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Abstract: The purpose of this investigation is to ascertain whether Machiavelli’s 
political thought communicates with classical and modern natural right. This task 
is not so easy, because the basis of Machiavellian thought is in common with the 
fundamental beginning of the classical political philosophy: the knowledge of 
human nature. From this point of view Machiavelli starts from the same starting 
point as classical natural right and uses the same methodological tools as it. On 
the contrary, the outcome of his theoretical course is different. While for classical 
natural right the human purpose derives from human nature and any aim of 
political philosophy must serve this inviolable relationship, for Machiavelli the 
purpose is not completely disconnected from human nature but partially. When we 
talk about political domination we cannot ignore the human nature, there is no 
politics without the human essence. On the other hand, the fact that we start from 
human nature does not mean that we necessarily act for the benefit, for the 
betterment of human. By knowing the human essence we can benefit or destroy 
human. But even this is indifferent; the purpose of the political thought is not the 
improvement or the destruction of human, but the unimpeded exercise of 
domination or control over human by going into historicist or individualistic paths.  
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Introduction  
 
Leo Strauss in his book Natural 

Right and History ranks Machiavelli 
on the verge of classical and modern 
natural right. In fact, he believes that 
Machiavelli and later Hobbes, whose 
thought contains Machiavellian di-
rections, are the founders of modern 
natural right and hence of modern 
political philosophy. For Strauss 

Machiavelli, by challenging the uni-
versal agreement that Socrates is the 
founder of political thought, will suc-
ceed in re-establishing political philo-
sophy by disconnecting the means of 
domination from the pursued goal1. 
This resulted in a reduction of pur-
pose or in an indifference to the 
purpose of politics. While classical 
political thought sought to improve 
human through the knowledge of 
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human nature, modern political 
thought seeks through the knowledge 
of human nature to decisively control 
human nature rather than to improve 
it. The consequence of this change is 
that the purpose deviates from its 
original almost utopian aim, that is, 
the improvement of human2, but on 
the contrary confirms the success of 
political domination. Where the pur-
pose was the improvement of human, 
now the purpose is identified with the 
control of human. 

 
Natural right 
 
However, this dividing line bet-

ween classical and modern natural 
right is not so obvious, nor can it 
remove the channels of communica-
tion between these two directions. 
Machiavelli starts precisely from the 
idea that there is a natural right, 
which determines or must determine 
historical and political realities. The 
core of human historical-political de-
velopment is the human nature and 
its stability over time. Human was, is 
and will be the same, as long as his 
nature remains the same3. Machiavelli 
accepts from the outset the essence of 
classical political thought. To define 
human, we must first know his 
essence, his nature. There is no other 
fundamental principle for the know-
ledge of human things than the 
knowledge of human himself. This 
finding has the consequence that the 
knowledge of the political develop-
ment or behavior of human is also 
based on the knowledge of the hu-
man substance. Political art or 

science is impossible without the 
knowledge of human nature, but also 
without the confession that human 
nature remains the same in the move-
ment and change4 of the history. We 
are therefore led to the assumption 
that any discussion about human and 
civil society is impossible without 
accepting the existence of a natural 
right, which is constantly in force. 
This legacy of classical political phi-
losophy carries with it Machiavellian 
contemplation5. The natural right of 
human is the discovery of the eternal 
natural laws that determine his na-
tural existence. The discovery of natu-
ral human right therefore marks the 
possibility of interpreting the human 
condition under the force of a fixed 
point of reference: the human nature 
and the manifestations, which it takes 
on in specific historical contexts. 

 
Human nature  
 
Human nature is the cornerstone 

of all human thinking6. Machiavelli 
introduces a pessimistic view of 
human7 – which he inherited from 
Thucydides and later bequeathed to 
Hobbes – not because he wants to 
consolidate a political pessimism, but 
because his goal is to remove any 
utopian conception of human, which 
hinders the accurate knowledge of 
human substance8. In order for poli-
tical science to develop, the prism of 
morality of every age, which defines 
human as he wants to be, and not as 
he really is, must disappear from our 
field of vision. Human should not be 
defined by any moral theory that 
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nurtures excessive delusions about 
him, nor by any philosophical theory 
that sets the ultimate goal of the 
human condition in the land of the 
impossible9. Human must be defined 
by his own nature and as human 
nature should not be considered pri-
marily the highest rational process 
but the most humble passions10. 
Human is defined by his passions, 
most of the time he uses rationality as 
a servant of his passions, as a tool to 
achieve his passions, rather than as a 
means of controlling his passions. 
The element that distinguishes hu-
man from other living beings is not 
the rationality, but the special nature 
of his passions. Although Machiavelli 
does not proceed to a scientific re-
view of human passions, from his 
claims within his work we can 
conclude that the strongest human 
passions are the instinct of self-pre-
servation that is constantly accompa-
nied by the fear of violent death, or 
the identification of pleasure with 
good (summum bonum) and the indi-
vidualism invested with the constant 
tendency of greed11. People with 
these innate characteristics are not 
“evil” by nature, but they appear to be 
“evil” under the influence of moral 
norms, such as Christian morality. 
The Machiavellian interpretation of 
human is not really pessimistic, but it 
is considered pessimistic in the light 
of current ethics12. Although not 
explicitly stated by Machiavelli, one 
could say that human passions are so 
powerful and uncontrollable that poli-
tical domination becomes necessary 
in order to limit them, because 

otherwise human would be led to 
destruction. Political domination is 
inevitable because the human pas-
sions are uncontrollable for the vast 
majority of the people13. 

 
Human rationality – virtue (virtú) 
 
But is human nature structured 

only by lower passions? Does not the 
famous rationalism, which according 
to classical natural right is considered 
the most powerful human natural charac-
teristic, play any role in Machiavelli’s 
philosophical view? This is clearly 
not the case. Machiavelli considers 
that human nature is dual, structured 
by the element of rationality and the 
element of passions. Passions are the 
ones that direct the actions of most 
people, however some people ma-
nage through rationalism to realize 
the special function of their nature 
and to control their passions or to 
turn them in the right direction14. The 
ancient Greeks symbolically simula-
ted this process with the Centaurs, 
these strange beings, who were half 
human and half animal and were the 
teachers of the most important 
heroes, such as Hercules or Achilles. 
This symbolism shows that the 
supreme teaching is the perception of 
the dual human nature and the under-
standing of the function of both pas-
sions and rationality15. Human must 
understand that half of his nature is 
an animal, that is, he is dominated by 
blind passions, while the other half is 
governed by rationalism as a means 
of self-perception and self-control of 
his passions16. Anyone who realizes 
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the dual nature of the Centaur is 
closer to the virtue. Few can escape 
from the complete influence of pas-
sions, activate the rational element of 
their nature, and understand human 
natural right17. Therefore, the first 
stage of the virtue is the self-know-
ledge of the function of passions, to 
know that human nature is dominated 
by passions and that these passions 
have a decisive influence on the 
behavior of most people. The second 
stage to the acquisition of the virtue 
is the detachment of rationality from 
the service of the passions and its 
placement in a position of gover-
nance over the passions. This dimen-
sion of virtue separates the holder of 
rationality from other people, who 
continue to be dominated by natural 
passions18. The third step to virtue is 
to prevail over others19. If a person 
can control his own passions through 
rationalism, then he can also control 
the passions of others, so that he 
becomes their master20. Machiavelli 
does not question the political situa-
tion of the human, he does not exa-
mine whether human is by nature a 
political being or whether political 
society arose through an agreement, a 
social contract. He believes that the 
human condition is governed by 
inescapable political relations of 
domination and submission, but also 
that people due to their hedonistic 
and individualistic character are in a 
perpetual state of competition with 
each other to satisfy their passions to 
a greater degree than others. Virtue is 
therefore defined as domination over 
others21 through the rational control 

of their passions. But when we talk 
about sovereignty, we are necessarily 
referring to political relations22. Sove-
reignty over others is sovereignty at 
the level of the political community. 
Absolute sovereignty belongs to the 
ruler. So the absolute realization of 
the virtue coincides with absolute 
sovereignty over others, that is, with 
political sovereignty23.  

 
Fortune  
 
But is the rational control of the 

passions of both the human subject 
himself and other human beings 
enough to define someone as vir-
tuous? Definitely not. Human lives 
and develops in a specific historical-
political environment that shapes the 
prospects of merit or virtue. One may 
have managed to rationally control 
one’s passions, have understood the 
natural right both in relation to 
himself and to others, but have never 
been able to control others through 
the knowledge24 of the function of 
their passions. The catalyst for the 
acquisition of virtue is the acquisition 
of power over others. One cannot be 
supremely virtuous if he is not in a 
position of authority, in a position of 
control over others. Also, one may be 
in a position of power by chance, but 
not have the possibility of rational 
reading of the natural right both in 
his individual condition and in his 
political relations of power and 
submission with the others, so that 
the goal of virtue remains unfulfilled. 
Therefore, here this unbalanced 
factor, the fortune, plays a decisive 
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role in the path to virtue. The coinci-
dence of power and individual merit 
paves the way for the final acquisi-
tion of the virtue, which is the rati-
onal control of the circumstances25. 

Thus, the acquisition of virtue pre-
supposes four factors: a) the know-
ledge of the natural right regarding 
the function of human nature and its 
interaction with the historical-poli-
tical environment26, b) the individual 
establishment of virtue based on this 
knowledge, c) the evolution into 
position of political power, so that 
the control of the human nature is 
done through decisive governance 
over the other parts of the civil 
society27 and d) the most effective 
possible reduction of the unforeseen 
factor of fortune28. If any of these 
factors are not valid for any reason, 
we cannot speak of the presence of 
virtue in a human subject. In fact, one 
can have the first three preconditions 
adequately and only the inability to 
control his fortune may not allow 
him to complete his path to virtue.  

However, Machiavelli believes 
that the factor of fortune can be 
drastically reduced and controlled 
effectively. Fortune is something that 
can be subdued by the determination 
of the bearer of virtue. Fortune is like 
a woman who, if one wants to have 
her under his control, must hit and 
beat her, while accordingly she pre-
fers young lovers, because they are 
possessed by greater determination. 
The key to the control of fortune is 
the decisive action in the field of 
history29. The knowledge of natural 
right allows the prediction of human 

behavior and the unfolding of the 
historical events. If there is know-
ledge of the uniform evolution of 
human affairs due to the existence of 
a stable natural right, then the deci-
sive taking of the threads of the 
history almost nullifies the fortune. 
Fortune can be an excuse or a really 
inaccessible factor only in limited 
cases, when the combination of facts 
and circumstances really makes the 
realization of virtue impossible. Most 
of the times, however, the prediction 
of human things through the know-
ledge of the human nature and the 
decisive action in the historical field 
make the factor of fortune maximally 
controllable30. 

 
Matter (materia), form (forma) 
and necessity (necessita)  
 
Therefore, the process of realizing 

virtue equates to the decisive shaping 
of human and historical material31. 
Matter is human nature and historical 
circumstance, in which the possessor 
of Machiavellian virtue attempts to 
give the form he desires. This con-
ceptual dipole matter-form of the an-
cient Greek philosophy is introduced 
by Machiavelli with a different 
meaning, to interpret the decisive 
action of the virtuous human subject 
in history. If we transfer the image 
from the Platonic Timaeus32, the pos-
sessor of Machiavellian virtue forms 
as creator the human and historical-
political material that is in front of 
him under the knowledge offered to 
him by the textbook of the natural 
human right. Human creation, how-
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ever, is not arbitrary; it is limited by 
the nature of its material. The human 
nature and the physiognomy of histo-
rical circumstances determine the 
actions of the virtuous creator. For 
example, one cannot go against the 
flow of the historical circumstances, 
because in this way the historical 
necessity will overcome and destroy 
him33. In the same way, he must not 
ignore the necessity of natural human 
right, that is, the peculiar relationship 
between rationality and passion. 
Human can become the creator and 
the regulator of the history only if he 
reconciles himself with the necessity 
of the interaction of historical cir-
cumstance and human nature34. Just 
as the Platonic creator convinces the 
irrational natural necessity to assist in 
the rational design of the creation, so 
the Machiavellian creator of the 
historical and political becoming 
realizes all the parameters and the 
inescapable relations created by 
human and historical necessity and 
succeeds to became a sovereign of its 
individual existence and of the 
historical time to which he belongs35. 
Necessity is the essential mediator in 
the relation of the matter and form. 
No formulation of matter can be 
crowned with success without the 
proper adaptation to the law and to 
the causality36 of the natural neces-
sity37. The human nature and the 
history are developed not by fortune, 
but by obeying a necessary law and 
an inviolable cause-and-effect rela-
tionship. The concept of fortune has 
been introduced by humans due to 
their inability to understand its nature 

and environment of development. 
Fortune arises when there is an 
inability to rationally understand the 
necessary interaction between the e-
lements and the material of the crea-
tion. The ignorance or the inability to 
interpret this causal necessity intro-
duces the concept of fortune, which, 
however, should not be an excuse. 
Fortune is like those rushing rivers 
that carry everything in their path, 
while nothing foretells this situation. 
But the possessor of virtue must be 
prepared for any change of the histo-
rical circumstances, since there is 
even the slightest possibility, if he 
ignores them, that they will destroy 
him. The case of a rapid historical or 
political catastrophic torrent does not 
exist for anyone who provides and 
builds embankments that will drasti-
cally reduce the potential damage from 
a catastrophic storm of fortune38. 

 
Power and deception  

 
The basic tools of reality shaping 

are the power and the deception. The 
ideal ruler, the possessor of Ma-
chiavellian virtue must be a mighty 
lion to frighten the wolves and at the 
same time a cunning fox that avoids 
traps39. The power and the deception 
are key tools for exercising political 
power and consequently virtue40. In 
fact, their presence must be simul-
taneous, as the absence of one of the 
two elements invalidates the power 
of the other. Power is the ultimate 
avoidable means of shaping, when 
the influence of the deception can no 
longer prevail41. It is better for the 
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ruler to create a virtuous image of 
himself in accordance with the norms 
of the existing morality while pro-
moting his selfish goals, than to be 
forced to use hard violence42. In any 
case, on the other hand, it is better to 
use violence to the extent it is neces-
sary, than to try unsuccessfully to 
gain the sympathy of the political 
body and thus lose the power. It is 
good for subjects to love and fear the 
sovereign, which shows the effective 
application of both the power and the 
deception, but if he cannot persuade 
them to love him, he must force them 
to fear him. The virtuous human 
shapes the historical or the political 
reality either by creating images that 
dominate through their persuasive 
power or through the direct applica-
tion of his will to the particular relief 
of the historical circumstance43. The 
function of the force or persuasion is 
not based on a scientific theory that 
they serve, but on the purpose pur-
sued44. Isocrates, for example, as 
Machiavelli’s theoretical and practi-
cal forerunner, expressed the position 
that it is of no interest to prove why 
Pheidias’ creations are beautiful, we 
are not interested in mathematical 
analogies or architectural knowled-
ge45 that certifies their superiority, 
their value is the convincing influ-
ence because of their beauty and their 
use for domination over others. We 
are not interested in proving the 
reason for the superiority of the 
Greek language or of the Greek 
culture of the classical era, but in 
using its convincing domination 
against the barbarians, against the 

Persian Empire. The reason for the 
superiority of Greek culture has no 
value, but the fact that at that histo-
rical moment he convinces others of 
its superiority and this convincing 
power or this created image must be 
used for domination over others. In 
fact, Isocrates was absolutely convin-
ced that not only the power of arms 
was enough for the domination of the 
Greeks in the East, but it was neces-
sary and the convincing influence of 
the Greek spirit46.  

In exactly the same way, 
Machiavelli considers that the sha-
ping of historical-political conditions 
has the dual character of the power 
and deception. Of course, he pro-
poses the creation of convincing 
images, which can impose the power 
of the virtuous subject painlessly on 
others, without the need for the mani-
festation of immediate, hard power. 
The first part of domination is based 
on persuasion in the form of a soft 
power, while the second is based on 
hard power through the immediate 
application of violence47. From this 
point of view, the creation of realistic 
images of domination is another 
aspect of power. The tyrant of 
Syracuse, Agathocles48, took all the 
necessary steps to become virtuous 
and to be able to impose his will on 
history. No one can deprive him of 
the prize of virtue, as from an ordi-
nary individual he managed to con-
trol the human nature and the phy-
siognomy of the times and to become 
a ruler. The only thing Machiavelli 
accuses Agathocles of is that he used 
the hard power of violence instead of 
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the soft power of persuasion to achi-
eve his goal. The virtue of Agathocles 
is unquestionable, that what Machiavelli 
raises is the failure of a virtuous 
realistic image of him according to 
the model of morality, which was in 
force at these times49. Machiavelli 
denies morality in the definition of 
the true political virtue or art, but he 
does not deny the prevailing morality 
as a servant of political purpose, as a 
material for the creation of convin-
cing, plausible images that promote 
the imposition of power, even in a 
soft manner.  

Also, the power and the deception 
are the two basic virtues of the war. 
In a war, the positive law has no 
force, but only the power and the 
deception can give the victory or at 
least help to avoid the defeat. 
Machiavelli perceives the possessor 
of the virtue in a constant state of 
combat readiness in the process of 
shaping the material of creation. The 
creator of history is constantly, as 
Hobbes would say, in a state of war 
both with others he seeks to control 
through the knowledge of human 
nature and with the historical 
becoming, which is dominated by the 
constant movement and change. The 
historical or the political creation is 
an ongoing war condition, where rest 
is tantamount to a catastrophic defeat. 
The path to the acquisition or main-
tenance of the virtue is a constant 
warfare both with the others and with 
the circumstances, whoever does not 
know how to deceive50 or prevail is 
far from virtue.  

 

The purpose  
 
However, this necessary matter-

form relationship does not negate the 
will of the creator. Human creation in 
the field of the history bears the 
unique imprint of the human subject. 
The creator is limited by his own 
material, but can include his creation 
in his own subjective purpose. This is 
where the great difference with the 
ancient Greek perception of the 
matter-form relationship is located. 
For ancient Greek philosophy, the 
essence of the creation contains its 
purpose. The nature of a being also 
gives us the purpose of this being. 
There can be no purpose to a natural 
being independent of its nature. 
There is a proper natural order within 
the human body that equates to a 
state of health. The purpose of the 
human body is perfectly connected 
with its proper natural order. Bliss is 
a proper natural state of the soul that 
is directly related to the whole natural 
order of the human being. Therefore, 
human bliss is identified with the 
right natural order, with the natural 
right of human. Every philosophical 
theory serves this purpose, the know-
ledge of the human nature and the 
attainment of the correct natural 
order within it. Human stands out 
from other living beings because of 
his rational ability. So the peculiarity 
of human nature lies in the possibility 
of the rationalization. Human natural 
right imposes the rule of rationality 
within the human natural order. 
Human bliss is a state of natural 
human right, therefore a state of 
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rationality. Accordingly the blissful 
human must approach a life of 
maximum rational activity, a state 
approaching the life of the wise. The 
wise human, if we rely on the order 
of human natural right is clearly 
closer to bliss than a human domina-
ted by bodily pleasures. The summum 
bonum for human cannot be the 
pleasure; the good cannot be identi-
fied with the pleasant. This does not 
invalidate the proposition that bliss, 
which based to rationality is some-
thing pleasant, on the contrary it is 
the most pleasant state from which all 
pleasant things spring. In the case of 
the human political community the 
situation is not much different from 
that of the human being. The civil 
society is a natural or artificial entity 
that is structured in terms of rationa-
lity. It is a whole, an organization 
whose parts perform a specific pur-
pose serving the rational purpose of 
human bliss. If the individual pro-
sperity has as purpose the rationality, 
civil prosperity must shape the con-
ditions for the prosperity of rationa-
lism within the political community. 

The maximum service of this 
purpose can occur only if the wise 
men are placed in a position of go-
vernment or at least they can legislate 
aiming at the maximum natural order 
of the political whole. It is obvious 
that those who have established ra-
tionality in themselves and know the 
natural purpose of the human being 
must be placed in a position of 
power, because only in this way can 
the political body be improved. Put-
ting people in a position of political 

governance, who fail to grasp natural 
right and insist on equating good 
with pleasure, is an act of irrationality 
and blatant natural injustice. The 
ultimate goal of classical political 
philosophy is to improve the human 
beings under its care. Political power 
is not simply about controlling people 
but about their natural, anthropolo-
gical improvement, that is, creating 
as rationally as possible people who 
maintain their political unity through 
their common obedience to natural 
human right. Of course, the purpose 
of classical political philosophy is not 
something that can be easily achi-
eved. The accomplishment of the 
purpose of the human being on the 
basis of the human essence is the 
supreme good, which is equivalent to 
bliss. For Aristotle this can only 
happen on the margins of the civil 
society (which serves only to achieve 
self-preservation and the necessary 
sociability), in a theoretical-philoso-
phical life with plenty of free time 
away from the occupations of poli-
tical life, which keep human far from 
achieving the natural purpose of the 
rationalism. While according to Plato 
the philosophers, knowing the nature 
and the purpose of human beings, 
achieve the ultimate goal of the bliss 
of rationalism, they seem to be on the 
islands of the blessed, although they 
are still alive, they are far from the 
world of tangible reality. The pro-
blem is growing in the implementa-
tion of a political philosophy that 
seeks to integrate people as political 
parts of a larger political organiza-
tion. Aristotle suffices to make socio-
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political remarks on the current re-
gimes in order to strengthen the 
presence of rationalism within the 
civil society. He does not seem to 
believe that the political formations 
of his time can provide a complete 
anthropological integration for all 
political parties51. Certainly political 
reforms can be implemented for the 
natural betterment of the people, but 
the perfect integration or the perfect 
political bliss is not present in 
Aristotelian work.  

Plato, respectively, foreseeing the 
imperfection of the human political 
things, will suggest the creation of an 
ideal state, which will aim at the 
maximum political integration of 
human collectivity under the distinc-
tion of the natural role of each poli-
tical party. The placement of philo-
sophers in a position of power gu-
arantees the maximum diffusion of 
rationality and natural order in a 
society that approaches to the ma-
ximum extent the absolute human 
individual and collective bliss. How-
ever, such a thing, despite its philo-
sophical, rational or scientific docu-
mentation by Plato or his absolute 
coexistence with the human natural 
right, has never had a real application 
in the historical field; it remains to 
this day an inaccessible utopia.  

Machiavelli does not deny all this; 
he believes that the goals of the 
political philosophy must be as high 
as possible, just like the capable 
archers, to achieve difficult goals, 
aim as high as they can52. In addition, 
he accepts the idea of the classical 
philosophy about the existence of a 

stable human background, a natural 
right that allows the interpretation of 
the human things through the know-
ledge of the human nature. Any 
political art or science must begin 
and end in human essence, in natural 
human right. Also, according to the 
classical philosophical model, he 
does not deny the dual character of 
the human nature, human is structu-
red by rationality and passions; he is 
both human and animal. We can also 
say that he favors, just like ancient 
Greek philosophy, the rationalism 
over the passions in the task of 
defining virtue53. The virtuous human 
in Machiavelli is someone who can 
rationally control both his own 
passions and those of the others, but 
also adapt to the historical circum-
stances54. The origins of Machiavel-
lian thought are purely classical, from 
there it starts and within this direction 
it argues. Machiavelli does not deny 
classical political thought, but instead 
he considers that continues or im-
proves it55. 

What Machiavelli certainly denies 
is the utopian character of classical 
political thought56. It is important that 
he does not try to break the sub-
stance-purpose relationship with re-
gard to human bliss. The bliss, the 
human integration may well be asso-
ciated with a state of rational domi-
nation over the passions in a con-
dition of contemplation and theore-
tical preoccupation, as Machiavelli 
emphasizes of himself at the begin-
ning of the Prince. The picture given 
to us, with Machiavelli retiring every 
night to his library and discussing 
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with the texts of the great men of the 
past, not at the center of the political 
action but on the sidelines, resembles 
the theoretical life that Aristotle 
suggests in Nicomachean Ethics57. 
The relation of the human natural 
integration to the rationalism, the 
close relation of human nature and 
purpose, is not directly disputed by 
Machiavelli, at least as far as indi-
vidual bliss is concerned. What is 
disputed is the purpose of political 
philosophy or science. Ancient Greek 
philosophy proposed as its goal the 
improvement of the people under its 
care, its purpose was to achieve both 
individual and collective bliss by fol-
lowing the natural order, the natural 
human right. On the contrary, 
Machiavelli, based on experience, 
finds that the reduction of human 
improvement to a project of collec-
tive bliss is something utopian, if not 
irrational. Human natural integration 
can be achieved through the domi-
nation of the rationalism, but in the 
vast majority of people this cannot 
happen. The majority of people are 
defined by the most humble passions 
and not by rationalism. Trying to 
apply the natural integration to the 
human majority is pure irrationality, 
an attempt that is initially thwarted 
by failure and carries serious risks for 
the one who takes the responsibility 
for this implementation. The rela-
tionship of a rational human with the 
others, no matter how much he is 
governed by humanitarian feelings 
towards them, can only take the form 
of the relation of rationality to the 
passions, that is, only the form of 

submission. Human relations can 
only take the form of political rela-
tions, that is, relations of power and 
submission. Leaving someone at the 
disposal of the others is like leaving 
himself as a pawn of his passions, in 
which case the catastrophe is un-
available.  

So in order to be able to have 
relations with the majority of the 
people, one must treat them just like 
in the irrational passions, that is, after 
understanding their function, to im-
pose his rational domination on them. 
Therefore, the political philosophy or 
science, since it is an occupation 
based on the political relations of the 
people, must aim at the control of the 
majority of the people through the 
reasonable domination over their 
passions. Political philosophy does 
not aim at the rationalization accor-
ding to the natural right of the 
political body, but at its absolute 
control through the knowledge of 
human passions. The rational inte-
gration of human does not concern 
the collective civil society but only 
the ruler or some wise men, who live 
on the margins of political activity.  

If all this applies the purpose of 
human bliss or natural integration 
and the purpose of the political phi-
losophy are radically different. Human 
integration as the goal of the political 
philosophy is something out of place, 
it can never happen. On the contrary, 
political sovereignty through the 
understanding and the control of 
human natural passions is something 
that can be accomplished in realistic 
terms. In this sense, the purpose of 
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the political philosophy, although 
derived from the human nature, is not 
identified with the natural rational 
integration of man but with rational 
domination over man. Machiavelli, 
starting from classical political 
thought, considers the natural human 
right as the only core of any political 
science, but emphatically refuses to 
equate the natural integration of 
human with the purpose of political 
science. Political science must start 
from the human essence, the human 
natural order, but not to perfect it, but 
to control it, to dominate it. The 
purpose of political science is not the 
collective bliss through the imitation 
or reproduction of the natural order, 
but the control of the majority of 
people through the knowledge of the 
natural order. 

 
Political philosophy or political 
methodology?  
 
But here an important question 

arises. If we cut the essence of a 
being from its purpose can we talk 
about a rationally structured science? 
Medical science, for example, aims at 
the human health, which is based on 
the correct order of human nature. 
The purpose of the doctor is to main-
tain the natural order of a healthy 
person through prevention and to 
restore the natural order of a patient 
through treatment. Medicine does not 
want to control or dominate human 
nature for the benefit of the doctor, 
but aims to improve the patient 
through prevention and treatment58. If 
we disconnect the human substance 

from the purpose of medicine, we 
cannot speak of science, but of the 
exploitation of the sick man or of 
quackery. Ancient Greek philosophy 
fully accepts this inseparable relation 
of substance -purpose and on this 
relation the concept of science is de-
veloped. The same scientific basis ap-
plies in the case of virtues. Aristotle 
perceives the supreme moral and po-
litical virtue, the prudence as know-
ledge-science of the appropriate 
means to achieve virtuous goals. To 
be someone prudent means to know 
the essence of human and to seek the 
natural perfection of human based on 
the scientific knowledge of the human 
natural order. Instead, it defines as 
formidability the knowledge of the 
means to achieve whatever goal the 
human subject sets. Formidability is 
a kind of knowledge, but it is not a 
science, because it does not see the 
purpose of human as an extension of 
its essence, but flows into the un-
certainty of the subjectivity. The 
purpose depends on the will of the 
human subject. But science that 
flows into subjectivity does not exist, 
because science is a rationally struc-
tured process, where the essence of 
the object under study, its cognitive 
object, is the basis of the rational 
proof of its purpose. In classical 
political thought, political philosophy 
and political science are the same 
thing, because the essence and the 
purpose of human, either as an indi-
vidual or as a member of a civil 
society, are directly interdependent. 

If all this is true, under the terms 
of the ancient Greek philosophy 
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Machiavelli does not suggest a poli-
tical philosophy or science but a po-
litical methodology of human con-
trol. As he states in the beginning of 
the Prince, his research was based on 
the knowledge of the ancients and the 
experience of the events of his time59. 
For ancient Greek philosophy, 
knowledge is a feature of philosophy 
or science, while experience is a 
feature of the sophistic methodology 
of human control. Sophistic move-
ment does not deny the philosophical 
knowledge but uses it to construct 
theoretical or moral images that 
convince people of their truthfulness. 
The sophistic methodology moves 
between existence and non-existence 
in order to serve a subjective pur-
pose. It adapts to the circumstances60 
and skillfully changes forms like a 
chameleon, to achieve selfish goals. 
Machiavellian thought moves in the 
same direction, based on the expe-
rience of things and using the know-
ledge of human natural right from the 
classics creates a methodology of 
domination over human. This instru-
mental function61 of the political art 
lacks a purpose based on the know-
ledge of human substance and creates 
as many purposes as the human 
subjects who use it. Machiavelli’s 
political methodology is completely 
neutral, offering an instrument of 
domination tailored to the targeting 
of the subject of action. The purpose 
that it sets may well be constantly 
changing depending on the circums-
tances. So there are as many purposes 
as the subjects of action, but also as 
many purposes as the adaptations of 

the human subject to historical ne-
cessity. The only thing that is certain 
in this political methodology is the 
possibility of domination over human 
nature through the knowledge of na-
tural human right through the power 
or the deception. So the means of 
domination are as much as the means 
of enforcing power or deception62. 
Nothing restricts the use of a means 
to aim a selfish purpose than the risk 
of losing sovereignty and thus of lo-
sing the intended purpose. Machiavelli’s 
objections to the use of soft power to 
achieve sovereignty (as in the case of 
Agathocles) are not related to moral 
or humanitarian concerns, but to the 
risk of tarnishing the image of the 
sovereign, which may cost the loss of 
the sovereignty ant the non-com-
pletion of virtue. Any means of 
power or deception is legitimate in 
the exercise of sovereignty as long as 
it does not call into question the so-
vereignty itself. The use of a harmful 
means for domination itself is a con-
dition of irrational reading of the 
history and adaptation to the neces-
sity of circumstances. 

 
Historicism  
 
Under these circumstances, the 

diversion to the historicism is inevi-
table. The rupture of the substance-
purpose relationship inevitably leads 
to the right of the power as hard 
violence or elaborate deception. Ac-
cording to historicism, each historical 
period establishes and explains the 
human values in a different way. 
Consequently, there are no absolute 
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values or truths, but everything is 
relative, since only the historical mo-
ment can objectify a truth. Histori-
cism contrasts with the substance-
purpose relationship of ancient Greek 
philosophy, as the truth or the pur-
pose of a being is not signified by the 
essence but by the power to impose 
this truth on history. Machiavelli falls 
exactly into this line of historicism. 
He believes that the virtue or the 
value of a person is not determined 
by the realization of the natural 
purpose, but by the power of the 
human subject to impose his will in 
history. Therefore each historical 
moment can justify a different sub-
jective will. The purpose for exam-
ple, which Machiavelli served, was to 
unite the small states of Italy into one 
large nation-state capable of meeting 
the historical necessity63. On the 
other hand, the purpose of the Roman 
Catholic Church was to keep these 
states divided in order to control 
them. Both purposes are characteri-
zed by objective and moral neutra-
lity64, Machiavellian thought cannot 
morally or virtually applaud either of 
the two purposes. The correctness, 
the virtue, the value lies in the correct 
use of the Machiavellian political 
methodology, that is, in the decisive 
use of the means of persuasion or 
violence in the control of human 
nature and the predominance of the 
political subject in the historical 
necessity. In the background, virtue 
is identified with the power of domi-
nation over others and over history. 
This relativism as to the purpose of 

human virtue is a structural feature of 
Machiavelli’s political thought65. 

 
Conclusions  
 
1) Machiavellian thought undoub-

tedly owes its origins to the ancient 
Greek philosophy. In fact, it comes as 
a continuation of the classical philo-
sophical thought based on the pro-
position that any interpretation of 
human must have as its beginning the 
knowledge of human nature. 
Machiavelli, before proceeding to 
any philosophical crisis, accepts the 
background of an unchanging natural 
right, which regulates the order of 
human substance and human social 
and political behavior.  

2) In addition, Machiavelli ac-
cepts from the classics the distinction 
between natural and rational part 
within human nature, where the first 
is the animal part, while the second is 
the human. He believes that the 
majority of the people are defined by 
the somatic part of human nature, ie 
by passions, while some who activate 
the human part, ie rationality, can 
gain a self-control of their passions 
but also control others through the 
knowledge of the human nature and 
especially through the knowledge of 
the function of the passions.  

3) For Machiavelli, therefore, 
virtue, just as for the classics, presup-
poses the dominance of the human 
rationality over both passions and the 
movement and change of historical-
political things66. Virtue is defined as 
the supremacy of the human element, 
that is, of rationality, but also as the 
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domination of the rational subject 
over others through the knowledge of 
human nature and the adaptation to 
the historical necessity.  

4) The fundamental difference 
between Machiavelli and the classics 
is the rupture by him of the sub-
stance-purpose relationship. For the 
classics, the substance-purpose rela-
tionship is inseparable, the essence of 
a being, its nature, determines the 
purpose of this being. Under this 
inseparable relationship the purpose 
of classical political philosophy is the 
improvement of human through the 
knowledge of the human natural 
right. On the contrary, Machiavelli, 
by breaking this connection, claims 
that the knowledge of human nature 
is not useful to us for the discovery of 
human purpose or the improvement 
of human, but for the service of 
whatever selfish purpose the virtuous 
human subject sets.  

5) This essential difference with 
the classics casts doubt on whether 
Machiavelli suggests a political 
science or philosophy with the strict 
meaning of the term. For a science or 
philosophy, its cognitive subject is in 
absolute relation with the intended 

purpose, to the extent that it can 
prove itself rationally from where it 
starts and ends. If we deviate from 
this rational relationship between 
cognitive object and purpose, we lead 
to a methodology for the promotion 
of selfish goals and certainly not to a 
science or philosophy.  

6) Therefore, if Machiavelli pro-
poses a political methodology of 
domination over human based on the 
knowledge of human nature as op-
posed to the classical political philo-
sophy that sought to improve human 
through the science of the human 
nature and the political societies he 
constructs, it means that offers a 
morally and teleologically neutral 
tool of political subjugation67. This 
inevitably leads us to historicism, as 
the successful outcome of domina-
tion regardless of the used means and 
the pursued aims defines the histo-
rical reality and establishes any 
human truth. The moral neutrality of 
the Machiavellian political method 
leads to the core of the concept of 
historicism, that is, that the power of 
consolidation of subjectivity in hu-
man history is the objective historical 
reality or truth. 
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