste) nothing but whatever isin theinterest of the
dominating chiefs of a suppressed people. Againgt which | most forcefully oppose and spesk,
snce according to my understanding of the gemeene-beste it must dretch itsdf to the lowest as
to the highest (tot de minste als de meeste, according to the requirement of everybody’s
nature. And of which | refer the judgment, as being truly God' s judgment concerning such an
assembly, totaly to the whole competent Citizenship of that society or assembly of people. And
whatever this assembly findly comes to concelve and understand relating to its genera best and
wellbeing, dl thishasto prevail and anyhow to be pursued and promoted without any hestance.
And everything comes down to this that they are by mutud reasoning well taught about their
best, to which no better meanswill ever be found nor given than to maintain carefully an
evenequa fresdom in their common divail ddiberating. *

Back are we here to the ided of apaliticd community, in which the *liberamultitudo’ decides for itsdlf,
on the basis of aperfect equaity among its members, what isto be done for its sdvation. Thiswas
Spinoza sidedl, on account of which hetoo, adisciple of Van den Enden, had to oppose any kind of
permanent or incidentd, dthough legd, dictatorship as a solution, Snceit isincongstent with the soirit
and practice of ademocratic Sate. Diseases can only be remedied by the wisdom of the people.

4. Conclusion: froma hierarchical republicanism to the promotion of the ‘ common good’
(demacracy)

Wheatever furthers the conservation of the republic isipso facto sanctioned. Thisis pure
Machiavdliam, in Il Principe aswell asinthe Discord. Republican freedom isbest indantiated in a
multilevelled society, that isasociety composed by ‘dasses of unequd people, unequd in the sense of
having different amounts and degrees of possessons, cgpacities and power. In this hierarchica system
the contribution of each layer of the population (princes or generas or consuls, senatorid aristocracy,
normd citizens or soldiers) is essentid for the balance between opposing interests and so indigpensable
to the common liberty, but it does not exdude the right of dominion of one or afew above the many.
Thisimplies that Machiavelliam, in spite of its pursuing the liberty and Sability of the Sete, is not based
on avil equdity and in so far does not per se fight for the freedom of dl the inhabitants of a country,

“1Van den Enden’ sitalics.
42\/PS 229230
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unesteemed their socid pogition. It must be alowed, however, that Machiaveli, asapaliticd writer,
atributes a heavy weight to the impact of the people in this mixed government. Its wisdom and
resstance to forms of davery is greetly gppreciated. In the practice of his historiography he showed
often much sympathy for laws or customs by which its influence was strengthened and lead into a good
channd. But the channd had to be directed towards the growth and sability of the republic as such. It
must be dear, then, that thiskind of sympeathy with alega contribution of the people to the wellbeing of
the republic has nat much to do with what we wish to indicate with the word ‘ democracy’.

Van den Enden and Spinoza, though republicanists too, were nonetheless radical democrats. For
them the * common good', thisin the strictest meaning of ‘ good for every citizen nobody excepted', isa
vaue of such ahigh order thet the vaue of the republican good does no longer prevail it. It isonly when
the common good or gemeene-beste isredized that asound and truly free republic isthere. A powerful
republic whithout prosperity of the lowest dass of its ditizensis, aswas sad by Van den Enden,
‘infected with amortd diseasg and can never, setting asde the disasters coming from the outside, enjoy
eternd life.

In order to demondrate the theoretical difference between Machiavelli on the one hand and Van
den Enden and Spinoza on the other hand, as dso the agreement of the latter two, | would liketo
present here further textud evidence. In VPS 146 Van den Enden gives hisformd definition of the
Gemeene-beste

Under gemeene-beste of a gathering of people, then, | understand, after the foregoing
foundation of an evenequd freedom, to include such a proportidity of orders, laws and supports
between more or lessinteligent, more and less well-to-do people, mde and femae sex, parents
and children, servants and served or governor and governed, to discover by reason and
experience, from which one may conclude and find out mogt surdly, that each member in his
degreeisnot only not weskened by this and injured, but on the contrary, thet heis, with
common profit asits effect, heped up (opgehol pen), and more and more advanced in respect of
his pleasure and appetite, and both his soul and body are dways furthered to a gregter well-
being.

In the explanaion of this definition of a‘vandenendenian’ republic is once more emphasized thet a*true
republic’ (ware politie) focuses succesfully on theincrease of everybody’ s wellbeing, “ <o that nobodly,
however base and low (gering), deteriorates by any disorder of the republic’. The reason issmple and
mahematicdly convinang: “het gemeen-best isthe sum or total addition of everybody’s particular

best” * If there would not be felt any improvement in one's own situation by means of the cooperation
with fdlow men for the public and common things, why should one, then, do s0? This may not be
expected from thoughtful people. Accordingly, the state which is not in the interest of everybody in
paticular, will certainly fal apart. Well, of thus a cheracter is certainly the Sate, in which one group of
the population has dominion about another group, this, again, on account of the unsatiable and irresgtible
ambition and avarice, which necessarily leads to the oppression and exploitation of the subordinated.
Hence the desfening emphasis Van den Enden very frequently puts on the unavoidable basis of the
perpetud free government: the evengelijkheid, the unshortened radicd equidity of the members of the

“VvPs140.
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society. Let me finish with a gtriking quotation from Van den Enden’s earlier work, the Kort Ver hael
van Nieuw-Nederlants... in which he, as‘Mother New-Netherland’, addresses the poor children
under the dominion of the greedy ‘regenten’: “where isit written by Divine Nature on their forehead that
they are destined to dominate you absolutdly, likeirresdible gods, ... in order to condemn you forever
to the life of asses or daves?'*

We miss the chapter Spinoza had just Sarted to write about democracy when he died. We may
be sure that he would have daborated further the rich ideas (and filled in the framework) of his master
about akind of democratic government which would be in the interest of everybody and so acquire the
highest possible degree of gability. Thisis, of course, aways on the assumption of the aosence of
overpowering externa causes, which may destroy a political entity. To preclude this possihility from the
discusson, Spinoza premises the following axiom to his palitica tregtise contained in Ethica 4: “Thereis
in Nature no individud thing that is not surpassad in strength and power by some other thing.
Whatsoever thing thereis, there is another more powerful by which the said thing can be destroyed.” In
this tregtise Spinoza s name and characterisation of the ‘societas which we useto cdl our Sate, isno
other than ‘bonum commune’. This expresson hasto be reed very drictly. If master Van den Enden
wanted to have understood his ‘ gemeene-bet’ in amathemathicd way, Spinoza, the ‘ingenium
methematicum’ *° who demonstrated his propositions ‘ more geometrico’, even more so. In this ' common
good', i.e. the civil state, “is decided by common agresment (ex communi consensu)” “e what belongs
to the one and what to the other, what has to be done and what has to be avoided. Since everybody’s
voice counts and nobody’ s voice counts more than one, the democratic date is the most natura form of
political organisation: “inthisway dl remain equal to each other, just asin the earlier [imaginary] natura
date’ .’

In his sketch of the *senior democracy’ of the Jewish satein TTP 17, in which the seniors were
by (Mosaic) law gppointed to direct and defend the community of therr tribes, this under the supervison
of the priests, Spinoza underlines especidly “that nobody was the servant of his equd co-citizen” (hemo
suo aequali ... serviebat). Inthis historical system “the loving service to the co-dtizen (concivem) was
cond dered the highest piety”. All people, seniorsinduded, hed ‘equd rights and were ‘equdly holy’
(aeque sanctos). The only reason that this empire had no eternd life and was doomed to perish, was
that Mozes had made a congtitutional mistake by attributing superviang authority to the Levitical priests
They condtituted in fact an ‘imperium in imperio” which in the long run awakened jedousy and hetred,
findly leading to the detestable longing for kings.

By thisargument ‘acontrario’ aswell as by the earlier quoted affirmationsit must have become
evident that asa palitica writer Spinoza moves completely in the same line as Van den Enden. Inequdity
among dtizens, insofar as their permanent and undienable power to decide with one's compatriots about
things of common interest is concerned, is the beginning of the end of any date. Inequdlity in this respect
will, given the week human nature, lead unstoppably to the being dominated of one part of this society
by ancther part and o, further on to the ruin of the empire. We mug, therefore, conclude, that Spinoza,

“ See theNa-reeden of this 1662 clandestine writing. .

“® This honorific title was given to Spinoza by one of his correspondents, Heinrich Oldenburg, in aletter (Epistola 16
d.d. 4-81663).

“® Ethica 4/37 scholium 2.

“TTP 16. | haveinserted ‘imaginary’ because Spinoza qualifies elsewhere the natural state like that and he, moreover,
does not accept any fully apoalitical way of human life and interactivity in mankinds history.



not less than and in full agreement with his madter, is likewise opposed against Machiavelli’s
connivance - to give the least blaming and most benevolent interpretetion - of ahierarchically mixed
government. Externd causes being excluded only aradicaly democratic government of equal citizens,
adways correcting and improving their own decisons, can flatter itslf with the prospective of an eternd

life on earth.
Wim Klever



