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.Freiheit — ein schoenes Wort - wer’s recht verstgge!” (i.e. “Freedom, a nice word — if there is
anyone who understands its meaning corréctBohann Wolfgang von Goethe, one of the greatest
German authors has formulated this remark in higetly “Egmont”, written from 1775 to 1787.
Here Goethe presented to the public a “great métiieosixteenth century reflecting the uprising of
the Netherlands against the Spanish king for tke eafreedom and liberty. Before and after Goethe
many people have written many pages on the sersasfticeedom and liberfyBut still today, when
we speak of freedom, we often don’t know exactlyatwwe mean by this concept. | cannot claim to
sharpen by my considerations our understandingeetibm for our present time. But | want to give
some examples of thoughts on political freedonaiarlmedieval scholasticism taking some examples
for our review. Therewith we shall be able to hamampression of the prehistory of freedom as a
political concept immediately at and before theibeiggs of modernity. This may help us to have a

better look at the complexity of the phenomenomewoday.

A proper “political science” as a scientific disloig with specific methods and a certain
bundle of questions, all of which were well distifrom other disciplines, did not exist at the
“scholastic” universities in late medieval Europ@.independent discipline of its own was invented
only with the beginning of modern times, i.e. te tL8' century. The name of the theorist who is
normally the first claimant to be the inventor ofiadependent political science usually is Niccolo
Machiavelli (who died 1527). It is his name whishalways son the tongue of all historians dealing
with this question, and with Machiavelli we getlhgaway from scholasticismand medieval

universities to Renaissance Florence and the gmliti modernity.

This is a main and big difference to our contempoumiversities all over the world. The
different scholastic faculties were distinct froacth other mainly by their basic textbooks and their
concomitant traditions, not by methods of thinkargorocedures of research. The theologians had on
their side the holy bible and the church fathdrs,jtrrists theCorpus luris civili®r theCorpus luris
canonici the physicians used the Arabic and ancient Gresgical texts in Latin translations, and the
members of the Arts Faculty took more and moreheir bwn side Aristotle and th@&orpusof his
writings besides the elder Roman texts of Cicermiypdy the books of Augustin and others. But all
men who had studied at one of these different feeglcould be addressed by questions of rulers and
practical politicians or at their respective couhisw to answer a specific political question, How
argue for a special practical solution, how to gtategitimize a certain deed. All of these unsrgr
trained men had a strong tendency to seek an angwen was rooted in their own respective

traditions, i.e. within their own scientific distipe. Today you can still see wether a certaintjoali



treatise was written by a theologian, a lawyerroAdist (i.e. a member of a philosophical faculty)

even if the answers in practical respect were omfdr away from each other.

It seems to me adequate, therefore, to call alidhemain faculties of the scholastic
university a sort of “leading sciences” for thaifical theory of the late middle ages. It is mgar
concept as is the concept of the different “lamgsd of the medieval political theories, as therev
called by the Cambridge school of political scierespecially by Quentin Skinner and his students,
forgiving an explanation for the unity in contemd the differences in construction in political
theories of the later middle ages. But | prefes thetaphor of “leading science” to the broader
Cambridge metaphor of “language”, because a “tHesegms to me only in a very restricted sense

comparable to a “language”.

Today it is easy to realize, which faculty had bdghe author of a special political treatise.
Rather, political theories did belong to the cohtefxthe efforts of medieval scolasticism. Theydogj
to those efforts, which may be called the practioatput" of scholastic science, i.e. the practical
consequences of medieval scientific thought. Tadaygan easily see the faculty or faculties which
have formed an author of political tracts. Foramse Marsilius of Padua had been a Master of Arts
and a student of medicine and theology at the Usityeof Paris, and you may detect easily these
origins and qualifications in the very text of hidefensor Pacis". The same appligaitatis mutandis
with all other authors, as we can see with Thomasias or William of Ockham, who were
theologians, with Bartolus of Sassoferrato, Niceldedeschi or Lpold of Bebgenburg, who were

lawyers, and so on through the whole series ofrfedieval political theorists.

If we try to explain the difference between theulies and their function as leading sciences
of political theory on the one side and the unitlajch they show in their guidelines for practical
politics, an answer may already be the simple dtirst slow and steady differentiation of the subject
“politics”, which took place during a lengthy pra@sethat could not be accomplished in (short)decades
of one or two generations. But with this answerstay only at the surface of the phenomenon, as we
don’t get any information about the conditionstad political thought of scholasticism, with the rggc

goal of a "political theory" in the modern sensetaf word.

| want to emphasize that the medieval scholarstivenet the University or after having
completed their university education, wanted t@oesl to the problems of their contemporary world
based on their experience with their texts anditesand the thoughts they had learned and ttety ha
got to know during their long time of a complicatmttl enduring university education. They all
wanted to use all what they had learned in thaulies. The medieval world, the rulers and practione
wanted to use the scientific experts generally,releeer they could reach them, because this was a
sort of legitimation by traditional and reasonahbkights in social structures, which was offered to
them by the treasure of the old texts. In the ndddjes political theory tried to give answers to a

perceived urgency of the contemporary situationienibquests, and that means, they did not answer



only or not primarily to their scientific environmie They were trying to respond to the search for
scientific guidance in everyday problems. Theydtiirean eminent sense to give a practical

application of scientific theory to every day'=libf their own time.

This means for our own interpretation of medievatdssions that we meet here again that
deep unity of the medieval understanding of theldwwhich shaped the results also of the theoretical
discussions of politics beyond all the differenitethe individual and yet so significant discrepasc
in the practical advice, which was given to thecpcians. A coherent fundamental unity can be
observed in those very different answers that \yaren, because of the common methodological
approach of scholasticism. So far it is allowedhpps even necessary, to question not only one
author on his comments , but to screen the diffgresitions in comparison with each other, in order
to seek for such common ground. In the followingeyd want to look for the concept of freedom in

the scholastic theories of politics, but tryingdtmthis, naturally, only in broad outlines.

At the very beginnings I'll tell it once for allrtie, that | do not want to dwell on those
“freedoms” or “liberties” which are mentioned irhage mass of privileges which were given by
medieval rulers to their subjects well into the miwdtimes, in order to let the receiver particigate
the decision making of the body politic of theiné. These privileges were in those times so tokspea
instruments of political participation, but theyn@eonnected only losely with that sort of freedom
are looking for. We, rather, are looking for theddom which was sought as a fundamental
requirement for life and as an universal claim,ahhiannot be thought in relationship to speciditdg
and privileges of certain social groups within Buely politic, but must be the nucleus, the subgtanc
of the persons and their self- consciousness iraldde. Our question is: how did medieval
("scholastic") theory of politics understand sutdir for liberty for the individuals and how did

political treatises classify freedom in their desig

| turn first to Thomas Aquinas. Then I'll give asshglance at Aegidius Romanus, in order to
turn over to Marsilius of Padua and William Ockhkthink that in this passage through some
highlights of late medieval classicists of politidaeory the subjects of our considerations will be
comprehensive enough to capture enough answers areccolored differently. It must be clear from
the beginnings, though, that | cannot go to an @opgdic overview, but only to an exemplary glance

on some important authors, which are different ghao give us a balanced answer to our question.

Thomas Aquinasin his political writings did not give to freedontantral place. Whereas he
had without any doubt an astonishing architectunagination, he actually did not grant to freedom a
place of its own in his theory of political rule.&/¢hould remember that Thomas Aquinas has not
written a single comprehensive book on politicaldty as a whole, he communicated his thoughts in
rather scattered remarks here and there, onlyiortts life he wrote an own single treatise, whigh
called ‘On kingship dedicated to the King of Cygr(®e regno ad regem Cypyi This was probably
at the very end of his life (about 1276), shorifdre that great crisis in his life, which was taeise



of breaking off a whole series of treatises. I3 thianner also his sole political treatise remained
fragmentary, it obviously came not to that end Wwhi@s planned. Only after the death of Thomas,
about thirty years after 1274, i.e. about the 15 Ptolemy of Lucca, a former student of Thomas
Aquinas, wrote for the treatise a consecutive pantch found its way into the later medieval ediso

of the treatise and is until today often combirethe Thomasian text.

Let us consider here only the first authentic pathe text, where discussions on specific
constitutional questions are advertised. Therefotecan find today still the specialists discusgimg
guestion, whether this (short) text has not beeassembling of different notes of Thomas, put
together by some ignorant person after the deafihofmas without good reasons. This idea was
published by the American scholar Ignatius Theod@ehmann several times and he has found some
followers since, but as | think, this is totallyamg. | am convinced that this first part of “On
Kingship” (“De regno”) is a genuin Thomasian woridehas its own special worth expressing for us

genuine thoughts of Thomas on politics.

Thomas started this “mirror for princes”, writingpecial treatise in that sort of texts which
was the main literary genre for political treatigethe high and late middle ages, tispécula
principuni. He wanted to dedicate the text to the king opfCs as a helpful advise for a practical
good life of a ruler. But because it remained usfied it probably has never reached the royal court
of Cyprus. Thomas himself has written in the “pragmi’ of the text that he was willing to present to
the royal addressea ‘gift at once worthy of Your Roal Highness andttired my profession and
officg’.® That was without any doubt Thomas’ profession &saaher at a university and his office as a
theologian. He is then busy to develop a theolkiragship and rulership, a very “modern” one, figfin
for his own time. He used as one of the first sasiid thinkers at all the then brand new Latin
translation of the Aristotelian “Politica”, whiclal reached Western Europe only about 1265 at the
most ten years before Thomas sat down for his ogatise. Thomas used this “trendy” scientific
method now again as the very first author in arsuabway, building with the terms of the
Aristotelian “Politica” a theory of his own. He ditbt write an explanatory commentary on the new
and much awaited text. He applied Aristoteliangrats that were conceived by Aristotle (in ancient
Athens during the fourth century before Christ) rfowan analysis of his own time, fitting for Italy
and Italian communities and principalities of thigteenth century of the Christian Era. So his arirr
of princes is totally different from the earliexts of this name, which were written in the earligf
century. He knew the most important ones of theses tcertainly well, at least he knew the big
compilation of excerpts and quotations, which wesidected at the Friars Preachers’ convent of Saint
Jacques in Paris under the leadership of brotiverevitius of Beauvais about 30 years before, in the
40ies and 50ies of the century, and perhaps Hisitg only a speculation - he had himself partitaol
in accumulating them and heaping them togethernvileehad been a young Dominican student there.

But certainly he had seen the huge compilationkaedv it.



But Thomas wanted to do things different. He didwant to bring that endless material of
traditional authorities together into a somehow ag@able handy package in the sort of a “Readers
Digest” of all important material to the topic,iagvas done by Vincentius. Instead of this Thomas
wanted to provide a real theory of political powan,which there could based an analytic and
independent judgement on the rulers and theirshiprof his own days. Admittedly, only the base of
the whole project was laid in the first book. Theaf execution of books Il to IV is lacking as wa$
in particular the exemplary treatment of specsisues. Therefore we do not know all his ideas

Thomas wanted to tell to his contemporaries.

Thomas is staying quite monosyllabic on the quastidfreedom as a basic requirement of
any political organization: Here he looks to Aritosery closely. Of course, it does not escap@no
that the ancient Greek philosopher had seen inlémeethe basic requirement of political life in the
ancient Greek city state, thelis, declaring e.g., that only free men can be padicis of decisions on
the weal and woe of the city state, while all oshare excluded either for a short time (like thaani
children who had to wait for being adults) or axeleded at all from any participation (like the
strangers and slaves and with Aristotle, too, thesy who were not allowed to have any part in

political decisions).

Thomas did not specifically cite all these notes,He takes over the Aristotelian pattern,
particularly in fundamental considerations for sieeietal endowment of man as such, when he
emphasizes that alone the social destiny of maro-svballed by him according to Aristotle expressly
an “animal sociale et politicui{i.e. a societal and political animal) - cannotweerstood properly if
one does not understand that thea'sonable eridof the whole multitude of men must be reached by
all. All men are reasonable. We understand theedi argument:A thing is rightly directed when it
is led towards a befitting end. Now the end whiefité a multitude of free men is different fromttha
which befits a multitude of slaves, for the freeansaone who exists for his own sake, while thessla
as such exists for the sake of anoti@he ‘finis convenierisof a multitude of men or of a people can
only be a reasonable one (this argument of Arististtaken over by Thomas). But, and here Thomas
differs from Aristotle, when he declares that atitwde must be ordered by one man, and this is the
king, towards the convenient end, because othelliseould seek fort their own best, each one for

his, and not the common good.

This is for Thomas Aquinas the fundamental reasorlioosing the monarchy as the best
form of government. The difference of monarchy@mny in the first line is not to be sought in the
freedom of the people, but in the order of allttaf people and of the ruler, to the common good.
From this definition Thomas deduces immediatelytifia correct and rational ruler. Ruling has as
its goal thebonum communehe common good of all, not thenum privatunof the ruler. ff
therefore a multitude of free men is ordered byrther towards the common good of the multitude,
that rulership will be right and just, as it is sable for free men. If on the other hand, a rulgpshims

not at the common good of the multitude, but aptieate good of the ruler, it will be unjust and



perverted rulershipA quote from the Bible is for this statement anftgprotection: Woe to the

shepherds that feed themselves seeking, thaeisotlin interest (Ezech 34.2).

It is clear, Thomas does not actually establisHrinedom as a condition of good rulership, he
is trying rather to establish justice as a predimliof a good ruler’s function. Thomas declarbsf &
rule will beiniustum et perversunne.unjust and pervertedvhen free men are determined by others
(and you can add to this the words: like slavesgjleathe 'tight and just rulership is leading each
free man to his own reasonable goal. It is clehe @iniversal call for freedom here is only therafie
to follow up an emphatic demand of justice, and ihéinked narrowly with the Augustinian tradition
which was for the whole Middle Ages an almost selflent demand. Closely related to this is also the
juxtaposition that arfght and just rulership over free men is the contrary of anfair and abusive
rule , which is qualified from the outset asegimen iniustum"Such a ruler is a tyrant ... because he

suppresses (the people) by his power and doesowetig with justice

Here Thomas reinforced the Aristotelian statem&hty had said that that a ruler aiming at his
own good was adespotes(i.e. ‘despot’ a man who is ruling over slaveg. én his own household),
whereas the medieval theologian Thomas Aquinaa@&reaw this figure as &yfant. Thomas does
not fail to deliver in the course of his treatisi@ager discussion on prevention and relief fronauys,
an argument which should later on win a centra nolthe design of late medieval resistance theory.
The explanation of Aristotle was, that the citytstaf thepolisis and should be a communi&of{nonig
of free men, is now sharpened and deepened inlas-qmetaphysical statement, that only a
community of free men can be a ' right' politicedaciation, any other grouping is already with
Aristotle subject not only to be adnstitutional degeneratidror ‘perversion (parekbasi} of
monarchy At the same time Thomas goes on and adds hexettet, tyranny would be theorst

perversion of the "right and just" and therefore thest” constitution, “monarchy”.

Certainly, these are rather distinctions in accehtsy do not mark heavy differences in
argumentation between Aristotle and Thomas. Thelitves of argument can be converted easily into
each other. But the stronger connection to thd mfgastice, which Thomas Aquinas has made,
increases the glory of freedom and let it shingtigr. We need not consider here the consequences,
which follow from this discourse later on in thagmentary rest of Thomas’ treatise “On kingship”:
indeed, freedom plays there a lesser role thatythat problem. is The justification (or rather ron
justification) of a tyrannicide (the murder of tyta)in the remaining fragment is not entirely clear
But this has not to be considered here in conneetith Thomas use of the concept of freedom in
politics. Neither we will look at the demarcatiohresponsibilities ofegnumandsacerdociumof

King and Pope in the Thomasian theory.

The massive and indissoluble nexus of freedom astitg which we find in his conception
had consequences. This nexus laid down by Thomagusthier on a solid base for later political

theories, especially for students of Thomas. Fstaimce let us look at a single examBlmlemy of



Lucca, a student of Thomas in Paris and for some yadisly his confessor (sent to him by the
Order of Friars Preachers) has drawn an unususkguence from this Aristotelian fundament laid by
his teacher, which was not common in the middlesalge expressly preferred the constitution of a
city state, i.e. a republican order of the statenonarchy, which was chosen generally by medieval

theorists as the “best order”. This was not toguently done in the Middle Ages.

But the Thomasian connection between justice aetlivm was not an automatiism. That is
proved by a famous text, which was written a gaimrdater by Aegidius Romanu§iles of Rome
The book with the title “De regimnine principum” svéater on in the middle ages incredibly
successful. We may say that this book has beere#tébestseller’ of medieval political treatisas a
all. Nowadays there are left to us in differentdpean and North American libraries nearly 300 mss.
of this text, in different languages, in Latin @ndeveral vernacular translations, French, Castili
English, German, even Hebrew, and some ofi@ites of Rome perhaps had heard lectures by
Tghomas Aquinas at the university of Paris, altholig almost certainly was not actually one of his
nearer students - as he is the member of anotligiots order, the Augustinian Hermits, whereas
Thomas belonged to the Friar Preachers. Gilessitréatise is recommending to the "right” prince an
earnest commitment to justice. The treatise usesrakchapters to explanations of this demand for
justice as the central virtue of the ruler, ance&ilepeatedly emphasizes that here is the divitliag
separating kings from hideous tyrants. Tyrannyeisctibed at length in all its awfulness and
insecurity, whereas the liberty of the subjectsfisuppression is not discussed in these chapters
which have to tell, indeed, something on the vstagthe ruler. Only very late, as a (sixth) graip
meritorious subjects, there are mentioned men veneegute a tyrant, because they try to free their
homeland from a tyrant’s oppressions. But thisoiswritten in order to give them a special
noteworthy. Generally the question, what shouldddked kingship, what tyranny, was answered by
naming the two criteria, we know already from Themguinas: subjectively by the virtue of the
ruler and objectively by answering the questionetlier he was serving the common good, or the
private good of the ruler. The liberty of the sutgemight have been implicitly involved there oeav
must have been understood as contained in theoftthe ruler, but as far as | can see, this is

nowhere explicitly written in Giles book.

Later on in his life, when Giles of Rome wrote hik “On the ecclesiastical power” (De
potestate ecclesiastica) at the court of pope Boai¥/lll. about the year 1302, Giles did not waste
any remark on the freedom of the members of thecbhunder the pope whom he saw at its highest
hierarchical top. Where he was describing theiriahip between the pope and temporal rulers, Giles
said nothing to the freedom of European kings apfes against the demands of the pope (their
spiritual leader), that means in describing thati@hship, which in modern times we would call the
relations of church and state he was content tometg single word on freedom. The Latin wbbr
(fre€) did only appear, where Giles is allocating toplope indeed, dibera potestagi.e. a free

competence), wherewith he could claim in the lasbrt always all decisions which were normally



assigned to “lesser” authorities situated belowhefpopes highest positionto himself, just as God.
This is exactly the argument, Giles is producingehejust as God himself is able to let everything
the world go its natural course and let all cresgudo their normal work regularly, but he is albea

in some cases casually to suspend this normal guoes and make a -miracle, which is breaking
down normal relations and effects. By such miragsileffects God shows only his own abilities. He is
always the lord and this is made clear by theseians of the “normal” course of things. In the
same manner the pope is free in making the lassidas. He is showing by that only his own abibtie
There is no word on the freedom of the subjecteése argumentation. The theory of Giles of Rome
shows clearly that the call for freedom, which wtl so present in Thomas Aquinas had gone and
had left its place for a clear and unquestionaséggament of competences to the ruler, who could

hold alone for himself the right of free decisignghe system.

Later on we meet, however, new reflections, whighia a certain sense a fresh and new
result of Aristotelian theories in medieval circuarges. | want to show this by approaching
Marsilius of Padua. For Aristotle there was a clear difference betwiee men and slaves. The
Greek philosopher could speak evensiiVes by naturfg(douloi physein Greek, oiservi naturain
Latin), which meant that there are men, who werelemned by their natural endowment to servile
status, because they could not rule themselvasnbtdwant here to go to the development of
commentaries in scholastic Aristotelianism regagdhis special point in detdilbut it is clear that a
Christian thinker could not fail to overlook thefdhat all human beings are redeemed by Christ and
therefore had a common basic human condition. géne to the theory of slaves and free men a new

shift towards an equality of rights for all men kitt a community.

We can see this clearly with the Paduan philosophdrphysician Marsilius of Paduaand his
famous great and weighty booRéfensor pacis finished in Paris at the university in summeg43
about one generation after Giles had written hitsteCertainly, this Defender of peateaccording
already to his title, is not a hymn of freedom, autlefense of peace” within the political communit
Marsilius is trying hard to reach this aim by rejeg the unjustified claims of the Roman bishop and
pope to make all decisions, not only in spiritudhias, but also in normal political ones. Thisist
done primarily through the evocation of freedommfrecclesiastical patronage , but through an
ingenious political philosophy of Aristotelian dgsiof political decision-making. Marsilus is loogin
at the legislation, because for him the main imatrat of order in a community is the enactment of a
regulation of life by a law which is enforced bg@ercitive command by the lawgiving legislator. The
only legislator possible must be the one who is &dimake such laws and give an coercitive
command to all. This one is according to Marsiliiene the community of all citizens (or its
weightier — or prevailing - part). This is the haus of his whole theory. But where do we find
freedom in this lawgiving complex. The wdildertas civiumis used, if we believe the word index of
the modern editions of the book, in just two sgitall the text of more than 500 pages Latin thxt:

Dictio I, cap. 12,when he is proving the sole osibility of all the citizens together for the



legislation, Marsilius is referring to freedom, ngithe same quotation from Aristotle's Politics, to
which also Thomas Aquinas had relied (but here Masss going much farther into the modern
direction than Thomas Aquinas)and | quote [I.1Bs&tt p. 70]: for because ‘the city is a community
of free men’, as we read in Politics Il chapteradyy and every citizen should be free and not isuffe
the despotism (i.e. the servile dominion) of anotiBat this would not be the case if someonewr fe
of the citizens passed law upon the universal loddlye citizens on their own authority, for in
legislating in this way they would be despots dlierothers. And therefore the rest of the citiZgis
the more extensive part) would either take thislbegly — however good it was — or not accept it at
all: as all the victims of contempt, they would et against it, and since they had not been ireblv

in its passage they would not observe it at all.

| need not emphasize that here the basic Aristwteéxt shines through the lines immediately,
and is indeed explicitly cited. The problem herensg to me, is to ensure compliance with the
legislation, the expectancy that the regulatioral ¢fe followed up by all. This is here the reagmn
the argument, that freedom is the presuppositiaghepolitical action of ‘legislation’. It remains
significant that Marsilius did not put here (likbdmas) solely the ‘tyranny’ in the place of the
Aristotelian "despotism”, in order to justify thiglit against tyranny. By these arguments Mars#iusi
justifying his statement time and again that ircalhstitutions the actual and rightful legislatoris
always ‘solely'(tantummodpthe community of citizens who participate as v®ia state affairs. Only
this thesis allows to Marsilius rigid conclusiomganst the interference of Church and pope into the
political affairs of the emperor, of the kingdonis/gestern Europe and of other princes and cities.
This was not found in Aristotle, but is genuine Blian theory and | add, it was the core of histlye
Marsilius had found this argumentation beyond #xst of Aristotle, but not without an Aristotelian

argument backing this, but the intention of Ariollad been in its origin quite different.

At the same place Marsilius used freedom to sugpoéntral point of his theory. [1.12.7,
Brett p.71]: ‘For the greater part of the entire common humarfigahcy rests in their being rightly
established, whereas under iniquitous laws theanlyg intolerable slavery, oppression and misery fo
the citizens, which ultimately results in the disgon of the polityOppression, servitude and misery
apparently derive from the adoption of bad laws &ypecially in order to avoid such sinistres the
political community had been erected. The coreatifyis safe guarded by rightly established laws.
This is the Marsilian message to his time. If l&gien is done in the right way, and that meansiby
free men of the polity, then the polity is fortifi@and even guaranteed. Marsilius is looking at the
variety of the “modes” of possible constitutionsci#bed by Aristotle (the monarchy, aristocracy and
democracy and their flawed transgressions “tyranhgocracy, ochlocracy”). His result is important
for our seek for the place of freedom in his contéx.7, Brett S. 47)All pricipate is either over
willing or unwilling subjects. These are the twangdc kinds of principate, i.e. temperede.
monarchy:and flawedki.e. tyranny> ... Each of the said modes shares more in the toyigl the

more it is over willing subjects and in accordandéh a law passed for the common advantage of
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these subjects. It savours of tyranny, by conttastmore it departs from these conditions, vie. th

consent of those subject and a law establishedg@dmmon advantage.

For Marsilius in an unfree system, the core arda@political constitution is perverted, the
dissolution of the Aristotelian politia ' therefore may follow, or better: must follow. &k comes to
our mind the preaching of "Freedom and Democratyté second half of the ®@entury which
should also foster the prosperity of entire soegetMarsilius is seeing the reason for this conoect
between freedom and prosperity in the fact thatats enacted in the right manner by all can only
be effective if and because they have derived ff@ntia coactivecoercive power) from the
potestas coacti\(ghe coercive competengef the legislator. That is, they derive theirdiimg force

from the binding force of the compelling legislator

But if the legislature is - at least ideally - caitient with all the citizens, this compelling
power is a compelling or coercitive forqeofestas coactiyawhich is exercised by all of the citizens
together. Therefore their force is directed maarig merely against themselves. We remember the
free man asausa suwith Thomas of Aquinas! When "the" legislator ésding himself, it is not
discussed whether there is need of a majorityyen & qualified majority or unanimity of the whole?
What happens to the dissenters? Such questiometasked, let alone be answered in the book, but
this form of majoritarian tyranny over dissentersiliso exerted by therdlonté generaleof Jean
Jacques Rousseu three ceturies later. In printtiplargumentation of Marsilius is fostering freedom

as a prerequisition of good government with nevasdeeyond the Aristotelian background.

Here, we note, first the necessary consent of trerged, as legislators together with the
guasi-objective common good, which is the benéfdllo This becomes in théDefensor pacisthe
decisive criterion on a sliding scale of possidacerbation, which determines the location of a
specific constitution: The more6nsensusthere is, the "better” is the Constitution, ancewersa in
the worst case. In his short summary at the ertldeofreatise Marsilius underscores once again the
importance of freedom: he says [in 111.3, Brett§¥}5 This treatise will be calle@he Defender of
Peacebecause it discusses and explains the particulasea by which civil peace or tranquility is
preserved and exists, and also those through witsapposite, strife, arises, is prevented and is
removed. For by its authorify.e. the authority of the bookjause and harmony of divine and human
laws and of coercive principate of any kind] can be knowrFurthermore, both prince and subject,
[...] can understand by this treatise what they mush dwder to preserve the peace and their own
liberty. Freedom is gaining here almost the same importasg@eace and tranquillity. Liberty and
freedom in a definitely Aristotelian cloth are besides the peace, which Marsilius was willing to

defend against papal aggression.

Freedom was set in a similar position in the pedititheory of a contemporary writer of
Marsilius, who still today is considered like him @ “classic” medieval theorist of politics. The

English theologiaiWilliam Ockham demanded freedom in politics no less central gratiore
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comprehensively as the Padovan thinker. It is c#ytanuch more difficult to explain in a few words
Ockham’s ideas of freedom than to visit the fewcptawhere Marsilius is speaking of liberty.
Ockham's writings are full with the pathos of freed and this is already the case in his “academic”
texts which he had written during his universityeza in Oxford. His theology seems centered in a
deep experience of God's free pow@ther topics of his theology are guiding us inte same
direction: for instance his doctrine of grace somes in research was argued to be pelagian oasit le
semipelagian, that means Ockham was accused terogbasize heavily the natural possibilities of
men to live on earth without sin. But Ockham steelsthe point that God himself wanted his creatures
to be free and in liberty. We have not to go intteils here, but that is certainly in connection to
Ockham’s idea that also the creature must be ahlsd its free abilities in freedom against theme
His political theories originated not in an Arisltian program, but in his apology of the Franciscan
way of living. Ockham wanted to explain againstadajecrees, that Franciscan brethren had the
freedom to a voluntary renunciation of property andld renounce totally and in free decision all
property on earth and could become mendicant fetaging their life without the order of a pope or
another man in order to follow the example of Ghaisd his disciples and live like the founder @ th

Franciscan order Saint Francis or the apo§tles.

From this starting point Ockham developed a comapdid theory of political structures, which
he has explained in voluminous writings. All of thare interested in the legal framework of
reasonable political behavior in his contemporaoylévby this maintaining a free choice and
volunteer behaviour of men. We cannot give an aaicbere of Ockham’s theories in greater detail,
but we are able to point to his use of freedomtaagpecific call for free men and Christians. The
pathos of freedom Occam is already evident in #sai@l remark that the Emperor (and therewith for
Ockhams understanding the monarchic ruler of théd)oan only be addressed usefully as the ruler
of free people if one respected his dignity anddigaity of mankind. The "dignity of the human race
demands that the sujects of the emperor are radetidy the emperor as mere slavasd'therefore
this dignity of the human race would fall asideh# Emperor was allowed to treat free men in all
things like slavesThis Aristotelian argument sounds still todayyweourageous, if we remember the
situation in which it was spoken: It was formulatea treatise written at the emperor’s court in
Munich during the last years of Ockham’s fif€he English protégé of the German emperor is darin
to remind the ruler that he is ruling over free nadro are not his slaves. That seems to me remarkabl
as it does not fit totally to contemporary attentptsise Roman legal ideas of late antiquity in

describing the competence of an medieval emperor.

But be that as it may, in his main political woitke huge fragmentary "Dialogus" Ockham
wanted, as he declared in fhi@emiumto give asummaa summary of the disputes of his time
between pope and rulers, a comprehensive textthomokever a new kind of a textbook. Here Ockham
explains the central claims of the papal courthed read numerous treatises of other authors, as he

himself has said there, and certainly, too, he ktiewDefensor pacis” of Marsilius, but he wrote a
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new and fresh overview of possible actions in palltaffairs, discussing arguments for and against
political claims of both sides of the conflict. ienies again and again the assertion, that thelkthur
and on its top the pope had received from Chridt@od the fullness of powér(plenitudo potestatjs
in spiritual and political affairs. And within thesliscussions he presents again a special argufent:
citation from the letter of the Apostles James Badl, who asked the Christians to understand the
Christian religion as kex libertatigalaw of freedorjy and more than that, asex perfectae
libertatis(alaw of perfect freedojnOckham cites these words from the bible to pitecabsolute
inadequacy of the papal claim to the "fullnesshef ¢fficial competence". And Ockham does not
forget to make an in-depth investigation about whatly was meant by suclChristian freedorh

This is for him a sort of shield against any demBomdinconditional obedience to pope, clergy and

church.

"The evangelical law is a law of liberty, by whichriStians are torn out of the bondage of the
ancient law of Moses in order not to be drawn agato bondagée' If the Pope had the right to
command to every Christian by virtue of bienitudo potestatisverything, what is not contrary to
divine law or the law of nature, then the Christiavere not really free in relation to the bondage t
the law of the Old Testament. Ockham says expre§ehen Christian law would be by virtue of this
appointment by Christ a law intolerable bondageskavery" The new covenant of the New
Testament must have been given as a law in whistetis allocated a tangible, a real progress of
liberty in relation to the Old Covenant, the OldsX@ament. Ockham is proving in elaborate a manner
that this extra freedom, this greater freedom cahaonterpreted away by exegetical excuses. He is
citing to back this statement an unusually largeloer of Bible citations and patristic quotations in
order to save this “literal” understanding of therds of the apostles against any comparative
volatilization: here was not meant freedom fromltheds of sin nor only freedom in the spiritual
sense. If Christians should be subject in worldigies to the pope’s decisions, an intolerable sigv
would follow with necessity, and the Apostolic fdeen would be left empty. In addition within
Christianity there would inevitably ariseiVision and discord , wars, feuds, the whole Glasty

will get in great danger and distres¥."

| have presented here Ockham's argument in sora# ¢ttt | could have presented it in even
more detail!).l did this deliberately, in orderdlbow, how Ockham understood the promise of freedom
as a real liberation from ancient bonds. In factoading to his interpretation, the Christians stiou
not only get spiritual release as in freedom frbmgervitude of sin, they should enjoy in relation
the ancient state of the Old Testament a freedomeadlity larger which they should be able to use i
self- determined behaviour, independent of theaitthof the Church hierarchy, of the clergy and th
Pope. Applying this demand immediately to the refeghip between pope and emperor or pope and
Christian kings Ockham has written his “Dialogusstj during the last big struggle between these
representatives of modern state and church in tidei®lAges, but he analyses for this endeavor the

whole of Christendom in its secular political catsgion.
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But there is a rest left. One question is remainingesolved. If we identify the Christian law
(lex evangelicpaccording to this reading of the bible as tlzav‘of perfect freedoijust in the
realistic sense Ockham has explained, there rertfa@nguestion: Is it still possible under these
conditions to tolerate the restrictions of freedarmore limited social relationships? What a Clnaist
shall do with his holding of serfs and slaves? @ckls answer is cautious and not revolutionarylat al
He insists on a literal understanding of the comafree in the apostle’s expressions: The Bible is
talking of a ‘larger’ freedom than it was possibleder the law of Moses. Therefore besides their
freedom in Christ Christians are allowed to haawes$, even if no Christian can become a slave of

any other man directly by the law of Christ.

The concept of perfection, as Ockham has writeeaniabsolute maximum, which retains a
character of absolute appeal. In his answer tgtiestion the Franciscan theologian Ockham uses this
theoretical argument from contemporary physicsneoting it to a traditional argument of piety:
Christian religion canrfghtly be called a law of perfect liberty, espdlyian relation to the Mosaic
law, which had subjugated the believers to manyasaents and barely tolerable regulations of
ceremonial law. Nevertheless, Christian law is (otany sens&) law of most perfect freedom,
because always there are degrees of perfectiorreldre Christian law is not to be regarded to be
absolutely the most perfect of all laws. In thigtaldife never there will be an absolutely perfect

freedom’*?

We should not overstress here the almost emplesigrration in which Ockham explains that
no ideal is feasible in this earthly life. We atimnot need to trace here in detail the new phisica
theories of natural philosophy which were develoge@®xford University in the early £4entury,
the time when Ockham had studied there, and wheamight have remembered now in Munich when
he wrote down his last part of the “Dialogus”. Onxdf@hysicists had sought to conceptualise a new
understanding of dynamics by caculation of diffétewmels of intensity and thus they prepared the
new dynamics of early modern science. This patthehistory of scientific research of natural
phenomena is not to followed up here. But Ockhare hested content putting off absolute
expectations until the coming of the kingdom of Gedile holding on longings for an absolute
freedom without any reduction for a future to coifiee tension between the "already there" of perfect
liberty and the "not yet" of a most perfect freed@mains with him, as | think, as a genuine Claisti
eschatological tension. We should not considerabat pious modesty which could be reproached to
his theory of freedom or generally to his politidatory, but we should hear here the desire for
freedom which is contained in the theory, as a dafimodern and more democratic ideas in political

reflections.

We have visited in a very restricted tour sometim® of scholastic political theory,

regarding problems of self-determined freedom. Th#ill today a necessary prerequisite for any
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democratic constitution of modern state. In thedid@diges this was far away from any chance of
practical realization. It even was not thinkabl@ioonsistant manner in the early middle agesatin |
medieval times the reception of Aristotle’s pohtitheory could be, as we have seen, the point of
departure for several expeditions into this uhi@rt mainly unexplored terrain. We therefore have
found ideas of universal freedom of men in our geander political theorists. We met those ideasin
no less than three major designs of political theath authors who are considered to be so to speak
classics of medieval political thought, in Thomaguikas, Marsilius of Padua, and William Ockham.
We also have caught some of the differences tlséihduish their individual positions. Medieval
political thought did not form a single unity ofas, but existed as a discourse which is worthvitile
be decoded. In so far we have reached, as | tlmdlaa | hope to have been able to explain a good

deal of the prehistory of modern democratic freedadthin the medieval thinking.
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