A "comment" on the effectual truth of civil conflict
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Wars and civil conflicts under various shapes were at the forefront of the political scenery in the works of Machiavelli. The multiplicity of terms Machiavelli drew upon to describe civil conflict partly convey the common perception, partly point at a distinction of major important, between positive or negative types of conflict in regard of their outcome. In this contribution, we will focus on civil conflict, its analysis being, according to us, the backbone of the Discourses. In order to introduce Machiavelli's thinking on civil conflict, we will first present the "shareholders" of this conflict, and analyse how The Discourses specifically contribute to their analysis. We will then show how Machiavelli immersed her/his reader into the dynamics of civil conflict. We will pursue our examination by highlighting the aim of Machiavelli: that of providing tools of analysis to assess the implications of conflict, good or bad in regard of their relationship to freedom. Finally, we will comment upon two aspects that relate to Machiavelli's thinking of civil conflict, or may rather be considered as intertwined with it: the conception of the people as a political actor and the vision of the body politic.

Introduction

Altercation, argument, confusion, controversy, difference, discord, disorder, disagreement, dispute, dissension, disunion, division, furor, civil war, hostility, scandal, sedition, tumult, upset: all of these terms appeared either scattered or in succession, with no apparent order or criterion for their selection in the works of Machiavelli. We easily understand that wars and civil conflicts under various shapes were at the forefront of his political scenery. However, by only rarely defining the terms he employs, Machiavelli did not facilitate the task for readers seeking to understand what they meant to him and to highlight their scope in his analysis of the history of ancient and contemporary cities and kingdoms. Still, those terms hinted at a strong interest for wars and conflicts.

The multiplicity of terms Machiavelli drew upon to describe civil conflict is actually meaningful. Some of these terms conveyed the common perception, which he intended to overcome. Another set were carefully chosen for their ability to point out distinctions, in order to shed light upon a variation in intensity of the civil conflict, from verbal dispute to armed battle, and guide the reader toward an assessment of positive or negative types of conflict.

In this contribution, we will focus on civil conflict. This is not to discard the issue of war, that is of crucial importance in this work too, as evidenced by Thomas Berns in Chapter XII of this book. The kingdoms, empires and city-states evoked by Machiavelli in this work, Rome in the first place, are constantly facing attacks or are themselves engaged in waging war, be it to expand their territory or struggle for their independence. As we will show, both external war and civil conflict may also have strong connection. However, the issue of civil conflict deserves a focus in itself, its analysis being, according to us, the backbone of the Discourses.

In order to introduce Machiavelli's thinking on civil conflict, we will first present the "shareholders" of this conflict, and analyse how The Discourses specifically contribute to their analysis, in comparison with The Prince and the Florentine Histories (I). We will then show how Machiavelli immersed her/his reader into the dynamics of civil conflict, providing a richly details description of civil conflict, its common perception, its motive, its various forms and the passions and emotions to which it is associated in his eyes (II). We will pursue our examination by highlighting the aim of Machiavelli: that of providing tools of analysis to assess the implications of conflict, good or bad in regard of their relationship to freedom (III).

Finally, we will comment upon two aspects that relate to Machiavelli's thinking of civil conflict, or may rather be considered as intertwined with it: the conception of the people as a political actor and the vision of the body politic (IV).

I. Descriptive elements of the conflicting sides in the Discourses

The antagonism between the people and the great: the core conflict In the Discourses, Machiavelli offered a rich description of Rome's composition and of the disunion that seems to structure the relationship between two parts of it. At first (in Book I, chapter 2), Machiavelli wrote of the powerful [potenti] and the multitude [moltitudine], but also of the plebs and the Senate, the nobility, or even the optimates, and finally of the people.

In chapter 3 and most of chapter 4 of Book I, the use of the terms 'plebs', 'nobility', and 'nobles' prevailed. However, in chapter 4, the terms suggested in chapter 9 of The Prince reappeared in Machiavelli's statement of his essential thesis: They do not consider that in every republic, are two diverse humours, that of the people and that of the great, and that all the laws that are made in favor of freedom arise from their disunion, as can easily be seen to have occurred in Rome. 1 The pairing between the great and the people covered and included all the other types of couples cited earlier. Although the plebs/Senate, plebs/nobility, and people/nobility pairings did not disappear as the book goes on, when Machiavelli described the antagonism occurring in the history of every city, the one between the people and the great was the most striking. As a result, it acquired generic status. Hence, even if the description of the city offered in The Prince, 9, and Discourses, I, 4, did not embrace all of the possible historical configurations, it was nevertheless the only valid one when Machiavelli treated the subject of their opposing desires and appetites, a conflict that gave rise to the type and transformations of the government adopted by the city.

The scope of the socio-economic dimension

In the Discourses, the categories 'people' and 'great' did not embody socio-economic strata.

Instead, they were related to shared interests or situations to be defended. The members of these groups are united by a certain desire, and the fact that they share it is what makes them stick together. Economic considerations are indeed not entirely foreign to Machiavelli's conception of these categories. However, the relationship between these desires or appetites and an economic condition is not really determined. Instead, in chapter 55, Machiavelli was concerned with defining a feeling that would mediate the relationship between desires or appetites and economic conditions. Ultimately, this feeling distanced us from analysing the latter. For example, he made a distinction between various ways of distributing wealth, depending on the type of nobility hosted by the city: true or false, and the number of such nobles. True 'nobles' own land and rule over subjects : they "live idly in abundance from the return of their possessions without having any care for cultivation or for other necessary trouble in living"; 2 In a different way, the prosperity of those who are 'nobles' only in name - 1 D, I, 4, p. 16. See also D. I, 39. 2 D, p. 111. like the Venetiansis based on "trade and movable things". 3 However, Machiavelli defined the conditions that permitted various sorts of regimesmonarchy, republicbased on the feeling of equality or inequality engendered by these means of distributing the wealth, rather than directly on the basis of the wealth itself. If true 'nobles', for example, were great in number, there was very little chance that a republic would be established, because this type of regime is based on a feeling of equality, and such a feeling would not develop in a context marked by subjection to long-established landowners.

Specificity of the description of the conflict in the Discourses in comparison with The

Prince

In The Prince, Machiavelli proposed a vision of political bodies as made of two sorts of inhabitants, regardless of place and time: on the one hand, 'the people', designated by a singular collective noun, and on the other, 'the great'. Machiavelli used the term 'people' in other contexts as well, especially when writing about matters of war. In that case, it designated the entire population of a city or territory, fighting an enemy army. However, in Chapter 9, he described the people as a group within the city and a balance of power between the two entities. They were defined in relation to each other. The ambition of the great was to dominate the people, whereas the people wanted to be free of domination. Chapter 19 seemed to challenge the thesis put forth in chapter 9. In this chapter, Machiavelli investigated a likely explanation for the fact that certain Roman emperors who have 'always lived excellently' and "shown great virtue of spirit'4 were nevertheless assassinated or overthrown. This investigation prompted Machiavelli to introduce a third humour, that of the army, defined by a desire or humour: the soldiers' greed. 5 The Prince thus offers two descriptions of the city, one of them binary and the other ternary.

The Discourses not only shed light on the fact that the description provided in chapter 9 did have a special status but also related it to the analysis of the institutional dynamics of a political body. In The Prince, the ruler, be he ancient or modern, invariably faced a set of constituted communitiesthe people, the great, the soldiers. He did not exercise his power over a city in which men come to claim, for themselves, to the detriment of others or in opposition to their domination, a share of magistracies. In the Discourses, on the contrary, Machiavelli examined the movements and struggles for the acquisition of an institutional status; in other words, the right to participate in the processes of deliberation and decisionmaking in Rome.

The main example is that of the tribunes of the people: Hence, when the Roman nobility became insolent, for the causes that will be told below, the people rose up against it; so as not to lose the whole, it was constrained to yield to the people its part, and on the other side, the Senate and the consuls remained with so much authority that they could keep their rank in that republic. Thus arose the creation of the Tribunes of the plebs … 6 Machiavelli referred to the gradual transformation of the Roman 'plebs' from an anonymous multitude or mass, devoid of structure, to a full-fledged political power, conquering visibility first and an institutional status later. However, Machiavelli did not centre his analysis on this process. Instead, in the following chapters, he wrote about the communities that were already constituted, and the antagonistic relationships they maintained. His goal was to make it understood why, in Rome, the opposition between them resulted in laws that favoured freedom and military power, whereas in Florence, this opposition led to conflict characterized by assassination, exile, and near political instability.

Nevertheless, he returned to the question twice: in chapter 1, 6, the comparison between Rome and Sparta enabled him to establish a link between the politics of conquest, costly in human lives, and the conquest of an institutional status by men who were initially considered to be foreign to the Roman urbs; 7 in Discourses II, 3 he noted the factors that caused Rome's growth, based on openness to foreigners and conquest. 8 Therefore, it is important for us to keep in mind the idea of the permeability of the Roman city and its advantages, particularly in terms of military power. This perspective, as we will highlight later on in this paper, contributes to challenge the idea that the city is a finished, immutable structure. Machiavelli's analysis of the way the plebe conquered an institutional role, in particular, showed that the magistracy must not be thought of as a position that is obviously reserved for a group (which deserves it by virtue of talent, nobility, etc.) within the city. On the contrary, these positions are accessible to all those who conquer them.

II. Immersing the reader into the dynamics of conflict

A single and basic conflict with a variety of forms

Despite the variety of terms we mentioned in introduction, Machiavelli focused on one and single opposition. This opposition takes place between the desires of the great and those of the people, which cannot be gratified together. However, this variety of terms is itself justified by the fact that their antagonism may take different forms. In addition, nor are the desires of the great and those of the people, made to be the centre of our attention, described in a one-sided way. In most cases, the crux of the matter is the desire to dominate and the desire not to be dominated. However, we also encounter the verbs 'command' and 'oppress' (The Prince, 9) and, speaking of the people, Machiavelli mentions 'a greater will to live free' (Discourses I, 5), and also of a 'too great a desire of the people to be free' ( Discourses I, 40).

As a result, we face a complex phenomenon described in a richly manner in the Discourses.

In the configuration in which the desire driving the people is not 'too great', the desire of the great was defined in a simple way by Machiavelli. The verbs he used referred to a superior stance, and to the expression of this superiority to the other. 'Oppress', in particular, meant to burden someone, to put pressure on him. Under it, Machiavelli subsumed all of the different ways in which the great gratified their desire, depending on whether the state was a republic or a principality. In a principality, the great could be 'nobles' in the sense Machiavelli conferred upon this term, so that the people were the subjects not only of the king, but also of the nobles. In a republic, the great's desire for superiority was expressed by a desire to occupy the magistracies. In fact, for them, it was the only position from which they could dominate the people. In either case, the point was to impose a prevalence, based on the great's feeling of inequality. Such a prevalence did not rely upon the consent of the people, or on a competence recognized by all: when Machiavelli stated that the great desirer freedom, he meant, to put it in Foucault's words, a 'freedom of egoism, of greeda taste for battle, conquest and plunder (…) that can be exercised only through domination'.9 

The desire of the people first seemed to arise from a reaction to the desire of the great: the people wished to be nor oppressed, nor dominated. However, Machiavelli sometimes gave popular will a positive connotation, as the way to fulfil a more fundamental desire: to live in security. [START_REF]See P, 7 and 21 on the feeling of security[END_REF] The people's desire, like that of the great, had thus a malleable aspect: it was expressed differently depending upon the form of government, principality or republic. In a principality, it consisted of a desire for protection from the prince, explicit in the civil principalitybut in fact present in every sort of principality. 11 The expression of popular will was more complex in a republic according to Machiavelli. It was a desire for participation in both senses of the term: to share common characteristics with, and to take part in. If, to assure their superiority over the people, the great wished to monopolize the magistracy, the people wished on the contrary to share these positions with them, to ensure that the great would be unable to dominate them.

A "passionate" conflict

Machiavelli associated the manifestation of several passions, notably hatred, fear, ambition, and envy, with this disunion. 12 Two types of passion were discussed in his analysis: those which attest to the relations between the great and the peoplehatred and fearand those associated with the insatiable aspect of desireambition and envy. Hatred played a predominant role. Anger and the desire for revenge were associated with it. [START_REF][END_REF] The other major passion is fear, or dread -Machiavelli used the terms interchangeably. Ambition (for power) and envy (of glory, wealth, or honours), related to fundamental human discontent, were also repeatedly demonstrated in civil conflict. 14 They ranked alongside hatred and fear as secondary causes of civil conflict or its escalation. Competition for honours, glory, or wealth, creating a situation where these goods are rare, was not in itself a source of contention.

Instead, it was the resentment and ambition of some, and the fear of others of losing these goodsespecially when women and property were at stake, according to Machiavelliwhich engendered and fuelled civil discord. 15 Overall, Machiavelli granted a central role to memory and imagination in the relationship linking passions to civil conflict. Memory and imagination maintained the passions: memory, by drawing support from past experience, and imagination by fictitiously transposing into the future events that were likely to occur. In Machiavelli's eyes, the fact that men have been robbed of their property is an especially indelible memory, constantly aroused by the aching need they feel for their lost possessions. This memory reinforced their hatred for those who stole from them. 16 Imagination also fired the passions that were the source of conflict, as in the case of the wealthy that were hostile to the poor chiefly because they feared and imagined the loss of their property, not because they faced any real threat of losing it. 17 Hatred, fear, ambition, envy: these passions were not equally shared by the people and the great. As a result, characteristic behaviours were associated with the humours. The people tended to be turbulent and uncontrollable, while the greats tended to be insolent and arrogant. 18 Of course, cases could occur where the great were fearful and the people envious or ambitious. However, to use a musical metaphor, however, fear was the dominant chord in popular passions while ambition set the tone for great.

Consistency of the description of the conflict in the Discourses with The Prince and the

Florentine Histories

While the descriptive elements of the conflict were not necessarily the same in The Prince, the Discourses and the Florentine Histories, Machiavelli's account of the dynamics of civil conflict was remarkably coherent in the three works, especially in the evocation of the passions and feelings. For example, in relationship with the aforementioned hatred, the Florentine Histories mentioned indignation [sdegno] 19 , that became a source of many demonstrations of civil conflict and its intensification; they also associated fear with suspicion [sospetto]. 20 In The Prince, Machiavelli pointed out that fear was often the root of contention. 21 He noted that fear did not necessarily lead to passivity and submission and could also be a source of action. Thus, fear of the great may drove the plebs to support a private citizen and make him prince. 22 Likewise, in the tumult of the Ciompis, fear was what motivated the assemblies of the wool-carders, in which they discussed "the events that had taken place" and showed "one another the dangers they were in". 23 As far as the question of equal sharing of these passions by the people and the great is concerned, we also encounter remarks and observations in The Prince and in the Florentine Histories consistent with the vision developed in the Discourses. To Machiavelli, although hatred seemed to be distributed to both, fear appeared to be a passion of the plebs while ambition and envy were those of the great. 24 The great were well aware of this, and used their power to awe and amaze the people to their own advantage. Cesare Borgia staged the spectacular murder of his minister, leaving his subjects "satisfied and stupefied"; 25 the bishop of Volterra presents himself in his ecclesiastical robes to calm an angry mob. 26 This very manipulation is exposed in the revolt of the Ciompis: "Dress us then in their clothes, and they in ours; without doubt we shall seem noble and they ignoble", asserted. 27

III. From a causal analysis of conflict to an assessment of its consequences

The description of these opposing desires and the passions associated with them lead neither to a theory of the genesis of conflict nor to an explanation of what caused it to be perpetuated.

True, in the Discourses, I, 2, Machiavelli mentioned the emergence of social classes which resemble the people and the great, to some degree: on the one hand, the multitude, weak and timid, and on the other, those who stood out due to a combination of qualities, both moral and materialmagnanimity, generosity, wealth, and nobility. However, we cannot match these categories with those of the people and the great defined by their desires in the Discourses, I, 4. In addition, Machiavelli explicitly set aside the classification of governments that was the backbone of the analysis in chapter I, 2. Finally, the reasons for the perpetuation of the desires of the great and the people did not seem to elicit any special interest from him. At the most, in Discourses III, 56, he mentioned the fact that customs and mores were perpetuated by family education. Machiavelli's writings situated her/his reader in a historical period when the differentiation process between the people and the great had already occurred, when their humours had already been composed. In Machiavelli's work, civil conflict is devoid of an origin or assignable cause: it appears as something that has always existed. The Prince, the Discourses, and lastly, the Florentine Histories do not differ in this respect: in none of these works, Machiavelli provides a causal explanation of civil conflict.

In sharp contrast, he showed himself deeply interested in the consequences of conflict. He elaborated his own thinking in opposition to this common perception of civil conflict. A series of terms attested to this common perception in his work, all referring to ways in which conflict is sensed or felt: cries [grida, gridare], turmoil [la turba], roars [romori], disturbances of the existing situation [perturbare], the fury or energy of the troublemakers [furore], confusion [confusione], tumult [tumulti]. By applying these terms, Machiavelli made explicit the source of the negative common judgment on civil conflict. The clamour, the chases in the streets, the disturbances, and the rallies in public squares are reminded of as engendering an unpleasant impression, inspiring fear.

To go beyond the common perception, Machiavelli introduced subtle distinctions. First, he intended to grasp the varying degrees of intensity of the civil conflict. Although to some degree, the word 'tumult' is neutral from this standpoint, the expression 'civil war' was applied only once by Machiavelli. It referred to an extreme intensity of civil conflict, as opposed to a more attenuated form which could be described by the term 'dispute', for example. Similarly, there were differences of degree ranging from 'controversy' to 'scandal', from 'contention' to 'sedition'. These differences derived from the level of violence in the means employedthe fundamental question being whether the citizens 'took up arms'

[venire nelle armi], 'came to blows' [venire alle zuffe], or simply fought with words [venire a parole]. We find the same range of degrees in Machiavelli's description of the actions of the antagonistic persons or groups. These antagonists could simply be the 'partisans' of a leaderfor example, the Orsinis and Colonnas who, honoured with many offices and commands, became the partisans of Cesare Borgia -but also the 'factious'. 28 From taking a stand to physical confrontation, they engaged in the broadest variety of behaviour -accusation, insult, threat, calumny -, and likewise, clashed in a variety of waysdestruction, looting, pillaging, burning, and killing.

Secondly, Machiavelli's discriminatory work consisted in evaluating what it is appropriate to call 'good' and 'bad' conflicts, although Machiavelli did not use these terms himself. In other words, Machiavelli judged whether the outcome of the conflict is positive or negative for a city's free development. For example, the term 'scandal', applied to disturbances in Florence which, according to Machiavelli, were engendered by the absence of 'an order' 29 making it possible to accuse citizens and punish calumniators, gave this conflict a negative cast. Some of the terms Machiavelli used to designate the parties in conflict -parte [sides], i partigiani

[partisans], i aderenti or i seguaci [followers], le sette [sects], and i fazioni [the partiesalso connoted his disapproval. This was the case with 'parties' as applied to the actions of the Gracchus brothers, responsible for the end of freedom in Rome, and also with the term 'sect' to designate the common practice of calumny in Florence. [START_REF]See also on this matter FH[END_REF] In order to differentiate between conflict with negative effects and conflict with positive effects on the free becoming of the city, one is to consider first the conviction that the emergence and survival of political freedom were associated with strife opposing the great and the people.

Let us first define this notion of freedom. As it is stressed by the Discourses, the freedom at stake here is the civitas libera, the type characterizing republican government, which must not be understood from the standpoint of the liberal conception of freedom, derived from the Hobbesian definition. 31 The republican freedom Machiavelli had in mind referred to the rise of the city-states in northern and central Italy: that is, cities independent of monarchic rule to which they had earlier been subject. 32 This freedom was also opposed to the authority the signori claimed to exert: the city-states could not be free unless their citizens effectively took part in the political life of the cityby paying their taxes, participating in the magistracy, and fulfilling their military duty. [START_REF] Viroli | [END_REF] In these cities, freedom was above all a property of oneself, 34 in the sense that the city-states were self-governing and no external source of authoritya lord, the Empire, or the papacygoverned or made laws for the inhabitants. Understood in this context, the concept of freedom Machiavelli dealt with thus qualified two states of being: the independence of the city-state in relation to any outside power, and republican government.

In chapters 4 to 8 of the Discourses, Book I, Machiavelli set forth in a somewhat provocative tone two theories that make civil conflict the crucible of freedom. On the one hand, he asserted that Rome's republican institutions appeared and survived for several centuries thanks to civil conflict. 35 On the other hand, he judged that these institutions were strengthened all the more when Rome was a people's republic, as opposed to an aristocratic one. This relationship between freedom and the disunion of the great and the people put law at the centre of the Machiavellian history. In order to fulfil their wish to avoid being dominated, the people actually sought the establishment of institutional representation and laws guaranteeing and protecting their status from the ambition of the great. For the law subjects the great and limits, or even forbids their dominion. It puts all citizens on an equal footing, as illustrated in Discourses, I, 7 and 8. In those chapters, Machiavelli established a comparison between Rome and Florence, regarding the procedure a group of citizens must follow to accuse one of the members of the community. Florence lacked institutions making such an accusation possible, whereas Rome was endowed with them. The absence of this formal legal procedure in Florence led to an increase in calumny in the public squares, not to mention vigilante justice in which persons or groups sought revenge by private, violent means. It hindered the popular struggle against the ambition of the 'powerful citizens'.

Inversely, the procedure for accusation in Rome, requiring the accuser to put forth proof, kept all the members of the community from accusing individuals without reason. Moreover, it constituted a public venue for settling disputes, and its authority was recognized.

It was customary for the Roman people to raise a tumult, to obtain a law or to refuse military conscription. 36 Livy describes many tumultuous events, popular outcries against enlistment in the army. For example, when the Sabines attacked in 457 before Christ military enrolment was negotiated in exchange for an increase in the number of popular Tribunes. 37 Likewise, during the war against the Fidenates and the Etruscans (445 before Christ), the plebeians were granted the right to marry into patrician families. 38 Livy seemed to regard this phenomenon, whereby rights were bartered for participation in battle, as an ineluctable event in the course of Roman history. Rome and its empire lasted for so many centuries that institutional adjustments were necessary. 39 Moreover, Livy usually interprets these adjustments from the 35 D, I, 4. 36 D, I, 4. 37 Livy 1922, III, 30, p. 101. 38 Livy 1922, IV, 5-6, p. 279-273. 39 Livy 1922, IV, 4, p. 269-273. viewpoint of the unity and concord of the Roman populace. Although Machiavelli draws upon Livy as a source of examples, the viewpoint from which he interpreted them is different, exclusively that of the 'vivere libero'. He revised Livy's history for the purposes of defining the conditions of this 'vivere', particularly in the following examples: that of the creation of plebeian Tribunes, and that of Appius's tyranny. In Livy's account of the secession of the plebes to Mons Sacer (494 BC) and the creation of the tribunes, the explicit concern of the Senate was the unity of Rome's citizenry, and Livy related the history from the senatorial viewpoint. 40 'Harmony was the very subject of the historical account. 41 Moreover, Titus-Livy considered the episode of the tyranny of Appius from the viewpoint of freedom and civil concord, whereas according to Machiavelli, freedom was the only issue at stake. 42 The explanation suggested by Machiavelli of the tyranny of the Decemvirate, and of Appius, in particular, emphasized the inability of the great and the people to moderate their own desires in order to protect freedom. 43 Because Machiavelli explicitly refers to Livy's history much more than usual on this issue, the reader could be led to believe that he agreed with the ancient historian's analysis of the creation of the Decemvirate. Machiavelli's portrayal of Appius was largely based on Livy's, but otherwise, the two texts were quite different:

although Titus Livy mentioned that the government of Appius endangered freedom, in his concluding statements, concern for concord and reconciliation predominated. 44 The freedom emerging from the effective struggle of the people against the great's desire to dominate is not the freedom of the people strictly defined as a group. It is the freedom of the city. Laws specifically enable the people to assuage their desire not to be dominated, but in Machiavelli's estimation, they constituted a framework for a 'vivere libero', beneficial to the city as a whole, in terms of prosperity, happiness, and power. Such a judgment reflected a topos of Florentine political thought initially developed by Leonardo Bruni in his biographies of Dante and Petrarchthat of freedom as the element which stimulates overall growth and creativity, boosting artistic development, economic prosperity, and political power. 45 40 Livy 1922, IV, 32, p. 323. 41 Ibid. 42 D, I, 6. 43 Ibid. 44 Ibid. 45 D,II,2, See on this subject Baron 1989, p. 31 sq.; Gaille, 2007. Popular tumults which lead to laws promoting freedom must therefore be envisaged not only from the standpoint of the people's desire, but also from the perspective of the entire city, for not only do they fulfil the desire, but they also result in government by free republican institutionsa positive outcome in Machiavelli's works, from disunity to civil conflict However, Machiavelli was not boundless in his praise of civil conflict. Instead, he elaborated on conflict in order to evaluate its effects, both positive and negative. On the latter aspect, he intended to show that, unlike the desire of the great, the desire of the people could take on another formmentioned by him in his accounts of both the history of Rome and that of Florence: it could be, or become, the desire to dominate or conquer honours and riches, like the great, and as such, tip a city into a time of violence and destruction. In that case, the city was divided by a conflict opposing two identical and competing desires. In order to understand the reasons for this transformation and the configuration to which it leads, we must return to the key idea in Machiavelli's judgment of the antagonism between the great and the people: that of the development of an excessive desire. This point is especially made clear in the Florentine Histories, in which Machiavelli emphasized the role played by popular desire, a desire that goes beyond the desire not to be dominated in the case of Florence. 46 However, the Discourses also brought their contribution to the analysis of the transformation of the popular desire, displaying the corruption process in Rome, and proposing a substantial explanation of desire itself as the nest of its own excess:

The cause is that nature has created men so that they are able to desire everything and are unable to attain everything. So, since the desire is always greater than the power of acquiring, the result is discontent with what one possesses and a lack of satisfaction with it. From this arises the variability of their fortune; for since some men desire to have more, and some fear to lose what have been acquired, they come to enmities and to war, from which arise the ruin of one province, and the exaltation of another. 47 Machiavelli regarded all men as creatures who were essentially dissatisfied with their fate, regardless of what it may be: they always desired but could not obtain everything. This vision is spread in all his major works. 48 Put into perspective with the Christian vision of human 46 FH, p. 1140-1141. 47 D, I, 37, p. 78. See Del Lucchese, 2004, p. 50 sq. on the nature of desire. 48 See also D, III, 21 and FH, 3, II, 21 and 22, and V, 14. desire or the Galenic medical theory of the insatiate desires of the body and soul, it does not appear as an original one. 49 He himself referred to 'ancient writers' to assert it: Horace, Livy, and Thucydides (translated into Latin by Laurentius Valla), but also Lucretius, whose De rerum natura we know Machiavelli had copied. 50 However, what makes his approach unique is his focus on the political effects of men's insatiable desire, likely to cause armed conflict and an overflow of the passions of the great and the people.

IV. Back to the description of the conflicting sides and of the city

The 'people': A Contrasted Vision

In this complex analysis of the relationship between freedom and civil conflict is embedded a no less complex portrait of the people. Without entering into too much detail as the notion of people in the Discourses is explored into further details by Diego Pires Aurélio, we may briefly insist on two points. First, the negative side of the conflict we just mentioned does not question in any way the special role played by the people in the advent and preservation of freedom. It is this group which effectively combats the great's desire for dominion, to assert its own desire. In doing so, it brings about laws favourable to freedom. Described in chapter I, 4 of the Discourses, this role was more explicitly confirmed in chapter I, 5, by a comparison between the ability of the people and of the great, respectively, to maintain freedom. Machiavelli defended the idea that it was harmful to entrust 'the guard of freedom' to the great. In fact, if freedom was entrusted to men who are constantly driven by their desire to 'acquire' more, to the detriment of others, it aroused in them resentment, a desire for revenge, and a thirst for more for themselves. They imperiled freedom in two ways, because their desire for domination constituted in itself a risk for the survival of the 'vivere libero', and also because they elicited violent clashes. In contrast, the people safeguarded freedom the best, for they did not demand a share of the magistracies to dominate, and because the expression of popular desire set in motion a legislation process which introduced equality into the distribution of magistracies and in the private aspects of life. 49 Guicciardini 1994;Gilson 1994, pp. 266-268;[START_REF] Macey | The Diagnosis and Cure of the Soul's Passions, On the Passions and Errors of the Soul[END_REF]. 50 Lucretius 2001, III, vv. 1053-1067, p. 97. Machiavelli's manuscript copy is preserved in the Codex Rossianus 884 at the Vatican Library. It is believed to date from 1495.

In addition, the Discourses conveyed the suggestion, controversial at the time, that the people had an ability to govern. This suggestion was controversial at the time, which Machiavelli made himself perfectly clear. 51 Although Machiavelli was not the last to stigmatize the silliness and naivety of the people, he nevertheless strove to convince the reader that such an ability existed. In fact, the two aspects were not contradictory, because the assertion of an ability that is the same as that of the other groups in the city did not in any way prejudge the effective qualities of the people, once placed at the head of government. In chapter I, 58, taking a position that was unusual for him, he unhesitatingly presented himself as the advocate of the people. Unable to defend themselves alone, the people was presented as a group that was unfairly denigrated, Citing another historical account, Machiavelli protected the people from illegitimate accusations: But the opinion against peoples arise because everyone speaks ill of peoples without fear and freely, even while the reign; princes are always spoken with a thousand fears and a thousand hesitations. 52 At first, the argument set forth in chapter I, 58 could appear insufficient. In fact, Machiavelli asserted that the vices of which the commoners were accusedfickleness, lack of wisdomwere indeed true of all men, and of princes, in particular. The effect of this statement was to include the people in the group of human beings, without claiming they were innocent. They simply shared the same flaws as everyone else. Finally, contradicting the statement, he developed in Chapter 1, 53, he went so far as to lend an occult virtue to the people: the ability to discern the truth and to choose properly between two opposing orators. 53 Machiavelli thus constructed in Chapter I, 58 an analysis that grounds the people's claim to a participation in government. In the Discourses, then, the people emerged as a community that is capable of government, and likely to demand a share of powerwhich certainly granted it a role and z political identity in contrast with the vision offered by The Prince. Of course, corruption remained however the decisive factor. If the people were corrupt, they would lack constance and wisdom. 54

The Body politic: a "boiling" and dynamic entity based on the composition of its 51 D, I, 58, p. 115-116. 52 D, I, 58, p. 119. 53 D, I, 58, p. 118. 54 D, I, 58, p. 117. Such a conception of the body politic differed significantly from the other organic metaphors dominant in the Middle Ages and Renaissance, due to its fundamental egalitarianism (the simple elements that form the mixed bodies are not ranked hierarchically) and to its insistence on the life cycle of the city, from the moment of birth to that of death. Though not original on the latter point, 59 this representation as a whole remains a constitutive feature of Machiavelli's thinking. It is the frame in which he elaborated his conception of the history and institutional dynamics of cities.

Conclusion

It is a well-known fact that the focus on civil conflict itself in The Discourses itself stirred up various types of interests in the scholarly tradition on Machiavelli as well as various interpretations. The influential school of contemporary interpretation that identifies with republicanismessentially John G.A. Pocock and, with some nuances, Quentin Skinnerpaid only limited attention to this relationship. Liberal authors displayed an even more striking lack of interest in the theme, with the notable exception of Italian political theorist Niccoló Matteucci. Certain Marxist and post-Marxist historians and scholars, particularly those who sustain a critical relationship with Marxism, showed a greater interest in this theme. Claude Lefort examined this relationship repeatedly, within the perspective of totalitarianism conceived as a negation of the sphere 'of politics'. Lefort observes that he does not conceive of freedom independently from civil conflict and states that Machiavelli is closest to effectual truth when he is considering social division and political freedom. 60 More recently, Antonio Negri also examined Machiavelli's writings on civil conflict, within the context of his reflection on the concept of constituent power. 61 This set of interests and interpretation will most probably continue to expand as the scholarly and political tradition of comment on Machiavelli's thinking develops and the political contexts in which it is read and (re)discovered evolve. However, in regard of these multiple uses of The Discourses, what remains to me the core contribution of this thinking is the conviction that one must concentrate on the dynamics of civil conflict in order to decode the history of free societies 59 See [START_REF] Guicciardini | History of Rome, Books 1 and 2[END_REF]and1994. 60 Lefort 1992, p. 172. 61 Negri 1997, pp. 120-121. See Gaille 2018 about these various interests and interpretations.
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The malleable quality of the internal and external borders of the Machiavellian city made it impossible for him to engage in a representation of the city as a body politic, the organic metaphor that dominated in the Middle Ages and Renaissance. The purpose of these metaphors was to emphasize the collective, supra-individual character of the city, and the rigid hierarchy of its internal organization. Like the organic metaphors employed by the Ancient Greeks, they were based on the idea that the headthe soulruled the other parts of the body. 55 These analogies offered a vision of the city as a whole made up of parts, differentiated by their respective nature and function. They were also designed to support the idea of a natural hierarchy among the citizens, or to make everyone feel more secure in his position. In the Discourses, they appeared solely to establish a map of military forcesas it did in The Prince. 56 However, Machiavelli did conceive of the city as a body. Borrowing his vocabulary from the medical conceptions of his time, combined with Aristotelian natural philosophy, Machiavelli developed another organic metaphor. In his work, the city appeared as a living, mortal body, a complex mixture, like a human being, composed of simple, opposing elements. Each city has its own lifespan. Some cities died before they reached a ripe old age, but if their rulers were wise enough to take the appropriate measures, cities endured. These city-bodies underwent an alteration, in the Aristotelian sense of the term: that is, a modification that affected their properties alone, not their substratum. Growth and imperial expansion were examples of such changes. 57 Cities were also subject to another type of evolution which, by contrast, modified their nature: corruption. It necessitated a change in institutions and procedures. Corruption is a central issue for Machiavelli, about which we refer the reader to Chapter I by Erica Benner.

Along with other elements borrowed from medical theory, it indeed allowed for a conception of Machiavelli's Discourses as a kind of civil medicine. 58 55 Prior to the rediscovery of Aristotle's Politics, the body-politic metaphor was relatively rare. When it was used, it was derived from the Paulist idea of the mystical body (Archambault 1967). After the rediscovery of Aristotle (the first Latin translation of Politics dates from 1260), there is a great deal of evidence of the grip of the organic metaphor on political theory (for example in On Kingship, by Thomas Aquinas, in Defensor Pacis by Marsilius of Padua). When mentioning the speech made by Menenius Agrippa to the plebs, Livy himself, uses an organic metaphor emphasizing the need for cooperation between the various parts of the body (Livy 1919, II, 32, p. 325). 56 D,II,30 and P,26. 57 [START_REF] Mansfield | The complete works of Aristotle[END_REF], On Generation and Corruption, I, 4, 319b, p. 1197-1120. 58 See Gaille 2004. and conceptualize the body politic. Marie Gaille, senior researcher in philosophy, SPHERE (UMR 7219), University of Paris-CNRS