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 Introduction
 1. Straussian Voices
 Tony Burns & James Connelly
 Introduction
 Leo Strauss is one of the well known German émigrés who left Germany for the USA in the 1930s (Kielmansegg, Mewes & Glaser-Schmidt, 1997; Sheppard, 2006). As did many of these émigrés, he passed through Britain, spending some time there and then moved on to the United States. Other notable figures were Hannah Arendt, Eric Voegelin, Herbert Marcuse, Rudolf Carnap and Theodor Adorno, who was registered as a PhD candidate in Merton College Oxford for a time, before departing for the USA. Strauss had important intellectual contact with Arendt and Voegelin (Kielmansegg, Mewes & Glaser-Schmidt, 1997; McAllister, 1997; Strauss & Voegelin, 2004).
 The legacy of Leo Strauss is a profound and complicated one and, as this book shows, it has at least three dimensions. The first is in the history of ideas where his contribution to the idea of reclaiming the ancients as they understood themselves had a profound influence on many generations of scholars. This influence was, of course, overlaid with the controversies occasioned by his rediscovery, championing and practice of reading texts in political theory and philosophy as possessing both esoteric and exoteric doctrines. Finally this came back to haunt readings of Strauss himself - did he mean what he seemed to say or did he mean what we can find in his published writings when we read between the lines? The matter became still more complicated when it is realized that Strauss never (or scarcely ever) wrote in his own voice, but always as an interpreter of others. Whose voice should we then believe? All of these dimensions of Strauss’s thought had an impact both on his students and also on the reception of both his work and that of his students. Further, given the charge that his students had imbibed a secret doctrine which they then put into practice in the conservative politics of the turn of the twenty-first century, and given that his own doctrines of the esoteric nature of classical philosophy meant that it was remarkably easy to read any doctrine (and perhaps its opposite) in his writings, the charge of conspiracy or conspiratorial influence was not easy to rebut.
 Strauss was always in many ways a controversial character, even though his teaching always took, at least ostensibly, the form of commentary on the work of others. His most outspoken pronouncements in his own name were those against the rampant positivist social science of his day (Strauss, 1988 [1959]a: 18–23; Strauss, 1965a; Strauss, 1989a; Behnegar, 2003; Behnegar, 2009). Otherwise it is (and always has been) hard accurately to discern and without controversy his own opinions as he seldom spoke directly in his own voice. It has often been remarked that his career can be divided into three, with the first being a relatively uncontroversial commentator on Spinoza and Hobbes, the second being his work following the ‘rediscovery’ of esoteric writing in his 1952 book Persecution and the Art of Writing (Strauss, 1952; see also Strauss, 1988 [1959]b; Strauss, 1989b), and the final phase being the works of his late maturity, which (unlike those of the earlier two phases) tend to be arcane and excessively allusive and appeal to Straussian cognoscenti rather than political philosophers in general. Despite the controversy of the middle period writings, they are frequently written about and referred to in mainstream political theory - works such as Thoughts on Machiavelli (Strauss, 1995 [1958]), Natural Right and History (Strauss, 1965 [1953]), and What is Political Philosophy (Strauss, 988 [1959]) continue to have an audience outside the ranks of Straussians. It is the later works which polarize opinion most profoundly.
 The literature on Strauss and Straussianism is vast. A bibliography published in 2005 had 952 pages and contained around 10,000 entries (Murley, 2005). Since then interest in Strauss and his work internationally has continued to grow. In his ‘Introduction’ to Cambridge Companion to Strauss (2009) the editor, Steven B. Smith, noted that seven books dealing with various aspects of Strauss’s thought had been published since 2006, including (in date order) Heinrich Meier, Leo Strauss and the Theologico-Political Problem (Meier, 2006a); Thomas L. Pangle, Leo Strauss: An Introduction to His Thought and Intellectual Legacy (Pangle, 2006); E. R. Sheppard, Leo Strauss and the Politics of Exile: The Making of a Political Philosopher (Sheppard, 2006); Steven B. Smith, Reading Leo Strauss: Politics, Philosophy, Judaism (Smith, 2006); C. Zuckert & M. Zuckert, The Truth About Leo Strauss: Political Philosophy and American Democracy (Zuckert & Zuckert, 2006); F. Tanguay, Leo Strauss: An Intellectual Biography (Tanguay, 2007 [2003]); and D. Janssens, Between Jerusalem and Athens: Philosophy, Prophecy and Politics in Leo Strauss’s Early Thought (Janssens, 2008). However, this list overlooks a number of items and, astonishingly, is at time of writing (2010) already out of date. In addition to the Cambridge Companion itself, we might add to Smith’s list eight further volumes, namely Heinrich Meier, Carl Schmitt and
 Leo Strauss: The Hidden Dialogue (Meier, 2006b); K. A. Sorenson, Discourses on Strauss: Revelation and Reason in Leo Strauss and His Critical Study of Machiavelli (Sorenson, 2006); L. Batnitsky, Leo Strauss and Emmanuel Levinas: Philosophy and the Politics of Revelation (Batnitsky, 2007); Jonathan Cohen, Philosophers and Scholars: Wolfson, Guttmann, and Strauss on the History of Jewish Philosophy (Cohen, 2007); Jianong Chen, Between Politics and Philosophy: A Study of Leo Strauss in Dialogue with Carl Schmitt (Chen, 2008); S. Fleischacker, Heidegger’s Jewish Followers: Essays on Hannah Arendt, Leo Strauss, Hans Jonas, and Emmanuel Levinas (Fleischacker, 2008); N. Xenos, Cloaked in Virtue: Unveiling Leo Strauss and the Rhetoric of American Foreign Policy (Xenos, 2008); and most recently, P. Minowitz, Straussophobia: Defending Leo Strauss and Straussians Against Shadia Drury and Other Accusers (Minowitz, 2009).
 Throughout the 1990s, interest in Strauss was stimulated by the enor- mous controversy and media circus of the charges against Strauss of inspiring neoconservatism (Bloom, 1987; Devigne, 1996; Drury, 2005 [1988]; Drury, 1997a; Kristol, 1999a: 7–9; Kristol, 1999b: 380; Murray, 2005a). In particular, it was suggested that Strauss was a major source of influence on the foreign policy of the United States under the Bush Administration after the events of 11 th September 2001, especially in relation to the notion of regime change in countries such as Afghanistan and Iraq (Drury, 2005a; Norton, 2004; Weinstein, 2004; Xenos, 2008). This attracted viral media attention and made the public aware of the name Strauss and his purported influence. The whole circus was much to the bewilderment of those who thought they knew something of Strauss and yet failed to recognize what they saw in the newspapers as the man responsible for many scholarly works of philosophical commentary. Sometimes there appeared to be two different people named Leo Strauss, the media focused on one and academics on another of the same name.
 Strauss in England
 Scholarly works on Strauss originating in Great Britain are rare. The recently published Cambridge Companion to Strauss edited by S. B. Smith is no exception, as all the authors contained therein hold positions in the United States, and within the ranks of just a few universities. Indeed, it has been noticeable for many years that the serious study of Strauss is primarily a North American phenomenon. It is in Canada and the United States that books devoted to Strauss and Straussianism sell, that faculties and departments have Straussians or anti-Straussians, that courses are run and controversies are at their height. In Great Britain this is simply not the case. Writing in 1985, Miles Burnyeat claimed that Strauss has had ‘no discernible influence in Britain at all’ (Burnyeat, 1985: 30).
 Admittedly, this is a situation which, since then, at least some British scholars have sought to rectify. However, those who have done so have tended to be students of ‘neoconservatism’, with an interest in practical politics, rather than historians of political thought. One example of this is Douglas Murray’s Neoconservatism: Why We Need It, which was published by the British Conservative Party ‘think-tank’, the Social Affairs Unit in 2005, a significant proportion of which is devoted to a discussion of Strauss’s ideas and their relevance for British politics today (Murray, 2005). Another is the contribution by Michael Gove, the recently appointed Education Secretary in the Conservative-Liberal Coalition Government which came to power in June 2010, to a collection of essays entitled Neoconservatism edited by Irwin Stelzer (Gove, 2004).
 Nevertheless, these are the exceptions which prove the rule. On the whole, in 2010 as in 1985, the influence of Strauss and his ideas in Britain remains weak. This is true not only in the area of practical politics, but especially amongst those intellectual historians researching the history of political thought. This can easily be verified by examination of the number of courses devoted to Strauss’s writings, of which there are very few on this side of the Atlantic; the new and secondhand book market tells the same story: a relatively small number of books by Strauss are (or have been) for sale in the UK.
 Setting aside the issue of practical politics and focusing on the history of ideas, two questions emerge. First: what has been Strauss’s relation to English thought over the past eighty years? Secondly, why should historians of political thought in Britain be interested in Strauss now? So far as the first of these questions is concerned, one of the connections is between Strauss and the British idealists, especially R.G. Collingwood and Michael Oakeshott. Some of this story is discussed in chapter three. It is worth noting that Strauss published The Political Philosophy of Hobbes with the Clarendon Press at Oxford in the mid-1930s (Strauss, 1996 [1938]) and that his work was looked on favourably by Collingwood, against whom he later directed his critique of relativism and historicism. It is also worth remarking that Oakeshott, author of the well known Introduction to the Leviathan (Hobbes, 1946; Oakeshott, 1975a), wrote an enthusiastic review of Strauss’s early book on Hobbes (Oakeshott, 1975b).
 When discussing the relevance of Strauss for British scholars who are interested in the history of political thought, it is necessary to say at least something about the relationship between Strauss’s approach to the interpretation of texts and that of the ‘Cambridge School’ - including J.G.A Pocock, John Dunn, and especially Quentin Skinner - which (rightly or wrongly) has come over the last few decades to dominate the discipline on this side of the Atlantic (Skinner, 2002a; Tully, 1988). Direct or prolonged engagement with Strauss by members of the Cambridge School, or indeed by scholars based in Britain generally, is relatively rare, and his views are typically either summarily dismissed, or give rise to a considerable degree of exasperation. This is true, for example, of Myles Burnyeat’s general critique of Strauss in a famous article ‘Sphinx Without a Secret’ published in The New York Review of Books in 1985 (Burnyeat, 1985). However, a more specific example would be the reaction by British-based scholars to Strauss’s interpretation of the political thought of Machiavelli (Strauss, 1995 [1958]).
 Strauss’s Thoughts on Machiavelli is mentioned just once, in passing, by Isaiah Berlin in a survey devoted to ‘The Question of Machiavelli’, published in the New York Review of Books in 1971 and later reprinted in expanded form in Berlin’s Against the Current (Berlin, 1981 [1979]). In this isolated reference, no doubt bearing in mind Strauss’s characterization of Machiavelli as ‘teacher of evil’ (Strauss, 1995 [1958]: 175), Berlin dismisses Strauss as a latter day ‘anti-Machiavel’, writing in a similar vein to that of Machiavelli’s critics in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries (Berlin, 1971: 2; Berlin, 1981: 36).
 One of the members of the Cambridge School, J.G.A. Pocock, has engaged with Strauss’s reading of Machiavelli, and with Harvey Mansfield’s defence of it (Mansfield, 1975; Pocock, 1975). The broad thrust of Pocock’s critique is to focus less on Strauss’s willingness to make moral judgments about Machiavelli, and more on the basic principle of textual exegesis associated with Strauss’s methodological approach, namely that Machiavelli can and should be classified as an ‘esoteric’ writer (see also Drury, 1985). According to Pocock, there is a tendency in the work of both Strauss and Mansfield to present this reading of Machiavelli as a ‘closed ideology’ (Pocock, 1975: 386), or in a form which places it ‘beyond the reach of criticism’ by transforming it into a ‘non-provable’ or a ‘closed and non-discussable system’ ( ibid. : 385). Pocock describes Strauss’s methodological approach generally (especially in this case the assumption that Machiavelli just is an esoteric writer) as ‘dangerous’ ( ibid. : 387). This is principally because when Strauss suggests that a modern esoteric writer like Machiavelli ‘is concealing not only his meaning’ but also ‘his concealment of his meaning’, then we have ‘entered a world of conspiracies and conspirators’ ( ibid. : 388). Pocock notes that Strauss’s Machiavelli ‘conceals the very fact that he is communicating in a hidden language’. Thus we are ‘compelled to rely on Strauss’s capacity for cryptographical exegesis’ in order to establish the existence of this language ( ibid. : 388). Thus Strauss’s interpretation of Machiavelli is transformed in this way into a ‘body of esoteric wisdom’ which is ‘closed to the unenlightened and corrupt’ ( ibid. : 389). On Strauss’s view, ‘the meaning of a text is hidden, and accessible only to the initiate’. Thus ‘only the Straussian exegesis is permissible’ ( ibid. : 391). By adopting this methodological procedure Strauss and Straussians ‘enter a world in which nobody ever makes a mistake or says anything which he did not intend to say’ ( ibid. : 392), and in which ‘nobody ever omits to say anything which he does not intend to omit’ ( ibid. : 393). Thus, when ‘“Machiavelli refrains from saying”’ something, it turns out that ‘Machiavelli does say what he does not say’, and that ‘not saying it’ is in fact a ‘way of saying it’. In this way Strauss’s interpretation of Machiavelli must, Pocock insists, in words which echo Karl Popper’s understanding o f t he philosophy o f n atural science, ‘become non-falsifiable’ and therefore ‘uncriticizable’, or guilty of the charge of ‘non-refutability’ ( ibid. : 393–94).
 Another member of the Cambridge School, Quentin Skinner, also refers just once to Strauss’s reading of Machiavelli in his Foundations of Modern Political Thought. There Skinner notes that for Strauss ‘the doctrines of The Prince are simply “immoral and irreligious,” and that their author can be characterized as “a teacher of evil”’ (Skinner, 1998 [1978]: 137). Skinner observes that this reading of Machiavelli simply repeats the traditional view of Machiavelli as a ‘man of satanic wickedness’ which was ‘a stock caricature in sixteenth-century drama’, a view which has always been associated with ‘the tendency to strike a note of horrified denunciation’ when discussing Machiavelli’s works ( ibid. : 136). As Skinner points out elsewhere, Strauss is ‘the chief proponent of this approach’ in twentieth century scholarship on Machiavelli (Skinner 1988 [1969]: 36). According to Skinner, Strauss ‘does not hesitate to assume that such a tone of denunciation is perfectly appropriate to the stated aim of trying to “understand” Machiavelli’s works’ ( ibid. ). In Skinner’s view, however, Strauss’s methodological approach to the reading of Machiavelli’s The Prince is beset by two fundamental errors. First, Strauss erroneously maintains that ‘ethical and political theory’ either is or ought to be ‘concerned with eternal or at least traditional “true standards”’ of moral evaluation ( ibid. ); and secondly, Strauss holds, again wrongly, that it is appropriate for the interpreter to bring these moral standards to bear when reading texts. On Skinner’s account of his views, Strauss mistakenly suggests that the task of hermeneutic understanding legitimately involves the making of moral judgments by the interpreter of an author like Machiavelli and his works. Thus, Skinner notes, Strauss ‘does not hesitate to assert’ that Machiavelli’s teaching is to be denounced as ‘immoral and irreligious’ ( ibid. ). In Skinner’s view, the problem with this approach is that for those who adopt it the interpretation of texts is driven by a particular ethical ‘paradigm’ which ‘determines the direction of the whole historical investigation’. This leads to a situation in which the text in question could ‘only be reinterpreted if the paradigm itself is abandoned’ ( ibid. ). According to Skinner, ‘quite apart from the question of whether the paradigm is a suitable one to apply to the past’ this approach to the reading of texts ‘is in itself an astonishing impasse for any historical investigation to have reached’ ( ibid. ). It is, in short, an approach to the reading of texts which is astonishingly unhistorical or ahistorical. As J.V. Femia has noted, for Skinner ‘neither should we, like Leo Strauss, presume to condemn Machiavelli’s teaching as evil and irreligious’, or as a ‘disastrous deviation from true ethical standards ’. In Skinner’s opinion ‘such a tone of moral disapproval has no place in historical investigation’ (Femia, 1988 [1981]: 162).
 Skinner would also object to other aspects of Strauss’s methodology. For example, as is well known, Skinner denies the existence of certain ‘timeless meanings’ (Skinner, 1988 [1969]: 51, 54, 65–67), or of ‘perennial problems’ in political philosophy ( ibid. : 30, 65–67). In holding these views, Skinner stands in direct opposition to Strauss. For example, Strauss states explicitly that in his view ‘political philosophy is not an historical discipline’ (Strauss, 1988 [1959c]: 56). Indeed, Skinner’s own approach would undoubtedly have been condemned by Strauss as a form of ‘historicism’, which he opposes for two reasons. First he associates it with moral ‘ nihilism ’ (Strauss, 1965a: 5–6; Strauss, 1965b: 18; Strauss, 1965c: 42, 49; Strauss, 1988 [1959a]: 19–20). Second he associates it with a commitment to the principle of ‘the separation of facts from values’ (Strauss, 1965 [1953]; Strauss, 1988 [1959a]: 18–23). In either case there is, he suggests, a reluctance to accept that there are any universal moral values which can and should be used to critically evaluate authors and their texts (Strauss, 1965a,b; Strauss, 1988 [1959c]; Strauss, 1989a,b).
 In his classic article ‘Meaning and Understanding in the History of Ideas’, first published in 1969 (Skinner, 1988 [1969]), Skinner argues that the interpretation of texts is an act of ‘discovery’. The aim of hermeneutic understanding is (or ought to be) in some way to ‘get at’ the meaning of a text by recovering the ‘intentions’ of its author. The interpreter does of course need to focus on what an author says, or on the words used. However, in addition, the interpreter also needs to establish what the author’s words actually meant in the context within which they were written. In the manner of the later Wittgenstein, this task includes the attempt to establish the meaning of the sentences or utterances which together make up a text - a meaning which is to be associated with the linguistic conventions which regulate the use of these words within a particular society or linguistic community. However, in the manner of J.L. Austin, it also includes the attempt to establish what an author ‘meant by’ the words in question, or what the author was ‘doing’ with them. Following Austin, Skinner assumes that language users ‘do things with words’. Their use of language is in general ‘performative’: to write a text, therefore, is to perform some ‘speech act’ or other. Consequently, in addition to understanding the meaning of the words used by an author in a particular text, a vital task of the interpreter is to attempt to find out what the author of the text in question was doing with the words by writing them.
 One possibility here, of course, is that the author intended her or his words to be taken literally. The intention was simply to communicate directly a certain meaning to the reader, without guile or obfuscation. However, this is not the only possibility. Another is that the author of a given text might use what Skinner refers to as certain ‘oblique strategies’, for example ‘irony’, in order to ‘disguise what he means by what he says’ about some issue or ‘given doctrine’ (Skinner, 1988 [1969]: 51). Skinner accepts that such obliqueness might in certain circumstances be unintentional. For it always remains a possibility that it may be the result of ‘ ignorance or inadvertence’ ( ibid. ). I may, for example, ‘consistently say something other than what I mean to convey’, especially if there is some ‘misunderstanding of the meanings of the words I use’ ( ibid. ). Like Strauss, Skinner has a particular interest in those situations, and texts, where an author employs such ‘oblique references[s]’ as a matter of ‘deliberate strategy ’ ( ibid. ). Unlike Strauss, however, Skinner insists that the question of whether or not particular authors did actually employ such a strategy when writing certain texts can only be answered after a ‘most sophisticated historical investigation’ ( ibid. ). The problem is ‘not to be resolved’, as Strauss would (in Skinner’s view) resolve it, ‘simply by saying’, or assuming in advance, that ‘this must be a case in which the writers’ in question were ‘unable to say what they meant (so that their meaning must be decoded by reading between the lines) ( ibid. ). Rather, Skinner insists, ‘we need to understand what strategies have been voluntarily [his emphasis] adopted to convey their meaning with deliberate obliqueness’ ( ibid. ).
 These remarks certainly seem intended to be a criticism of Strauss. However, it is not clear that they unfailingly hit their mark. For example, Skinner seems to be assuming here that although, like himself, Strauss too is interested in the use by authors of ‘oblique strategies’, nevertheless there is an important difference between them. For, Skinner suggests, Strauss wrongly assumes that these strategies are always employed. So the question of whether or not they are employed ‘voluntarily’ or ‘deliberately’ becomes an irrelevance. Thus Strauss, according to Skinner’s account of his views, does not attach sufficient importance to the principle of ‘authorial intentionalism’ when reading and interpreting texts. The implication of these remarks, of course, is that according to Skinner there is a tendency in Strauss’s work to read meanings into texts rather than to discover a meaning which is already there in them, waiting to be discovered by the interpreter.
 Now this may in practice be what Strauss actually does when reading texts such as Machiavelli’s The Prince. At least that is what Pocock suggests. We have already seen that Pocock took the view that Strauss’s interpretation of Machiavelli is ‘unverifiable’. However, the account of Strauss’s methodological approach which Skinner offers here does not accurately fit what Strauss openly states his own position to be. For example, in an essay entitled ‘Political Philosophy and History’, Strauss insists in the manner of Skinner that ‘an adequate interpretation is such an interpretation as understands the thought of a philosopher exactly as he understood it himself’ (Strauss, 1988 [1959c]: 66). Here Strauss criticizes ‘historicists’ because, when ‘studying a doctrine of the past, they did not ask primarily what was the conscious and deliberate intention of its originator?’ Rather, they preferred to ask ‘what is the meaning, unknown to the originator, of the doctrine from the point of view of the present’ ( ibid. : 67). In this essay Strauss insists that ‘the task of the historian of thought is to understand the thinkers of the past exactly as they understood themselves ’ ( ibid. ). And he goes on to argue that ‘if we abandon this goal’ then ‘we abandon the only practicable criterion of “objectivity”’ available to historians of ideas ( ibid. ). Moreover, again like Skinner, rather than against him, Strauss also insists there that the aim of all hermeneutical interpretation is to seek ‘the truth’ about the meaning of a text or texts. Strauss concedes that the meaning of a text ‘appears in different lights in different historical situations’, depending on the point of view of the interpreter ( ibid. ). He also accepts that ‘observations of this kind’ certainly ‘seem to suggest that the claim of any one interpretation to be the true interpretation is untenable’ ( ibid. ). And yet, he continues, such observations ‘do not’ in fact ‘justify this suggestion’. This is so because the ‘seemingly infinite variety of ways in which a given teaching can be understood does not do away with the fact that the originator of the doctrine understood it in one way only, provided he was not confused’ ( ibid. ). Strauss argues here that the existence of a ‘large variety of equally legitimate interpretations of a doctrine of the past’, or of a particular text, is due to ‘conscious or unconscious attempts’ by later interpreters to ‘understand its author better than he understood himself’ ( ibid. : 68). Strauss is adamant, however, that there is in fact ‘only one way of understanding’ the author of a text ‘ as he understood himself’ ( ibid. [my emphasis]). Setting aside the question of whether Strauss was able to live up to the methodological prescriptions laid out here in practice, and setting aside also the disagreement between Strauss and Skinner over other issues, it is arguable that there is very little in the remarks just cited that Skinner would object to. On the contrary, the similarity between Strauss’s methodological position (in this essay at least) and Skinner’s is rather striking.
 We saw above that Skinner wrongly understands Strauss to have held the view that we can legitimately set aside the intentions of the author of a text like Machiavelli’s The Prince and ‘read between the lines’, in effect reading into the text a meaning which was not in fact already there - a meaning of which the author of the text was not consciously aware. In fact, however, Strauss’s view was somewhat different from this. As he understood it, his own methodological position, just like that of Skinner, attaches decisive importance to the intentions of authors. For Strauss, as for Skinner, the aim of the interpreter is to discover a meaning which is already there - a meaning which is rightly, Strauss insists, associated with the intentions of its author. The difference between Strauss and Skinner is not so much that Strauss’s methodology rejects the principle of authorial intentionalism (and Skinner is wrong to suggest that it does). It is rather that, according to critics such as Pocock, Strauss plays ‘fast and loose’ with the empirically available historical evidence when attempting to establish just what the intentions of the author of a text like Machiavelli’s The Prince actually were.
 Strauss in France
 Despite their (undeniable) differences, Strauss and Skinner have much more in common with one another than is usually supposed, especially if their views are compared with the more ‘extreme’ positions often associated with ‘continental philosophy’, including the philosophy of ‘ poststructuralism ’ or ‘postmodernism’ in France (Burns, 2011). It has been suggested on more than one occasion that one of the hallmarks of the postructuralist approach to the reading of texts is the principle of ‘the death of the author’ (Barthes, 1977a, 1977b, 1987 [1966]; Burke, 2008 [1992]; Skinner, 1985a: 7). It has also been suggested that a second such principle, derived from the ‘anarchist’ philosophy of natural science defended by Paul Feyerabend, is the view that so far as matter of hermeneutic understanding is concerned ‘anything goes!’ (Feyerabend, 1975: 23, 28; Skinner, 1985a: 7). If for the sake of argument we were to allow that there is something in this account of poststructuralism/postmodernism and its approach to the reading of texts, then we might say that such advocates of hermeneutics stand at one end of a spectrum. They hold that the meaning of a text is something which is given to it, not by its author, but by the reader or interpreter, in and through the act of interpretation, and that for every reader there is a different possible interpretation. On this view all interpretations are equally valid. As against this, at the other end of the spectrum we might place those advocates of hermeneutics who take the view that texts have just one meaning, which lies ‘within’ them waiting to be discovered by the reader/interpreter, and that this one meaning is the meaning which the text in question has or had for its author. On this second view the task of hermeneutic understanding is indeed, therefore, one of discovery. The meaning of a text is not on this view created or ‘added’ to it by the reader in the act of interpretation.
 Despite Skinner’s erroneous suggestion that Strauss was in effect an advocate of the poststructuralist approach to the reading of texts, Strauss and Skinner should both be placed at the ‘discovery’ end of the spectrum. This is not to deny the differences which undoubtedly exist between them: it is simply to assert that, despite these differences, they in fact agree on at least some fundamentally important issues in their approaches to the reading of texts, especially by contrast with poststructuralist or postmodernist approaches.
 Given this, it might appear somewhat surprising that some commentators have associated Strauss with postmodernism, suggesting that if he is not himself a postmodern thinker, then his political thought generally does have some interesting affinities with postmodernism (Drury, 1994a; Drury, 2005b; Rosen, 2003a: 123; Rosen, 1991: 166; see also Zuckert & Zuckert, 2006a). Stanley Rosen for example, recognizing the affinity which exists between postmodernism and the philosophy of Nietzsche, has claimed that Strauss’s conception of classical philosophy was ‘inadequate’ because it was ‘at bottom Nietzschean’ and ‘therefore postmodern’ (Rosen, 2003a: 123; see also Lampert, 1996). Similarly, C. and M. Zuckert have argued that Strauss is ‘in an important sense, a postmodern thinker’, again because ‘his thought ought to be understood as a response to Nietzsche’ (Zuckert & Zuckert, 2006: 80, 83).
 This is also the view of one of Strauss’s most forceful critics, Shadia Drury. Moreover, like Rosen and the Zuckerts, Drury’s reason for thinking this is her belief that Strauss was greatly influenced not so much by Plato (as commonly assumed) as by Nietzsche. According to Drury, ‘it is no use protesting that Strauss’s real intellectual debt is to Plato and the ancients’ because ‘his greatest intellectual debt is to Nietzsche’ (Drury, 2005b: 181, also 170). Strauss ‘owes more to Nietzsche than to any other philosopher. All the major themes of Strauss’s work echo Nietzsche’ ( ibid. : 176). Thus Strauss’s ‘fundamental insight into the “crisis” of modernity is Nietzschean. Like Nietzsche, Strauss traces the ills of modernity to its ‘unquenchable quest for truth’ ( ibid. : 177). Drury maintains that Strauss ‘unwittingly allied himself with the postmodern tradition that has rehabilitated totalitarian tactics in politics. He has dispensed with truth in the political arena and endorsed systematic lying - supposedly out of love of humanity’ (Drury, 1997: 81). In the United States, she claims, 
the neoconservatives have learned a great deal from Strauss’s postmodern conception of “noble lies”. And it must be admitted that postmodernity has removed the stigma that was once associated with lying. In the absence of any reality independent of power, the creative art rules supreme. In such a world, truth is construction. Lying is simply creativity (Drury: 2005a: xxiv).
 Drury also states that ‘heaping abuse on everything global and universal has become the fashionable hallmark of postmodernism. Strauss and Schmitt are classic examples’ (Drury, 1997: 95), and that ‘the Straussian outlook on education is not that different from the postmodern position’ (Drury, 1997: 117).
 There are several possible reasons why Strauss might or might not be associated with postmodernism. In the present context, however, the decisive issue has to be Strauss’s approach to the reading of texts. The crucial question is whether Strauss’s conception of hermeneutic understanding, and the methodological approach associated with it, is or is not similar to that usually associated with ‘postmodernism’. The answer seems to us to be a decisive ‘no’.
 It is interesting, in this context, to consider Strauss’s approach to that advocated and employed by his friend Alexandre Kojève. The debate between Strauss and Kojève has been described as one of the most significant of the twentieth century (Kojève, 1969 [1947]; Kojève, 2000; Strauss, 2000a; Strauss, 2000b; Strauss & Kojève, 2000; Strauss & Kojève, 2000a; see also Devlin, 2004a; Drury, 1994a; Gourevitch, 1968a,b; Grant, 1964; Pippin, 1993; Rosen, 2003a; Roth, 1991; Singh, 2005; Smith, 2006a; Xenos, 2008a). Arising from the publication of Strauss’s essay ‘On Tyranny’, an interpretation of Xenophon’s dialogue Hiero, the debate was over the notion of ‘tyranny’ and its relevance today. In his essay Strauss ostensibly objects to Kojève’s defence of the notion of ‘modern tyranny’, as found in Salazar’s Portugal, or Stalin’s Russia. However, a case could perhaps be made for the view that Strauss is hinting here that even in modern society, ‘tyranny’ is not always or necessarily a ‘bad’ thing, and may even be justified in certain circumstances (see the contributions by Burns, George and Sharpe to the present volume). On this view despite appearances, Strauss does not really disagree with Kojève on whether in modern societies tyranny might in certain circumstances be justified. His objection is simply that Kojève is altogether too candid in discussing the issue, because he is prepared to express openly views which Strauss considers it prudent to communicate (as did Xenophon) covertly.
 The debate between Strauss and Kojève also concerned the merits and demerits of the Hegelian notion of the ‘universal and homogeneous state’ which, according to Kojève, constitutes ‘the end of history’ (Cooper, 1984; Devlin, 2004a; Drury, 1994; Goldford, 1982; Howse & Frost, 2000; Nichols, 2007; Riley, 1981). This is a debate which, more recently, has been rekindled as a consequence of the publication in 1992 of Francis Fukuyama’s now (in)famous The End of History and the Last Man. It is commonly (and rightly) assumed that this is a work which relies heavily on Kojève’s interpretation of Hegel (Fukuyama, 2006; Kojève, 1969 [1947]; see also Burns, 1994; Bertram & Chitty, 1994; Williams, Sullivan & Matthews, 1997).It is not so often appreciated, however, that Fukuyama’s approach to the understanding of global politics in the period post-1989 is, broadly speaking, ‘Straussian’. This should be borne in mind by those who, on a superficial reading of the book, take the view that it was intended to be an unqualified defence of the principles of Western liberal democracy.
 The debate between Strauss and Kojève might also be characterized as one between exponents of two different and incompatible ‘world views’, or broad conceptions of philosophy, politics and society. These might be characterized in different ways, but they may provisionally be described as ‘ancient’ (Strauss) and ‘modern’ (Kojève) (Schaefer, 1974: 143; see also Rosen, 1991). On this view, Strauss is a defender of the ‘ancient wisdom’ which, generally speaking, is to be found in the writings of the classics, especially the political philosophy of the ancient Greeks, whereas Kojève is seen as a follower of Hegel and therefore a ‘modern’ thinker.
 David Schaefer has argued that Strauss’s reading of Xenophon’s Hiero is possibly ‘the best introduction to Strauss’s method of explicating a classical text’, or indeed, we might add, any text (Schaefer, 1974: 143). In particular it provides an excellent example of Strauss’s method of ‘close reading’ or ‘reading between the lines’ in order to access its ‘hidden meaning’. It is also perhaps, although this is debatable, a good example of Strauss’s method of indirectly communicating to his readers a ‘hidden teaching’ of his own regarding the problem of modern tyranny - an example of what Strauss considered to be the art of esoteric writing. For present purposes, however, what is most significant about the debate between Strauss and Kojève is the fact that it reflects a fundamental disagreement about the method which is or ought to be adopted in reading and interpreting texts.
 Kojève is notorious for saying that he did not care whether his interpretation of Hegel was accurate or correct as an account or ‘commentary’ on the views expressed in The Phenomenology of Spirit. Like Fukuyama after him, he was more concerned about ‘using’ Hegel’s ideas for his own purposes than offering a ‘true’ account of what Hegel said, or meant by what he said, for example when talking about ‘mastery’ and ’slavery’ (Descombes, 1979a: 28; Devlin, 2004: xii–xiii, 132, 135; Drury, 1994: 222, fn. 7; Fukuyama, 2006: 66, 144, 386, fn. 3; Gutting, 2001: 11; Houlgate, 2003: 13, 16; Matthews, 1996: 117; McCarney, 2000: 92, 172; Nichols, 2007: 6–7; Riley, 1981; Roth, 1985; Roth, 1988: 85, 89, 96–97, 102, 118, 125–26). Kojève’s reading of Hegel’s Phenomenology is arguably just as detailed, precise and ‘close’ as that of Strauss’s reading of Xenophon’s Hiero. Nevertheless, given his admission that he is more interested in using the ideas to be found ina text for his own purposes than in providing an faithful account of the views of its author, it is not too surprising that Michael S. Roth should have characterized Kojève’s reading of Hegel’s Phenomenology as an ‘appropriation’ of Hegel’s ideas rather than as interpretation or commentary (Roth, 1988; see also Burns, 2011).
 Kojève makes some extremely interesting remarks on this issue in a long footnote on the very first page of ‘Tyranny and Wisdom’, his review of Strauss’s ‘On Tyranny’. There he notes that Strauss presents his interpretation of Xenophon’s Hiero ‘in the guise of a calmly objective work of scholarship ’ (Kojève, 2000b: 135-36n). In so doing, Kojève continues, Strauss ‘shows us wherein the interpretation of a work differs from a mere commentary or an analysis’ ( ibid. ). Strauss ‘has searched through the maze of the dialogue for the true meaning of Xenophon’s teaching’, which Xenophon ‘presumably took great care to hide it from the view of the vulgar ’ ( ibid. ). In so doing Strauss adopts ‘the method of a detective who, by a subtle interpretation of the apparent facts, finally finds the criminal’ ( ibid. ). As such, the reader of a text is engaged in an act of ‘discovery’. It is true, Kojève acknowledges, that ‘the temptation is great, in the end, to deny the discovery’ ( ibid. ). For there is a strong suspicion (here Kojève might be said to agree with Pocock’s critique) that the meaning which Strauss claims to have found already there in the text is one which he has himself given to it in the process of reading it. As Kojève notes, ‘the interpretation is irrefutable ’, for the book ‘cannot end as detective novels do, with the unmasked “criminal’s” confession’ ( ibid. ). So far as this issue is concerned, Kojève is willing to ‘let the reader judge’ ( ibid. ). Unlike Strauss, however, he insists that the issue of the accuracy or veracity of Strauss’s interpretation of the meaning of Xenophon’s text is of secondary importance. The truly important point is that as a consequence of Strauss’s interpretation of his views, Xenophon appears to the modern reader as ‘no longer the dull or flat author we know, but as a brilliant and subtle writer, and original and profound thinker’ ( ibid. ). Perhaps even more importantly, though, ‘in interpreting this forgotten dialogue, Strauss lays bare great moral and political problems that are still ours’ ( ibid. ). Thus the importance of Strauss’s book ‘goes well beyond’ the hermeneutic problem of ‘establishing Xenophon’s authentic and perhaps unknown thought’ ( ibid. ). Rather, it ‘owes its importance to the importance of the problems which it raises and discusses ’ ( ibid. ), problems still relevant today.
 Setting aside the issue of whether there might be other reasons for considering Kojève a ‘postmodern’ thinker (Drury, 1994), when he made these remarks (first published in 1950) Kojève might be said to have been an early advocate of the approach to the reading of texts usually associated with poststructuralism or postmodernism - in particular in his adoption of the principle of ‘the death of the author’. In the present context, however, what is interesting is that the remarks above point to a very clear difference in the outlooks of Kojève and Strauss to the problems of hermeneutic understanding. For if there is anything in Kojève’s account of Strauss’s methodological approach, then Strauss is indeed an advocate of a version of a quite ‘traditional’ approach to the reading of texts which is similar in certain respects to that of Quentin Skinner.
 Kojève’s allusion to crime fiction in this passage is interesting, though hardly original. Drawing an analogy between the function of historian generally, or the intellectual historian in particular, and a ‘detective’, the hero of a crime novel, is a device which is familiar to students of the philosophy of history, hermeneutics and of literary criticism. So far as the discipline of history generally is concerned, R.G. Collingwood makes good use of this device when discussing the tasks of the historian in his The Idea of History (Collingwood, 1994 [1946]: 243, 266–68, 281–82, 320). In the case of that particular branch of history referred to as the history of ideas, the task of the intellectual historian, as conceived by Quentin Skinner, has also been characterized in this way. For example, Joseph Femia, when discussing the differences which exist between the methodological approaches adopted by Skinner and Strauss, has emphasized that for Skinner ‘the historian [of ideas] is not a judge but a detective’ (Femia, 1988: 162). The suggestion here (as we saw with Strauss’s interpretation of Machiavelli) is that at least some commentators are of the opinion that for Strauss, unlike for Skinner, the historian of ideas is not a detective at all but precisely a ‘judge’ of the authors and texts under consideration. This may indeed be what happened in practice when Strauss interpreted Machiavelli’s The Prince or Xenophon’s Hiero. However, as we also saw earlier, and as Kojève notes here, this is not at all what Strauss professed to be doing ‘in theory’ when characterizing his own methodology. Indeed, Kojève’s characterization of Strauss as a ‘detective’ seems, at least on occasion, to be an accurate account of Strauss’s methodological position as Strauss himself understood it. Again, therefore, it is the similarities which exist between Strauss and Skinner, rather than the differences, which are most striking.
 Continuing with the theme of ‘Strauss in France’, Zuckert and Zuckert have made some interesting remarks about the relationship between the ideas of Strauss and Derrida as part of a general discussion of Strauss and postmodernism (Zuckert & Zuckert, 2006: 102–14). The broad thrust of their account is to argue that although ‘at first glance, no two thinkers would appear to have less in common’ ( ibid. : 102), nevertheless there are in fact definite similarities in their thinking. As the Zuckerts put it, despite ‘the apparently polar opposition’ between them, these ‘similarities between Strauss and Derrida are both surprising and striking’ ( ibid. : 103). Given that, as we have seen, the Zuckerts maintain that Strauss can be claimed for postmodernism, and that Derrida is often considered to be one of the ‘high priests’ of postmodernism, it is clear why the Zuckerts think that these similarities exist. It is because, perhaps contrary to expectations, both Strauss and Derrida (and in particular Strauss) can be associated with postmodernism.



 In our view this reading of the relationship between Strauss and Derrida is incorrect. It is true that there are some interesting, and hitherto unacknowledged, similarities between the hermeneutic approaches of Strauss and Derrida. However, these similarities exist because neither Strauss nor Derrida (and in particular Derrida) embraces the hermeneutic approach, outlined above, which is usually associated with postmodernism. Both Strauss and Derrida adopt the standpoint of the author, in some form or other; and both reject the principle, embraced by Kojève, that when reading texts ‘anything goes!’ In particular, like Strauss, Derrida thinks of hermeneutic interpretation as involving an effort to ‘get at’ a meaning which somehow or other inheres within a text and is not created or given to the text by the reader or interpreter in the act of interpretation (Burns, 2011).
 Zuckert & Zuckert maintain that both Strauss and Derrida ‘argued that what an author does not say is often as important as, if not more important than, what he does’ (Zuckert & Zuckert, 2006: 103). Thus, when interpreting a text ‘it is necessary to read between the lines’ if one wishes to get at its meaning. This seems to us to be absolutely correct as a judgment about the relationship between Strauss and Derrida. This is indeed a view which these two thinkers hold in common. However, this is not the attitude of the ‘postmodernist’ who considers the reading of texts to be essentially a creative act, in which meaning is ‘given’ to a text or ‘read into’ it, rather than an act of discovery. It is for this reason that, unlike Kojève, neither Strauss nor Derrida should be associated with the hermeneutics of postmodernism.
 Conclusion
 Many authors concerned with textual interpretation would applaud Strauss’s attention to close textual detail and analysis, but protest vigorously when he - to their mind - oversteps the line and imposes a priori conditions on the reading of a text, especially when those conditions relate to the doctrine of esoteric and exoteric writing. It is not that Skinner et al. deny the possibility of hidden meanings or esoteric writing, it is merely that they see it as a possibility among others, not as something to be found in all and every great text. In their eyes and in the eyes of another Cambridge commentator, the classical philosopher Myles Burnyeat, Strauss (especially in his later works) oversteps the mark and becomes idiosyncratic and unreliable. Partly what is meant by this is that entering his world becomes like entering a secret garden where one has to accept everything on trust: the methods of interpretation (but with no clear guide or set of criteria governing interpretation), the world of disciples and discipleship, the idea that one is studying not only esoteric doctrines, but also that one’s teachers are the bearers of esoteric doctrines to be passed on to the fortunate few; and the problem that only certain texts are identified as important while others are texta non grata. It does not matter whether this is a caricature or not: the point is that the feeling that it might be in any way true, or that the truth of it might be felt by those not already within the charmed circle, has sometimes seemed to be enough to repulse those working within the Anglo-Saxon traditions of textual interpretation and the history of political theory.
 From the British point of view, then, Strauss tends to be regarded neither as a teacher of wisdom nor as a reliable interpreter of texts and this, together with the lack of an institutional basis for the Straussian approach in the UK, leads to the relative paucity of thought sympathetic to Strauss or developing his ideas. This volume hopes to go some way in redressing the balance and to show that Strauss’s work has both an audience and sympathetically critical commentators outside the US.
 The essays are grouped into four categories. The first, Strauss, Methodology, and the History of Ideas, directly focuses on issues of textual interpretation, both in general and in particular. They both set Strauss within a context of interpretation and discuss his interpretations and his interpretative principles. Mark Bevir, well known as the author of The Logic of the History of Ideas directs a sympathetic but critical eye on Strauss. Tony Burns examines the reading of the political thought of Aristotle, especially Aristotle’s notion of the ‘changeability’ of natural law, which Strauss offers in Natural Right and History. He also considers the significance of this for Strauss’s views regarding the idea of a ‘state of emergency’, or what Giorgio Agamben, following Carl Schmitt, refers to as a ‘state of exception’ - views which have become topical in the United States since the event of 11 th September, 2001. And Aggie Hirst considers the affinities between Strauss and Post-Structuralism - at first sight an unlikely coupling, but as we have seen, closer inspection reveals a deeper story.
 The second group of essays focus on Strauss’s Relation to Key Thinkers in Twentieth Century Political Thought. James Connelly, coming from a Collingwoodian angle, considers Strauss’s treatment of Collingwood not only in his lengthy critical account of The Idea of History, but also in his seminars at the University of Chicago. Jianhong Chen discusses the relationship between Strauss and the increasingly important and influential Carl Schmitt. Finally, Matthew Sharpe considers the way in which Strauss and Arendt interpret the ideas of Plato.
 The third group of essays considers Strauss as an Émigré/German-Jewish Intellectual in US Politics. Richard King places Strauss in relation to other émigré German thinkers in the war and post war years. Joel Isaac discusses the different paths of Strauss and Rudolf Carnap - a scholar from a completely different tradition of philosophical thought. Anne Norton seeks to understand Strauss as a Jew and the way in which this was part of the fabric of his life and thought.
 The fourth and final group of essays is devoted to Strauss, The Straussians and Neoconservatism in the United States. This group of essays thus addresses directly the recent notoriety of Strauss not as a philosophical thinker or interpreter of texts, but as a sort of politico-philosophical Svengali somehow posthumously operating American foreign policy post mortem from behind the scenes through the influence of his disciples and those influenced by him. Whatever we make of the possibly of real influence, the important point to note is that the debate about this purported influence highlighted very strongly and firmly the way in which Strauss’s own doctrines, in particular those relating to the interpretations of esoteric texts, could be used against Strauss himself. He was himself accused of saying one thing and meaning quite another; of imparting secret doctrines of relativism and power and domination while publicly advocating the contrary. Why were these meanings not apparent on the surface of his writings? Because the truth cannot be known by those not philosophically able to appreciate it. In the world there are philosophers who can know, and who can discover meaning through the correct interpretation of esoteric or secret writings in which a thinker expresses his thought between the lines; there are those who can act as trusted implementers of those doctrines in public policy; and there are the general public who can be trusted neither with philosophical knowledge nor with the responsibility of public office. On this view a picture of Strauss the elitist, the manipulator, and the justifier of manipulation comes to the fore. Rather than being the person who said, simply, that Machiavelli was a teacher of evil, he was in fact (so it is claimed) a Machiavellian for whom Machiavelli’s only crime was not what he asserted - for it was true - but that he asserted it in an improper fashion and forum, thereby rendering esoteric knowledge exoteric. To reclaim Machiavelli it is necessary to publicly state that he was a teacher of evil whilst simultaneously behaving in a perfectly Machiavellian fashion. Rob Howse therefore considers the indictment against Strauss. Nathan Abrams examines the relation between Strauss’s style and that of the neoconservatives. Whilst Alexandra Homolar-Riechmann and Larry George examine his relation with neoconservatism. Overall the collection of essays in this volume provides a comprehensive coverage of the philosophy and politics of Strauss and shows how Strauss continues to challenge and intrigue over thirty five years after his death. There may never be a ‘Straussian Moment’, but there looks unlikely to be a moment when considering the work of Leo Strauss loses its interest and appeal, whether in sympathy, exasperation, delight or antipathy.
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 Part One
 Strauss, Methodology, and the History of Ideas
 2. Esotericism and Modernity: An Encounter with Leo Strauss
 Mark Bevir
 Leo Strauss remains one of the most influential philosophers of the twentieth century. When the source of his influence is not the lingering effect of his personal magnetism, it is usually the way in which his historical studies combine a distinctive methodology with a historical critique of modernity. Recent accounts of Strauss have typically concentrated on his philosophical conservativism, and the impact it has had on the upper echelons of American government. [1] Yet Strauss’s conservativism itself derives in large part from his historical critique of modernity and so, in turn, his methodology - his philosophy of history.
 Perhaps the most startling feature of Strauss’s philosophy of history is a clear adherence to esotericism. Strauss would have us assume that political philosophers characteristically hide their actual beliefs behind a sanitized, exoteric veneer, within which they hide clues designed to enable responsible initiates to decipher the true meaning of their writings. Although several commentators have recognised that esotericism lies at the heart of Strauss’s history of political philosophy, and although many of them quickly dismiss it, comparatively little attention has been paid to its relationship to his account of modernity. [2] In what follows, I want to examine, first, the ways an esoteric philosophy of history is liable to distort the history that one tells, and, second, how just such distortions infect Strauss’s account of modernity. I aim thereby to reinterpret the so-called crisis of our times.
 I
Strauss argued that there was an inherent conflict between the city and philosophy. Whereas the city, which stands for all political organizations, depends on local religious and conventional beliefs to bind people together, philosophy consists of inquiries into the universal and so the putting into question of all local pieties. What is more, Strauss continued, the conflict between the city and philosophy leads philosophers to conceal their actual beliefs behind a sanitized veneer, for it is only by doing so that they can fulfil their civic responsibility and, indeed, avoid persecution. [3] Strauss’s insistence on this esoteric view of the history of philosophy inspired, finally, his methodological approach to reading past texts. According to Strauss, if we are to recover the actual meaning of philosophical texts, we have to deploy various special techniques to peel away their exoteric skin and reveal their esoteric core. Some of the techniques that Strauss recommended are common heuristic devices that historians might well deploy even if they were unconvinced by his esotericism: these common heuristics include paying attention to what authors do not say as well as to what they say, and highlighting contradictions in texts. But Strauss also recommended stranger techniques, which historians who rejected his esoteric philosophy of history would be unlikely to adopt: these stranger heuristics include focusing on the middle of a text, and studying the number of chapters and paragraphs in it.
 There can be no doubt, of course, that people, including philosophers, do sometimes practice deception. But Strauss’s claim is considerably stronger than this recognition of deceit. Strauss argued that philosophers actually engage in systematic deception. It seems to me that this stronger claim of systematic deception is hard to sustain, and yet, or so I will suggest, it pervades Strauss’s history of modernity and so his conservativism. [4]
 Perhaps Strauss would defend his esotericism on the grounds that philosophers must hide their actual beliefs if they are to avoid persecution. But surely few societies have persecuted philosophers just for reading, writing, and teaching on philosophical issues irrespective of the content of what they read, wrote, and taught? Perhaps, then, Strauss would defend his esotericism on the grounds that philosophers are especially likely to hold beliefs that bring persecution; perhaps Strauss would argue, as he seems to imply, that philosophers necessarily discover a truth that is inimical to social order and they then keep this truth from the vulgar in order to maintain social order, or at least in order to avoid being persecuted for challenging social order. But surely we can not just assume that all those who read, write, and teach philosophy come to hold beliefs that are inimical to social order; surely we can not assume they do so even if, like Strauss, we take such beliefs to be a kind of truth - after all, philosophers are by no means bound to discover the truth. In short, Strauss’s esotericism appears to rely on a spurious identification of the activity of philosophizing with a particular content. Only by tacitly identifying the activity of philosophy with the holding of beliefs that need to be hid can Strauss sustain the claim that philosophers characteristically hide their beliefs.
 It seems plausible to suggest that Strauss makes too much of the idea that philosophers practice deception. Moreover, in so far as his esoteric philosophy of history involves too vehement an insistence on the presence of deception, we might expect it to lead to certain problems when it is used as a guide for the interpretation of the history of political philosophy including the history of modernity.
 Consider three problems that we might expect esotericism to lead to in the writing of history. The first problem is that esotericists are likely to be too ready to conclude that philosophers actively intended to hide their beliefs. Because esotericists are rather too attached to the idea that philosophers hold beliefs that need to be hid, they might be too predisposed to conclude that individual philosophers intended to hide their beliefs. At the very least, Strauss’s assumption that philosophers hide truths that they know are dangerous suggests that they intend to convey sanitized ideas. The second problem is that esotericists are likely to remain insufficiently sensitive to the diverse contexts in which philosophers live, write, and teach. Because esotericists are rather too attached to the idea that philosophers hold beliefs that need to be hid, they might be predisposed to neglect the impact of the local contexts on the particular ideas expressed by a particular philosopher. At the very least, Strauss’s assumption that philosophers at all times know a dangerous truth suggests that their contexts can lead only to relatively superficial variations in their ideas. [5] The third problem is that esotericists are likely to be too ready to assimilate the beliefs of philosophers to some norm or pattern. Because esotericists are too attached to the idea that philosophers always hold certain beliefs, they might be too predisposed to conclude that individual philosophers indeed did so. At the very least, Strauss’s assumption that philosophers know the truth is in tension with his commendable aim of understanding authors as they understood themselves: after all; if we assume, prior to studying their work, that a philosopher knew certain truths, then we can hardly be said properly to concentrate on what they believed.
 The foregoing critique of esotericism arouses the suspicion that Strauss approached authors already convinced they were engaged in political philosophy defined in terms of his vision of the quarrel between ancients and moderns, and that this lead him to ascribe to authors beliefs that are at best lacking in historical specificity and at worst assimilate them to one of other side in that quarrel. [6]
 II
 It might sound as if Strauss’s esotericism encourages him to ignore the actual meanings of texts and to ascribe all sorts of strange, hidden meanings to them. In fact, however, Strauss’s interpretations of classic texts are often remarkably illuminating, as so many readers have discovered. Strauss’s esoteric philosophy of history certainly does not lead him to ignore the historical evidence. Rather, it leads him to interpret that evidence in ways that reflect subtly the three problems with esotericism that I have just highlighted.
 Strauss’s critique of modernity revolves around the quarrel between ancients and moderns. [7] Modernity is characterized by its forgetting of the wisdom of the ancients. Indeed, Strauss equates the crisis of our time arose because modernity had broken with the insights of the ancient tradition of political philosophy. The content of ancient philosophy reflected the reasons why philosophers wrote esoterically, that is, as we saw earlier, the necessary conflict between the city and philosophy. The city has to rely on people accepting whatever opinions peacefully unite them; it requires an acceptance of conventional morality and religion; it is the pious world of Jerusalem. Philosophy, in contrast, studies universal truths as they are given by an impersonal nature; it requires the questioning of all ancestral conventions and local pieties; it is the reflective world of Athens.
 The conflict between the city and philosophy appears, Strauss continues, in the ancients’ belief in a teleological order and natural right based on the strict separation of Athens and Jerusalem. Philosophy had to be kept apart from social life because its truths undermined the local idols on which civic life was based. In Strauss’s view, the ancients gave their philosophy an esoteric character because they knew that the ability to engage in the activity of philosophy depended on the existence of the city, and that the city would collapse should philosophy ever become widely understood.
 The moderns’ eschewal of esotericism thus appears, in Strauss’s view, as a kind of neglect of the conflict between philosophy and the city. The moderns made what Strauss regards as the mistake of trying to reconcile Athens with Jerusalem. According to Strauss, modern philosophers have foolishly believed that if we come to know ourselves as we are, and if we make this knowledge public, then we will still be able to construct a city, perhaps even a city greater than any that has gone before. The moderns think that knowledge will enable us not only to conquer fortune and thereby make nature serve human ends, but also to coordinate private interest with the public good so as to eliminate social conflict.
 Strauss’s account of the quarrel between the ancients and moderns informs his historical critique of modernity. Strauss postulated a fairly monolithic modernity that was characterized by its attempt to combine philosophy with the city. Modernity, so conceived, has arisen in three successive waves as it has worked its way through its own limitations and failings, leading to the crisis of our times.
 While Strauss allows for Machiavelli having laid the foundations of a modern project, he generally specifies that Hobbes inaugurated a first wave of modernity. The first wave of modernity attempted to reconcile Athens and Jerusalem by appealing to an unprincipled political hedonism. Strauss suggests here that Hobbes openly argued that individual virtue is irrelevant: people can be immoral - they can concentrate on the pursuit of personal pleasure - and still sustain a good and stable society. The first wave of modernity gave rise to the idea that the city could be based on a modern ideal of enlightened self-interest rather than the ancient ideal of public virtue. Although Strauss acknowledges that there were hedonists before Hobbes, he argues that it was Hobbes who turned hedonism into a political doctrine. Hobbes was, in this view, the first philosopher to argue that hedonism could sustain the city. Hobbes introduced the quintessentially modern doctrine that political order can arise out of mastery of nature as opposed to mastery of self. He implied that by mastering nature, we could satisfy a vast range of desires, thereby making unnecessary the ancient virtue of self-restraint. His political hedonism made the fulfilment of individual desire the very rationale of the city; it presupposed that the desires of different individuals were compatible with one another.
 According to Strauss, Hobbes’s political hedonism also led him to political atheism. Because Hobbes denied that individual virtue is necessary for the city, he saw no need for religion to sustain individual virtue. Far from recognizing the role of local pieties as a counter-balance to self-interest, Hobbes suggested that self-interest should be allowed to flourish since it gave rise to public benefits. For Hobbes, self-interest could sustain the city so religion was not needed. Although Strauss allows that there were atheists before Hobbes, he argues that Hobbes was the first to make atheism, like hedonism, a political doctrine, for ‘no pre-modern atheist doubted that social life required belief in, and worship of, God or gods’ (Strauss, 1953: 169).
 Strauss’s account of the first wave of modernity equates it with political hedonism and political atheism. According to Strauss, however, political hedonism was bound to fail because it had to recommend anti-social behaviour when there is little chance of being caught, and because it simply could not cope, in a philosophical sense, with threats to one’s life or with war. The failure of political hedonism implied, at least to Strauss, doubts about Hobbesian atheism: if self-interest cannot sustain the city, then this role again falls on local pieties and religions. The inevitable failure of political hedonism and political atheism gives rise, in Strauss’s narrative, to a second wave of modernity. The second wave of modernity attempted to reconcile philosophy and the city by appealing to a principle of self-rule based on individual freedom.
 According to Strauss, the second wave of modernity was inaugurated by Rousseau. Strauss tells us that Rousseau rejected Hobbes’s unprincipled hedonism and atheism. Rousseau recognized the need to turn back to the ideal of the ancients on the grounds that only public virtue, not enlightened self-interest, can sustain the city. Rousseau believed, as had the ancients, that the city must be based on virtuous citizens who pursue a common good, and that such public virtue can be sustained only with the aid of religion. Nonetheless, Strauss continues, Rousseau ultimately failed to return to the ancient wisdom. Instead Rousseau adopted an even more radical version of the modern project, arguing that public virtue can arise out of individual freedom within an egalitarian and democratic community. Rousseau believed that philosophy should be made public so that individuals can become free by ruling themselves for the common good in accord with knowledge. In Strauss’s account, therefore, Rousseau, like Hobbes, adopted a modern faith in a city based on individuals who manipulate nature in accord with a public knowledge. The difference was that whereas Hobbes appealed to freedom as self-interest, Rousseau appealed to freedom as self-mastery. According to Strauss, however, Rousseau’s vision fails just as inevitably as Hobbes’s. It fails in part because it is just too broad a guide to apply to practical action. Much more importantly, it fails because once, following Rousseau, we base morality on self-legislation, then we are led inexorably towards historicism, positivism, nihilism, and so the crisis of our times.
 Strauss’s third wave of modernity consists of the working out of just this inexorable path from self-rule to nihilism. While Hobbes and Rousseau turned from the esoteric public-virtue tradition of the ancients to an open individualism, they still believed in absolute concepts of truth and right. Historicism and relativism arose as part of the modern project, Strauss tells us, once the failings of the first and second wave doctrines inspired others to turn away from such absolute concepts. Once Hobbes and Rousseau had rejected classic natural right with its basis in a natural order, once they turned instead to a belief in a human ability to manipulate nature according to will, then there was no longer any reason to ascribe to morality any kind of foundation beyond human life. And once morality was thought to be a purely human construct, then it soon came to be seen as relative to time and to place. Hence, Strauss concludes, the modern project leads inexorably to historicism and/or positivist relativism. Modern historicism appears in Burke and Hegel, both of whom argued that all morality occurs in a particular society at a particular moment. Modern positivist relativism appears in Weber and much social science: when Weber became disillusioned with the historicist idea of an end to history, he championed a value-free social science in which morality appears as a human construct relative to a particular society at a particular moment.
 To conclude, Strauss argues that historicism and relativism slide into nihilism. Historicism and relativism give up on absolute concepts of right in a way that implies we have no grounds for selecting one morality over another; they leave us able only to study the different values that have been adopted by different societies. On the one hand, Strauss argues here that historicism and positivism remain inauthentic - and unsustainable - forms of nihilism, for they try to deny the relativism that they entail by pretending that their own perspective is true rather than relative. It was, he adds, Nietzsche, not the historicists or value-free positivists, who revealed the nihilism that lies at the heart of the modern project. On the other hand, however, Strauss suggests that the inauthentic nihilism of historicism and positivism remains most characteristic of our age. He believes that the modern world is no longer convinced of its own view of the world; we are unsure of our purpose; we have lost faith in ourselves; we have lost a sense of direction; above all, we think our values and purposes are relative to us. For Strauss, of course, the roots of our crisis of self-confidence lie, as we have just seen, in the inherent nature of the modern project as it has unfolded inexorably from political hedonism and political atheism to nihilism. It is, in other words, because Hobbes strayed from the wisdom of the ancients that we live in a time of crisis.
 III
 Strauss’s historical account of modernity captures important themes in political thought. Even as it does so, however, it errs systematically because of his esotericism. Indeed, we find traces of each of the three problems we identified with esotericism in his account of modernity.
 The first problem with Strauss’s esotericism was that it encouraged too ready an inclination to think that philosophers intended to hide their actual beliefs. Strauss appears too insistent on the esotericism of the ancient tradition of political philosophy. The baneful effects of Strauss’s too strong an insistence on the esoteric character of ancient philosophy appear in many aspects of his history. For example, because he maintains that ancient philosophers sought to protect the pieties of the city by hiding their philosophical knowledge, he has problems giving due credit to philosophers such as Aquinas who genuinely thought they could defend religious faith on philosophic grounds.
 Of primary interest to us, however, are the baneful effects of the first problem with esotericism on Strauss’s account of modernity. Strauss lays too much emphasis on the notion that the moderns overtly express truths that the ancients gleaned but kept hidden. He does so at the expense of an understanding of the novelty of modern thought conceived as a response to dilemmas that the ancients did not confront. It is because Strauss equates modernity with the demise of esotericism that he stresses Machiavelli’s role as the instigator of the modern project (Strauss, 1958). Machiavelli, we might agree, was a pioneer in advising the city and its rulers to take heed of what people do as opposed to what they ought to do: he brought philosophy out of the cave, arguing for a policy based on Athens, not Jerusalem. [8] Having stressed Machiavelli’s place as an instigator of the modern project, however, Strauss is pushed by his emphasis on the way the moderns revealed previously hidden truths to equate Hobbes’s thought with adherence to just such Machiavellian doctrines. Surely, however, Hobbes’s political doctrine really arose out of a methodological scepticism inspired by the new science, especially physics and geometry. [9] Contrary to Strauss’s argument, Hobbes did not give a new political slant to established traditions of hedonism and atheism; rather, he devised a novel political theory built on foundations taken from the new science. Hobbes did not express what earlier had been hidden so much as express what earlier had not been thought.
 Hobbes drew on the new science, which advanced a mechanical view of the universe that undermined traditional teleological accounts of nature and morality. The new science posed, for Hobbes and for his contemporaries, pressing questions about the origins of right and about how we could have knowledge of right. Hobbes modelled his answers to these questions on the very physics and geometry that had undermined the teleology of the ancients. For a start, Hobbes argued that morality comes from a non-teleological nature akin to the one revealed by the new physics. He analysed the parts of society as matter in motion to show how a certain morality is built into nature. In addition, Hobbes argued that we could have knowledge of morality by means akin to those deployed in the new geometry - a combination of methodological scepticism and pure reason. His method was first to assume doubt so as to eliminate prejudices, and then to use reason alone to uncover moral truth. Strauss’s esotericism prevents him fully appreciating the way in which modernity arose out of the new science.
 Again, in line with the first problem of esotericism, Strauss is too insistent on the idea that the ancients hid their belief. If we judge that the ancients did not hide their actual beliefs to the extent that Strauss implies, then we will be less concerned than is Strauss to rebuke the moderns for their folly in saying what they did openly. [10] Instead, we will pay closer attention to the reasons the moderns had for saying what they did. We will see modernity less as a neglect of an ancient wisdom, and more as a reasonable response to new dilemmas.
 The second problem with Strauss’s esotericism is that it encourages neglect of the different contexts in which philosophers come to hold their particular webs of belief. Although Strauss distinguishes between ancients and moderns, he does not properly bring out the differences within these two monoliths. Indeed, his account of the three waves of modernity overtly subordinates such differences to what he takes to be the more or less inherent trajectory and ultimate crisis of a monolithic modernity characterized by the foolhardy attempt to base the city on philosophy. Yet, if we are indeed to look upon Machiavelli as a modern, we have to make light of the way his advice to the city and its rulers occurs within a pre-modern context. We have to play down his belief in things such as the cyclical nature of history, the role of fate, and the benefits of a mixed regime. [11]
 Strauss, we might suggest, lays too much emphasis on the notion that all moderns are engaged in the one grand quarrel with the ancients at the expense of an account of the ways in which their specific projects reflect narrower contexts. It is because Strauss is so pre-occupied with a single modern project defined in contrast to an ancient tradition that he interprets Rousseau as striving to revive ancient doctrines in a modern context. Rousseau, Strauss tells us, ‘presents to his readers the confusing spectacle of a man who perpetually shifts back and forth between two diametrically opposed positions’: although he felt that ‘the modern venture was a radical error’, and although he looked for ‘the remedy in a return to classical thought’, in the end he still ‘abandoned himself to modernity’ (Strauss, 1953: 254 and 252). Because Strauss locates all theorists in the context of a single great divide between ancients and moderns, he presents Rousseau’s thought as a confusing mixture of the two. In contrast, an appreciation of the local context in which Rousseau wrote might prompt us to describe his thought as a more coherent whole, located at the birth of romantic organicism. Of course Rousseau did look back to some aspects of the ancient world while also adhering to themes found in moderns such as Hobbes. To appreciate how and why he does so, however, we need to locate him in local contexts such as that provided by the rise of organicism in and around romanticism, or that provided by worries about how to maintain civic virtue in large commercial societies. [12]
 The romantics and other organicists contrasted the creativity of nature and organic life with the mechanical and lifeless of the inorganic - sometimes they even conceived of the inorganic as being informed by life, vitality, and spirit. Rousseau opposed Hobbes’s mechanistic account of social order because he was concerned with the ability of individuals to create ideals through their own activity; he highlighted the importance of independent individuals collectively transforming nature in accord with their ideals. Rousseau broke with the early moderns because he identified virtue with the exercise of a free will in relation to others, and because in doing so he seemed to have precluded the possibility of our deriving a usable morality from nature. Contrary to Strauss’s interpretation, the romantics did not articulate a first crisis in modernity, a crisis that resulted in a forlorn attempt to rediscover the wisdom of the ancients. To the contrary, they transformed modernity by developing their local context, which consisted primarily of organicism, so as to advance novel answers to questions about the origins of morality and how can we have knowledge of it. The romantics typically suggested that morality derives from human will or human reason, not from nature: as organic, vital beings, our creative capacities allow us to decide what is right and then to act upon it. The romantics also typically suggested that we can have knowledge of morality through our reason, even though, for many of them, our reason was culturally or historically situated.
 Strauss’s esotericism prevents him fully appreciating that romanticism arose in the context of a broader organicism. [13] Once we recognize that the moderns often had very different beliefs from one another, we will be less concerned than Strauss to place them in the context of the one general quarrel with the ancients. Instead, we might pay closer attention to the changing nature of the dilemmas they confronted. We might see modernity less as a single project defined against the wisdom of the ancients, and more as a series of projects inspired by various intellectual contexts. So, for example, we might see romantic organicism, which overlaps considerably with Strauss’s second wave of modernity, as intimately concerned to work out how a vital, active subject, possessing a faculty of reason, might come to take moral principles as binding upon itself.
 The third problem with Strauss’s esotericism is that it encourages assimilation of the beliefs of philosophers to a norm. Strauss can appear to split philosophers into the two warring camps of ancient and modern. For example, although his account of the ancient view of natural right covers both Platonic and Aristotelian doctrines, when he discusses the ancient conception of the ‘whole’, he seems to assimilate all ancient philosophy to the Platonic doctrine (Strauss, 1953, chap. 4).
 Strauss’s account of the crisis of our time similarly lays too much emphasis on a collapse that allegedly awaits a monolithic modern project. Because he assimilates all moderns to a single norm, he argues that the dilemmas we face are rooted in the ill-conceived nature of modernity. The crisis of our time, he tells us, consists in a loss of faith in our values - we have reached the nihilistic crash inherent in modernity. Thus, for Strauss, the important point about social science is its refusal to take a principled stand, a refusal that expresses a lack of confidence in our values. Surely, however, most social scientists do hold values, and, moreover, are willing to defend them? It is just that their conception of a social science requires them to explain the actions of individuals by reference to social forces. Social science suggests that individuals are products of their social contexts in a way that threatens the romantic belief in self-rule. [14] Whereas Strauss interprets social science as evidence of a nihilistic lack of confidence, we might see it as a challenge to reconsider the way in which we are to realise the ideal of the free self that arose with romantic organicism.
 Historicism, like social science, might be understood not as the inevitable nihilistic crash of a monolithic modernity but as a local dilemma for the romantic or organic account of human life. On the one hand, historicism does not appear to be inherently nihilistic: it is quite possible to look upon morality as a human construct that varies with time and place, and still to believe that one’s own morality is valid. On the other hand, however, if historicism is put alongside the Rousseauian ideal of self-rule, it raises the problem of how we can bring others to agree with us. If, as historicism implies, our morality lacks any basis in nature, then we cannot expect others to adopt it unless we can convince them of its worth. Thus, if we follow the romantic organicists in regarding morality as a human construct, we leave ourselves having to convince others of the rightness of our values by argument alone.
 Once we grant that different moderns held significantly different beliefs, we will be less willing to follow Strauss in seeing our crisis as internal to a single modern project. We might focus instead on the specific nature of the dilemmas that confront the contemporary world. We might even suggest that we confront questions that are really very different from those addressed by Hobbes. The preceding account of modernity suggests, for example, that whereas early moderns, such as Hobbes, were interested in the source of morality and of our knowledge of it, we face questions about the relationship of the individual to society and about how to reach agreement on moral principles. What is more, we face different dilemmas from Hobbes in large part because our inheritance includes a romantic organicism, which was manifestly absent from the context in which he wrote. Indeed, the dilemmas that we confront really only make sense against the background of romantic organicism with its idea of creative individuals who can apprehend, debate, and create morality and social life through their labour and action. Far from having lost faith in a set of ideals that we inherited from the early moderns, we are troubled by dilemmas that confront the particular legacy that we inherited from the romantics.
 IV
 Strauss’s account of modernity might now appear far too catastrophic in some measure due its dependence on an esotericism that is premised on a pessimistic view of the antagonism between philosophy and the city. The catastrophic and pessimistic character of Strauss’s philosophy, we might guess, is at least in part a response to his experience of Nazism - the evil of the holocaust lurks behind his account of the whole of modernity as leading toward a horrific nihilism.
 To relate Strauss’s philosophy to the holocaust, no matter how loosely, is to ask of any alternative account of modernity how it would make space for Nazism. One interpretation of Nazism could be as an especially pernicious response to the local dilemmas that confront our legacy from romantic organicism. With respect to the question of how we can realize self-rule within a social context, Nazism embodied a glorification of individual self-fulfilment through identification with the folk and its charismatic leader. With respect to the question of how we can reach agreement over moral principals, Nazism embodied an anti-rationalism and a glorification of the will to power, which together displaced a concern for consensus with a belief in violent self-assertion. If we approached Nazism along these lines, we would find in it not the nihilistic crash of a doomed modernity, but rather a remarkably vicious attempt to make sense of our post-romantic world.
 V
Strauss’s esotericism informs various problems in his account of modernity. For a start, he does not pay enough attention to the intellectual reasons that the early moderns had for renouncing beliefs widely held by the ancients: he does not bring out adequately the close relationship between modernity and the intellectual power of the new science. In addition, he does not recognize the full extent of the break between the early moderns and romantics: he does not recognize that organicism brought a decisive departure from the early modern ideal. Finally, he over-dramatizes the crisis of our times: he misrepresents it as a nihilistic loss of faith in our values, when it is just a pair of local dilemmas, concerning how we can realize our values and how we can bring others to share them.
 The problems with Strauss’s historical account of modernity cast doubt on the task he ascribes to contemporary political philosophy. Strauss seems to think that the role of political philosophy is to resolve the crisis of our times by devising a new and usable version of the ancient wisdom. Yet, in so far as the early moderns turned away from the wisdom of the ancients because it had been discredited by the new science, we presumably cannot now return to a teleological concept of natural right, for to do so we would have to renounce the knowledge that science has given us. Classic natural right is incompatible with a science that we cannot now discard. Although Strauss himself sometimes seems to acknowledge as much, writing, for instance, ‘the teleological view of the universe... would seem to have been destroyed by modern natural science’, he still appears to want philosophers indirectly to recover the ancient wisdom by first making possible something akin to a teleological view of humanity and then defending a form of natural right (Strauss, 1953: 8).
 Whatever the exact nature of Strauss’s hopes for contemporary philosophy, it is clear that they were developed in response to a perceived crisis of modernity. Do we really face a crisis? Perhaps we confront not a nihilistic loss of confidence in our values, but just local dilemmas about how to realize the values we inherited from the romantics. What is more, local dilemmas are surely a more or less constant feature of human thought: there are always things in our beliefs that we feel need to be extended or modified in the light of new experiences or critical reflection. The existence of local dilemmas does not, then, constitute a crisis. We might find solutions to our dilemmas. It is just that we can not yet know which solution will come to dominate future thinking since we are ourselves currently engaged in the process of articulating and debating the matter. All we can do is point to some prominent solutions. Social democracy might stand, for example, as a response to the dilemma of the relationship between the individual and society. Social democrats typically uphold an ideal of self-rule while arguing that the power of society is such that individuals require some support from the community if they are indeed to rule themselves. Postfoundational and procedural philosophies, similarly, might stand as a response to the dilemma of how we are to reach agreement with one another. Several ethicists have rethought truth less as an absolute certainty about substantive content and more as the product of a particular type of discourse. [15] While we need not rush to endorse any given solution of the dilemmas we confront, we should recognize that there are solutions out there.
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 3. Strauss on Aristotle and the Idea of a ‘State of Exception’
 Tony Burns
 Introduction
 In this chapter I shall focus, not on the relationship between Strauss and Aristotle more generally (for which see Zuckert, 2009), but specifically on Strauss’s understanding of Aristotle’s views on natural law. I have written elsewhere about the role which the concept of natural law has to play in the political thought of Aristotle (Burns, 1995; 1996a; 1998a,b; 2000; 2002; 2003; 2005; 2009; 2010; 2011 forthcoming), and about the Aristotelian natural law tradition. Here I do three things. In section one I examine Leo Strauss’s understanding of the political thought of Aristotle in Natural Right and History, and of the part which the concept of natural law has to play within it. I argue that Strauss offers two quite different, and indeed diametrically opposed, interpretations of Aristotle. The first of these is produced not so much by examining Aristotle’s writings, but rather by applying the general understanding of the concept of natural law or natural right which Strauss lays out in Natural Right and History specifically to Aristotle, who is assumed to be an example of somebody who adopts such an approach when discussing questions of ethics and politics. The second is generated by a different route, namely by an examination of the writings of Aristotle himself, especially the remarks on natural justice or law which are made in Book V, Chapter y of the Nicomachean Ethics (Aristotle, 1995: 1790-91). I claim that each of these interpretations of Aristotle is open to criticism. In particular, the second of them misunderstands what Aristotle means when he says that the principles of natural law are ‘changeable’ or ‘mutable’. I also claim that there is a third interpretation of Aristotle, which Strauss does not consider, which not only makes better sense of Aristotle views on natural law, but also explains better than either of Strauss’s interpretations why Aristotle should be considered to be a key figure in the natural law tradition.
 The second of Strauss’s interpretations of Aristotle is not consistent with the general account of natural law theory advanced in his Natural Right and History. It is, therefore, logically incompatible with the first interpretation. I suggest that if Strauss’s second interpretation of Aristotle were correct (which in my view it is not) then the only conclusion to be drawn would be that Aristotle is not an advocate of natural right at all, at least not in the sense in which Strauss himself uses that term in Natural Right and History. Moreover, because Strauss identifies his own theoretical position with that of Aristotle, if this second interpretation were indeed correct then it would follow that Strauss, also, should not be thought of as an advocate of natural right in that particular sense.
 So far as Strauss’s own views are concerned, this is also the conclusion arrived at by Shadia Drury in her critique of Strauss’s reading of Aristotle (Drury, 1997; Drury, 2005 [1988]). Drury suggests, in my view wrongly, that Strauss’s second interpretation of Aristotle is correct. Thus, in her view, because Strauss himself endorses the beliefs views associated with this reading, it follows that neither Aristotle nor Strauss should be considered to be ‘natural law theorists’, despite Strauss’s reputation to the contrary. I devote section two of the chapter to an examination of Drury’s controversial interpretation of Strauss’s political thought. A number of commentators who are favourable to Strauss have dismissed Drury’s critique of him out of hand. Edward Skidelsky, for example, has described it as a ‘lurid caricature’ (Skidelsky, 2006: 35). Contrary to this assessment, my own argument is broadly supportive of Drury’s reading of Strauss, especially when considering the political implications of Strauss’s second interpretation of Aristotle in the political climate in the United States in the decade after the events of 11 th September 2001. However, I also present certain criticisms of Drury’s views - not so much because of her understanding of the views of Strauss but, rather, because of her interpretation of Aristotle, and therefore of the relationship which exists between Strauss and Aristotle. I argue that far from challenging the validity of Strauss’s erroneous second interpretation of Aristotle’s political thought in relation to the notion of natural law, in fact at a number of key points Drury actually agrees with that interpretation. To be more specific, Drury maintains that Aristotle is not a natural law theorist at all but an ethical consequentialist. Moreover this is something which, in her view, Aristotle has in common with Strauss. According to Drury, then, neither Aristotle nor Strauss could properly be said to be ‘natural law theorists’, in the strict sense of the term. Against this view, I argue that although there are good reasons for thinking that Drury’s judgment is correct so far as Strauss is concerned, this is not so in the case of Aristotle.
 In section three I consider the contemporary relevance of Aristotle’s views on natural law, focusing specifically on its significance for attempts to theorize what Strauss refers to as ‘extreme situations’, or what more recently Giorgio Agamben (2005) has referred as ‘states of exception’, that is to say, situations within which generally accepted principles of constitutional government and the rule of law are suspended, or are thought not to have an application. This is, of course, the kind of situation which has been much discussed in the United States and elsewhere since the events of 11 th September 2001, especially by those of a ‘neoconservative’ persuasion. Here I argue that although Strauss’s second (erroneous) interpretation of Aristotle’s views on the changeability of natural law could perhaps make a contribution to such theorizing, this is not true of Aristotle’s doctrine of natural law if it is properly understood. For that doctrine is unreservedly ‘constitutionalist’.
 Strauss on Aristotle and Natural Law
 In this section I shall focus on what Strauss has to say about Aristotle and natural law in his Natural Right and History (1965 [1953]). Aristotle has a major part to play in Strauss’s own political thought, especially in so far as it focuses on the concept of natural law or natural right. Indeed, it is arguable that Strauss wholeheartedly endorses Aristotle’s doctrine of natural law as he understands it. I agree with John R. Wallach that ‘Strauss’s political understanding of natural right is primarily Aristotelian’ (Wallach, 1992: 624). However, in Natural Right and History Strauss says different things about Aristotle at different times, and his remarks are not always logically consistent with one another. To capture this fact I propose to make a distinction between two different, indeed opposed, interpretations of Aristotle’s views on natural law, both of which can be found in Natural Right and History, neither of which, in my view, is correct. Given Strauss’s enthusiasm for Aristotelian natural law theory, it is important that we establish clearly which of these two interpretations of Aristotle is the one which Strauss prefers. I shall suggest that because only the second of them is based on a direct appeal to what Aristotle says about natural law in his Nicomachean Ethics, it is this interpretation which best captures not only Strauss’s understanding of Aristotle, but also his own views regarding the issues which Aristotle addresses.
 Strauss’s first reading of Aristotle is generated by applying the general conception of natural law or natural right laid down in Natural Right and History specifically to the case of Aristotle. In Natural Right and History Strauss maintains that natural law theories generally provide insights into timeless and universal truths relating to moral conduct. He argues that natural law or natural right is a higher standard of justice which can be used for the critical evaluation of positive law. This is something which all natural law theories, both ‘classical’ and ‘modern’ natural law theories, have in common. As Strauss puts it:
 To reject natural right is tantamount to saying that all right is positive right, and this means that what is right is determined exclusively by the legislators and the courts of various countries. Now it is obviously meaningful, and sometimes even necessary, to speak of ‘unjust’ laws or ‘unjust’ decisions. In passing such judgments we imply that there is a standard of right and wrong independent of positive right and higher than positive right: a standard by reference to which we are able to judge of positive right (Strauss, 1965 [1953]: 2).
 This characterization of natural right implies that in Strauss’s view those who endorse the concept maintain that there are certain universally valid principles of morality or justice which all human beings ought to follow no matter what the circumstances, even if the injunctions associated with these principles should conflict with the requirements of positive law. From this point of view, if someone does not think that there is such a higher standard of justice then they could not, properly speaking, be said to be a ‘natural law theorist’ at all, in the strict sense of that term. In Natural Right and History Strauss explicitly associates Aristotle with what he refers to as the doctrine of ‘classical natural right’, a doctrine which, he suggests, constitutes one specific form of natural law teaching in the general sense indicated above. By making this connection Strauss commits himself to the view that Aristotle is one of those thinkers in the history of political thought who have taken the view that there is a higher standard of justice which might be used to critically evaluate positive law. This is what I have in mind when I refer to Strauss’s first interpretation of Aristotle’s doctrine of natural law.
 As I have argued elsewhere, this interpretation of Aristotle is open to criticism (Burns, 1996a; 1998a; 2005; 2009). One reason for this is that it is based on an empirical claim about the history of the natural law tradition which is false. Strauss wrongly argues that all natural law theorists hold that natural law constitutes a higher standard of justice which might be used to critically evaluate positive law. However, this claim is not true of all natural law theorists and, in particular, it is not true in the case of Aristotle and the theorists associated with the Aristotelian natural law tradition. For those who are associated with this particular tradition, natural law is not a ‘higher’ law or a set of transcendent principles which subsist outside and above positive law. It is, rather, an immanent standard of justice which subsists within positive law or ‘political justice’. In short, within this particular natural law tradition, the concept of natural law is not used to criticize positive law but to provide a philosophical justification for it.
 What about Strauss’s second interpretation of Aristotle? This can be discerned most obviously in what Strauss has to say about the doctrine of the ‘mutability’ or ‘changeability’ of the principles of natural law which Aristotle advances in his Nicomachean Ethics. As Strauss puts it, in an important passage which is worth quoting at length:
 When speaking of natural right, Aristotle does not primarily think of general propositions but rather of concrete decisions. All action is concerned with particular situations. Hence justice and natural right reside as it were in concrete decisions rather than general rules. It is much easier to see clearly, in most cases, that this particular act of killing was just than to state clearly the specific difference between just killings as such and unjust killings as such. A law which solves justly problems peculiar to a given country at a given time may be said to be just to a higher degree than any general rule of natural law which, because of its generality may prevent a just decision in a given case. In every human conflict there exists the possibility of a just decision based on full consideration of all the circumstances, a decision demanded by the situation. Natural right consists of such decisions. Natural right thus understood is obviously mutable (Strauss, 1965 [1953]: 159).
 These remarks are very clear. In them Strauss professes to attribute to Aristotle a doctrine of natural right of some kind. Unlike the first interpretation discussed above, however, this second interpretation maintains that for Aristotle the principles of natural law are changeable or mutable. According to this reading, Aristotle’s doctrine of natural right is not to be associated with a belief in the existence of any general rules of morality or justice at all, let alone general rules which are considered by Aristotle to be timeless and universally valid. Strauss explicitly states here that for Aristotle a (positive) law which is sensitive to the problems confronted by a particular society at a particular time may in certain circumstances rightly be said to be more just, or just ‘to a higher degree’, than any ‘general rule of natural law’. This second interpretation, then, attributes to Aristotle the view that there are no universally valid moral rules at all, that is to say no moral principles which all moral agents in all societies everywhere are obliged to follow without exception, no matter what the circumstances. In short, it suggests that Aristotle actually denies the very existence of natural law or natural right, as this is understood by Strauss’s first interpretation of Aristotle’s doctrine of natural right. As Strauss himself puts it elsewhere in the same text, contrary to the first interpretation, this second reading of Aristotle attributes to him the view that there are in fact ‘ no universally valid rules of action’ (Strauss, 1965 [1953]: 162).
 Now if it were true, as Strauss’s second interpretation maintains, that Aristotle thought that the principles of natural law are changeable or mutable in this particular sense, then this would amount to an outright rejection by Aristotle of the very idea of natural law or natural right in the sense in which Strauss generally understands it in Natural Right and History. It would amount to a denial by Aristotle that there are any ‘general rules’ which might be said to be ‘natural’ in the sense that they possess a timeless and universal validity, and therefore ought to be followed by all moral agents, no matter what the circumstances, even if in so doing those moral agents should perform actions which bring them into conflict with the requirements of the positive law.



 It is obvious that Strauss’s two interpretations of Aristotle’s views on natural law are logically incompatible with one another, as the one interpretation affirms what the other denies. The first interpretation attributes to Aristotle the view that there are indeed certain ‘universally valid rules of action’, whereas the second interpretation maintains that Aristotle denies any such rules exist. The first interpretation, therefore, attributes to Aristotle the view that there is such a thing as ‘natural law’, whereas the second attributes to him the view that there is not. What is difficult to understand is why, on the second of these interpretations of Aristotle’s thought, given that Aristotle is supposed to deny the existence of any universally valid rules of morality or justice, Strauss should nevertheless still insist that Aristotle’s thinking can legitimately be characterized as a doctrine of ‘natural right’.
 I claimed earlier that both of Strauss’s interpretations of Aristotle’s doctrine of natural law are incorrect, and that the reason why the first is faulty is because, although it rightly attributes to Aristotle the view that there is such a thing as natural law, nevertheless it wrongly attributes to him the view that natural law is a higher standard of justice which might be used to critically evaluate positive law. The problem with the second interpretation is a different one. It is simply that according to this interpretation Aristotle denies outright that there are any universally valid principles of justice, and hence also that there is such a thing as natural law or natural right, in the sense in which Strauss himself employs the term in Natural Right and History.
 It is true that in the Nicomachean Ethics Aristotle argues that the principles of natural law are in a sense changeable or mutable. However, when Aristotle says this he means something different from what Strauss says he means by it in the passage cited above. In this connection, it should be noted that in this passage Strauss attributes to Aristotle the view that we must make an ‘either-or’ choice between subscribing to an ethic based on general rules which ought to guide conduct and subscribing to an ethic within which general rules have no part to play, an ethic where conduct is, rather, guided by concrete decisions reflecting the circumstances of some particular situation. In this passage Strauss explicitly states that justice for Aristotle resides in ‘concrete decisions rather than general rules [my emphasis]’. What Strauss overlooks, however, is the possibility that Aristotle might have thought (and in my view did in fact think) that conduct ought to be guided by concrete decisions as well as by certain general rules, i.e. the principles of natural law.
 The second interpretation of Aristotle which Strauss presents in this passage involves a claim which I consider to be false, namely that the idea of the changeability of natural law, as Aristotle himself understood it, implies that in certain circumstances it is morally permissible to completely set aside the principles of natural law. In fact, though, what Aristotle means by this doctrine is simply that, although there are indeed certain ‘general rules’ of morality or natural law, nevertheless these rules can and should be applied flexibly depending on the circumstances of particular cases.
 Strauss’s second interpretation of Aristotle is associated with the view that there is a fundamental difference between the political thought of Aristotle and that of Aquinas. There are two reasons for this. First Aristotle, Strauss claims, is an advocate of a doctrine of natural right, whereas Aquinas’s doctrine is a doctrine of natural law in the strict sense of the term, it being assumed that for Aquinas, unlike for Aristotle, the basic precepts of morality are somehow associated with the commands of a ‘ superior ’ (Strauss, 1983a: 137–38). Second, Strauss insists that, unlike Aquinas, Aristotle subscribes to a form of ‘virtue ethics’ which attaches no importance at all to the existence of any moral rules, let alone rules which are assumed to possess a universal validity.
 Strauss’s claim that the views of Aristotle and those of Aquinas are fundamentally different, for the reasons just given, has also been endorsed by one of his followers Harry V. Jaffa (Jaffa, 1965a: 201–02; Jaffa, 1952: 6, 169, 176–77, 223, fn. 23). Nonetheless, it has been criticized by others. For example, more than one commentator has claimed, contra Strauss, that the ideas of Aristotle and Aquinas are in fact much the same, because, like Aristotle, Aquinas too is best thought of as an advocate of a form of ‘virtue ethics’ which attaches little or no importance to the existence of moral rules or laws (Goerner, 1979; Goerner, 1983; Nelson, 1992; for criticism of this view see Hall, 1990: 644; also Roy, 1980).
 In my opinion, though, this is not the best (or even a good) reason for rejecting Strauss’s view of the relationship between Aristotle and Aquinas. The reading which Goerner and Nelson oppose to that of Strauss holds that in both cases what we have is an ethic which attaches no importance to the existence of moral rules or laws, universal or otherwise. This implies, however, that neither Aristotle nor Aquinas could be understood as a ‘natural law theorist’ as this expression is conventionally understood. This view seems to me to be untenable. It is obviously untenable in the case of Aquinas - but it is also untenable in that of Aristotle. So although Strauss’s suggestion that the doctrines of Aristotle and Aquinas are very different is indeed unsound, and Goerner and Nelson are right to point this out, nevertheless the reason why this is so is not that given by Goerner and Nelson. It is, rather, because both Aristotle and Aquinas are advocates of a form of ethics which assumes the existence of moral rules. Moreover, precisely because in both cases these rules are assumed to possess a universal validity, they are also considered to be ‘natural’. For both Aristotle and Aquinas, then, these moral rules are the principles of natural right or law. This reading of Aristotle, and of the relationship which exists between the ethical thought of Aristotle and that of Aquinas, happens to be that of Aquinas himself, although that is not my reason for considering it to be correct (Burns, 2000; Burns, 2010).
 According to Aquinas, when Aristotle says that natural law is in a sense changeable what he means is that although there are indeed general principles or moral rules which apply in all cases, nevertheless these rules ought not to be applied mechanically. They can be applied flexibly. When they are applied the person who applies them needs to do so sensitively, taking into account the circumstances of particular cases and the differences as well as the similarities which exist between those cases, something which requires phronesis or practical wisdom. Aristotle’s suggestion that ethical decision making requires such wisdom should not, therefore, be taken as implying that in his view there are cases when the ‘general rules’ associated with natural law are completely irrelevant to the making of moral or ethical judgments. Rather, Aristotle holds that although an appeal to these rules may not be sufficient, nevertheless in all situations such an appeal is at least necessary for the making of ethical judgments, even when those judgments are sensitive to the circumstances of particular cases.
 The criticism which Pamela Hall has made of E. A. Goerner’s ‘virtue ethics ’ reading of Aquinas applies also to Strauss’s reading of Aristotle. According to Hall, Goerner
 rightly understands the problem of reducing a standard of right action to a system of rules: No set of rules can adequately meet the infinite variety of situations in which they will be employed. And, in fact, one must in the end recur to the judgment of someone (for Aristotle and Aquinas, to the judgment of the virtuous person) in order to employ a rule at all, for no rule can specify the range of its own application (Hall, 1990: 644).
 Hall maintains that, for this reason, Goerner is right to reject ‘the legalism that has characterized certain understandings of Thomistic natural law’ (Hall, 1990: 644). In Hall’s view, ‘such legalism fails, and fails badly, to understand what it is to follow a law or rule’ ( ibid. ). For this process is not, she says, a ‘mechanical’ one, or ‘independent of judgment’ ( ibid. ). However, Hall rightly maintains, Goerner is wrong if he thinks that this ‘ implies or leads to the “obsolescence” of the natural law at any part of the moral life’ ( ibid. ). We should, rather, think in terms of ‘the compatibility, indeed the interdependence, of natural law and practical wisdom’ in Thomistic ethics ( ibid. ) and indeed, which is more to the point for present purposes, in Aristotelian ethics more generally.
 The weakness of Strauss’s second interpretation of Aristotle’s notion of the ‘changeability’ of natural law can be illustrated by means of two examples. Let us consider the concepts of murder and theft. Although Strauss does not actually use the word ‘murder’ in the passage cited earlier, nevertheless this passage does refer to the precept of natural law forbidding ‘wrongful killing’. According to Strauss, when Aristotle suggests that the principle of natural right forbidding this act is ‘changeable’ what he means is that it is not the case that the act of murder is necessarily wrong, always and everywhere, no matter what the circumstances or the consequences of performing it might be. On the contrary, for Aristotle, as Strauss understands him, an act of murder can sometimes be right or permissible, depending on the circumstances, or on the consequences of performing it.
 Again this reading of Aristotle disagrees with that of Aquinas, who in my view gets Aristotle right. According to Aquinas, what Aristotle means when he says that the principle of natural law forbidding murder is changeable is something quite different from what Strauss claims he means. As Aquinas presents his views, Aristotle is of the opinion that murder is always wrong, no matter what the circumstances, and that is why there is a general principle of natural law which forbids it. On the other hand, however, whether or not a particular act of killing is rightly to be considered as an act of ‘murder’, in the strict sense of the term, is something which depends on the circumstances of the particular case. Moreover, a consideration of the circumstances might legitimately include an assessment of the consequences associated with the performance or the non-performance of the action in question.
 A similar argument also applies to the principle of natural law forbidding theft, an example which Strauss discusses in an exchange of views with Helmut Kuhn (Strauss, 1978; 1983b). Here again Strauss’s second interpretation attributes to Aristotle the view that because this principle is changeable it follows that sometimes acts of theft are right or morally permissible. Again, according to Strauss’s Aristotle, it all depends on the circumstances, or on the consequences of performing the act in question. But there is another understanding of what Aristotle has in mind when he suggests that the precept of natural law forbidding theft is changeable, which Strauss does not consider. According to this view, which is again that of Aquinas, this general rule of morality is absolutely un changeable, in the sense that an act of theft in the strict sense of that term is always wrong no matter what the circumstances (Aquinas, 2006: 820). However, regarding the more specific issue of whether an act of ‘taking the possessions of another’ in a particular situation ought to be considered as an act of ‘theft’ for the purposes of the natural law, this does depend on the circumstances. Although in one sense ‘unchangeable’, therefore, the precept of natural law which forbids acts of theft is also, in a different sense, ‘changeable’, in that judgments about its practical application to specific situations might legitimately vary, depending on the circumstances of particular cases. Moreover, an assessment of these may again include a consideration of the consequences of either performing or not performing the action in question.
 According to Aquinas, then, Aristotle’s concession that taking the possessions of another in certain circumstances may indeed be morally permissible should not be taken as implying that in Aristotle’s view the principle of natural law forbidding theft is ‘changeable’ in the specific sense that it does not apply universally to all cases. It does not imply that for Aristotle there are times when it is not necessary to be guided by this precept of natural law. Nor, finally, does it imply that for Aristotle the moral validity or ‘obligatoriness’ of this principle might on occasions be ‘suspended’. Rather, all that this concession implies is that there are some situations in which the taking of the possessions of another ought not to be considered as an act of ‘theft’, precisely because the action in question would rightly be considered to be morally justifiable. Thus the performance of this action, in these circumstances, would not be considered to conflict with the requirements of the natural law.
 Despite a superficial similarity between the reading of Aristotle which is offered by Strauss and that which is offered by Aquinas, a closer analysis reveals that there are also fundamentally important differences. Aquinas’s understanding of Aristotle’s notion of the ‘changeability’ of natural law is quite different from that of Strauss. For in Strauss’s opinion Aristotle denies the very thing which, according to Aquinas, Aristotle affirms. On Strauss’s second interpretation, Aristotle maintains that there are no universally valid principles of justice which ought to be applied to all situations without exception. Thus, precisely because in Strauss’s view Aristotle maintains that there are no ‘general rules’ of morality, it follows that as Strauss understands him Aristotle must deny that there is such a thing as natural right, in the sense in which this term is usually understood.
 It is clear enough, I think, that Strauss’s second interpretation of Aristotle ’s political thought is incompatible with the first. For according to the second interpretation Aristotle maintains that there are no ‘general rules’ of morality at all. Hence there can be no universally valid principles of natural right which individuals might use to critically evaluate positive law. On this view, therefore, there can be no valid reasons why individuals should in certain circumstances reject positive law, refusing to obey it on the grounds that its requirements conflict with those of natural law. This is therefore an interpretation of Aristotle’s views on natural law generally, and of the notion of ‘changeability’ in particular, which is inconsistent with the broad understanding of the notion of ‘natural right’ which Strauss himself advances in Natural Right and History.
 My conclusion is that just as there is something wrong with Strauss’s first interpretation of Aristotle, so also there is something wrong with the second. The first interpretation rightly presents Aristotle as a ‘natural law theorist’ of some kind, but of the wrong kind. It erroneously attributes to Aristotle the view that natural law is a critical standard for the evaluation of positive law. The second interpretation does not, it is true, make this mistake. It concedes that for Aristotle there is no higher standard of justice which might be used by individuals to criticize positive law. However, the second interpretation goes astray when it suggests that the reason for this is because Aristotle’s political thought attaches no importance at all to ‘general rules’, or to any moral principles which are presumed to possess universal validity. For if this were indeed the case then it might well be asked why Strauss continues to think that it is legitimate to characterize Aristotle as an advocate of the notion of ‘natural right’ in the sense in which he himself employs that term in Natural Right and History.
 In my view there is third alternative which is available to us here. There is another interpretation of Aristotle which is better than either of those offered by Strauss because it is more respectful of the most basic insights of Aristotelian natural law theory. One of these insights is Aristotle’s belief that there is indeed such a thing as natural law. That is to say, there are certain actions, like murder and theft, which are inherently or intrinsically wrong, the performance of which could never be justified no matter what the circumstances. Hence the principles of justice, right or law which forbid the performance of such actions may be said to be ‘natural’ because they are universally valid, applying in all societies at all times and in all places. Contrary to Strauss’s second interpretation, it is arguable that Aristotle does not deny that there are ‘general rules’ of this kind. If he did deny this then he would in effect, by implication, be denying that there is such a thing as ‘natural law’, something which he evidently did not wish to do. Rather, what he denies (if only implicitly) is that these ‘general rules’ of natural law can be appealed to by individuals who wish to critically evaluate positive law. Strauss does not consider this possibility in either of his two interpretations of Aristotle’s thought.
 Another of Aristotle’s basic insights is that because the principles of justice which forbid the performance of those actions which are intrinsically wrong can be said to be ‘formal’ or ‘abstract’ principles, they cannot be applied mechanically. Their practical relevance or application requires an act of interpretation, something which, in turn, involves the employment of phronesis or practical wisdom, that is to say, the sensitive application of these general rules to the circumstances of particular cases.
 Finally, because for Aristotle the principles of natural law are abstract principles, they inhere immanently within positive law, or in the concrete principles of ‘political justice’ which Aristotle associates with the constitutions of different poleis. Consequently, in Aristotle’s view, natural law does not and could not constitute a higher, transcendent standard of justice which could be used to critically evaluate positive law, as Strauss’s first interpretation of Aristotle maintains. Its function, rather, is to provide a philosophical justification for positive law and for the idea of constitutional government.
 Bruce Smith has claimed that ‘despite his discussion of natural right and natural law, Strauss never asserted the existence of rigid moral absolutes’ (Smith, 1997: 96). Here Smith appears to be attributing to Strauss the view that all moral absolutes are to be avoided, because the thinking of anyone who believes in such things is inevitably ‘rigid’. As we have seen, there is some evidence in Natural Right and History which suggests that Strauss did hold this view, and that he also wrongly attributed it to Aristotle, whilst at the same time insisting that Aristotle can also legitimately be considered to be an advocate of natural right.
 However, so far as the views of Aristotle himself on this subject are concerned, there is another possibility which neither Smith nor Strauss consider, namely that it is possible to believe in moral absolutes whilst at the same time accepting that the principles associated with them need to be applied flexibly. In my opinion, pace Strauss, this is the view which Aristotle actually held. Aristotle’s natural law theory, and hence his political thought as a whole, is based on the assumption that although there are indeed moral absolutes, the principles associated with these absolutes, that is to say the principles of natural law, must be applied flexibly depending on the circumstances of particular cases, using phronesis or practical wisdom. In other words, it is possible to recognize the importance of flexibility in one’s moral reasoning, as Aristotle undoubtedly does, without abandoning one’s commitment to a belief in the existence of those moral absolutes. One can be flexible in one’s approach whilst continuing to believe (rightly or wrongly) in the existence of universally valid moral rules; those rules which are traditionally associated with the notion of natural law.
 This understanding of Aristotle is quite different from Strauss’s second interpretation, which in effect claims that Aristotle denies outright that there are any such moral absolutes, or moral rules, at all. Against Strauss, it might again be argued that if this were indeed the case then it is difficult to understand why anyone would wish to characterize Aristotle as an advocate of natural right as Strauss himself understands and appears to endorse that notion in his Natural Right and History.
 Quite apart from the issue of whether Strauss’s second interpretation of Aristotle is correct, there is the separate issue of whether the beliefs which on this reading Strauss attributes to Aristotle, and which he himself endorses, are morally praiseworthy or reprehensible. In particular, the question arises whether any self-proclaimed ‘Aristotelian’ writing today ought to hold such beliefs? Fred Dallmayr has defended these views, arguing that they do possess validity today. According to Dallmayr, the notion of ‘natural right’, as it is understood by both Aristotle and by Strauss, can be seen as a valuable ‘antidote or corrective to conventionalism’, which latter term, Dallmayr argues, ‘stands as a synonym for rule-governed or principle -governed behaviour’. Alluding to the similarity which exists between the views of Strauss and those of Alasdair MacIntyre with respect to this issue, Dallmayr maintains that ‘seen in this light’ the notion of natural right ‘captures the particular, indigenous and untamed quality of human existence, a feature recalcitrant to the normalizing constraints of general principles and conventional norms’. In his opinion, therefore, the doctrine of natural right’, as it is understood by Strauss, and that of ‘virtue ethics’, as it is understood by MacIntyre, can both be seen as justifiably defending what Dallmayr describes as ‘a concrete and contextual mode of conduct, in contradistinction to a principle governed or deontological ethics ’ (Dallmayr, 1987: 326). In the final section of this chapter I shall give some reasons for thinking that this view is open to the objection that, if it is taken seriously in practice, it undermines the principle of ‘ constitutionalism ’ or the ‘rule of law’, a principle which is not only morally desirable in itself but also, pace Dallmayr and Strauss, traditionally (and rightly) associated with Aristotle and with Aristotelianism in politics.
 Aristotle in Shadia Drury’s Critique of Strauss
 Shadia Drury has written extensively about the aspects of Strauss’s thought that are of interest to me (Drury, 1987; 2005; 2008; for criticisms of Drury see Craig, 1990; Dallmayr, 1987; Fuller, 1991; Jaffa, 1987; Minowitz, 2009; Schaefer, 1994; Tolle, 1988; McCormack, 1990). Drury has a lot to say about other aspects of Strauss’s thought as well, but I shall concentrate solely on her interpretation of Strauss’s views on Aristotle and natural law. Although a number of commentators who are favourable to Strauss and his ideas have dismissed Drury’s reading of Strauss, I am broadly sympathetic towards it. I am, however, much less sympathetic towards Drury’s reading of Aristotle, a reading which she appears to have taken from Strauss, somewhat uncritically. In particular, I shall argue that far from challenging the validity of Strauss’s second interpretation of Aristotle (taken simply as an account of the beliefs which Aristotle held and irrespective of their validity), Drury appears to agree with it.
 I argued above that this second interpretation maintains that for Aristotle there are no ‘general rules’ of morality or justice. I also suggested that in making this claim Strauss in effect denies that Aristotle is an advocate of natural law or natural right, in the general sense in which that term is understood in Natural Right and History. It is for this reason that Drury has insisted, controversially, that Strauss was not in fact ‘a champion of natural law, despite his reputation to the contrary’ (Drury, 1997: 95). Readers of Natural Right and History are likely to think that it is obvious that Strauss just is an advocate of natural right or law, and that such a commitment is central to his political thought, so Drury’s claim that this is not the case is certainly a provocative one. As we saw in the preceding section, however, there is at least some evidence which supports Drury’s claim.
 Nevertheless, it seems to me that Drury’s discussion of Strauss, Aristotle and natural law is mistaken about at least some issues, especially regarding the history of the concept of natural law. For example, at one point Drury wrongly maintains that ‘the doctrines of natural law and natural rights are not classical in origin. They have their source in the Christian belief in the inviolability of individuals because the latter are the property of God, made in his own image’ (Drury, 1997: 107). Not surprisingly, then, given that he is undeniably a classical thinker, Drury does not consider Aristotle to be a political theorist who attaches importance to the notion of natural law as she understands it. Against this, it might be argued that this judgment overlooks completely the fact that the concept of natural law can be found in the writings of a number of classical authors. It can, for example, be discerned in the writings of Cicero and the Stoics. Moreover, as many commentators have claimed, it can also be found in the writings of Aristotle (Burns, 1998a).
 It may well be that in making this remark Drury is, like Strauss, distinguishing implicitly between the notion of natural right and that of natural law, and that she associates the concept of ‘law’ with that of legislation, or the act of ‘law-making’, understood as the command of some superior, for example the Christian God. Indeed, it is only by making this assumption that Drury’s claim could be said to be not obviously false. If so then again Drury appears to be agreeing with Strauss on this issue. For at one point Drury notes that according to Strauss the notion of ‘natural law’ is actually a ‘contradiction in terms’ (Drury, 1987: 309; Strauss, 1983a: 138).
 It is true that Strauss does not like the expression ‘natural law’, mainly because like Drury he too associates the notion of ‘law’ with that of the command of some superior. Strauss is well aware of the fact that Aristotle does not consider the principles of natural law to be the commands of any superior. Consequently, he does not consider these principles to be principles of natural law properly so called. It is for this reason that Strauss emphasizes that in the Nicomachean Ethics Aristotle ‘speaks not, indeed, of natural law but of natural right ’ (Strauss, 1968: 81).
 Against this view, however, it might be argued that it is appropriate to use the term ‘law’ more loosely than either Strauss or Drury do, and that this is precisely how the notion of law is thought about in the classic texts. Indeed, I do not myself think that it is necessary for a normative principle to be commanded by some superior for us to be justified in referring to that principle as a ‘law’. Consequently, I have no difficulty with using the English expression ‘natural law’ to translate the Greek physician dikaion which Aristotle employs in his discussion of natural law in the Nicomachean Ethics.
 It is common in introductory classes in moral philosophy for a distinction to be made between ‘deontological’ theories of ethics, on the one hand, and ‘consequentialist’ theories on the other. The hall mark of the former is the view that there are certain actions which are intrinsically wrong and which ought not to be performed no matter what the consequences. The hall-mark of the latter is that no such moral principles exist. All of our moral duties can be discerned by an exclusive consideration of the consequences which will result if an action either is or is not performed. Traditionally, deontological theories are thought to prioritize the notion of the ‘right’ over the ‘good’, whereas consequentialist theories do the opposite. They define the ‘right’ as being that which has the consequence of promoting the most ‘good’. Despite Drury’s ‘voluntarist’ assumption that if there is such a thing as natural law, in the strict sense of the term ‘law’, this could only be because there are certain universally valid principles of morality which had been commanded by some superior, historically there has been a strong association between deontological ethics and the ‘rationalist’ or ‘intellectualist’ branch of the natural law tradition, the members of which maintain that those actions which are forbidden by natural law are intrinsically unjust (Burns, 1996a; Burns, 2005). For those who are associated with this way of thinking about natural law, and who have a proclivity for Christian theological argument, God forbade those actions which are unjust precisely because they are unjust; these actions are not unjust because God has forbidden them. Nor did these actions become unjust at the moment that God forbade them. They are and were always unjust. It is the essential nature of such actions that they are unjust. Consequently, they are unjust always and everywhere. As I have argued elsewhere, Aristotle’s ethics is in fact a deontological and not a consequentialist theory (Burns, 1998a; 2005; 2009). It is for precisely this reason that Aristotle can rightly be located within this particular branch of the natural law tradition.
 However, the claim that Aristotle is an ethical deontologist, and therefore a natural law theorist in the sense indicated above, is rejected both by Strauss (at least according to his second interpretation) and by Drury. It is certainly not Drury’s understanding of Aristotle, which rejects outright the suggestion that Aristotle might be associated with the natural law tradition. According to Drury, Aristotle is ‘a eudaimonistic and consequentialist thinker’, because he ‘believes that the good is prior to the right’. Drury maintains, in my view wrongly, that Aristotle ‘posits a certain good, then he declares that the right is what promotes the good in view’ (Drury, 1997: 108). On Drury’s reading, Aristotle maintains that ‘the state is justified in doing whatever is necessary to make the good life possible’. It is, Drury claims, ‘consequential reasoning’ of this kind which led Aristotle ‘to justify slavery as a necessary means to the leisure needed for the good life’ (Drury, 1997: 10).
 We saw earlier that Strauss’s second interpretation of Aristotle is associated with the denial that there are any ‘universally valid rules of action’ and opens up the way for the view that one’s assessment of what is right in any given situation depends exclusively on the circumstances of the particular case, including of course the consequences of performing or refraining from performing a particular action. Once again, therefore, we find that despite the valid criticisms which Drury makes of Strauss over some issues, she actually agrees here with Strauss’s erroneous second interpretation of Aristotle. She accepts that for Aristotle there are no ‘ general rules’ of morality which ought always to be followed without exception, no matter what the circumstances. In Drury’s opinion then, as in that of Strauss as Drury understands him, Aristotle is an ethical consequentialist and not an ethical deontologist, or a natural law theorist. In short, Drury places the views of Strauss together with those of Aristotle, and she rejects them both.
 As we have seen, there are reasons for thinking that Drury is right to suggest that Strauss is not a natural law theorist at all, but an ethical consequentialist. However, she is wrong to claim that this is something which Strauss has in common with Aristotle, properly understood. As I have argued above, and sought to demonstrate elsewhere, this is not the case. Rather, Aristotle is indeed a natural law theorist and not an ethical consequentialist. In my view, then, Drury’s reasons for claiming that Aristotle is not a natural law theorist are unsound. It is true that Aristotle is not a natural law theorist as Leo Strauss understands this expression in either of the two interpretations which he puts forward in Natural Right and History. However this is not, as Drury suggests, because Aristotle is an ethical consequentialist. It is rather because Aristotle is a natural law theorist in a third and different sense from either of those considered by Leo Strauss. The hall-mark of this third type of natural law theory is that for Aristotle, and for the Aristotelian natural law tradition, natural law does not constitute a higher standard of justice which can be used by individuals to critically evaluate positive law. Rather its function is to provide a philosophical justification for positive law.
 Robert B. Pippin has criticized Drury’s reading of Strauss. According to Pippin, Drury presents ‘the most extreme Machiavellian/Nietzschean/ esoteric reading of Strauss’. Her view of ‘Strauss’s “philosopher” as Nietzschean “superman” “creating values” is’, Pippin argues, ‘a calamitous overstatement’. Moreover, Drury’s ‘crude characterization of Strauss as a “consequentialist” does not help matters much either’ (Pippin, 1992: 467). In the light of the discussion of Strauss’s views in the preceding section, it seems to me that Drury’s characterization of Strauss as an ethical consequentialist, and not an ethical deontologist, or a natural law theorist, has a great deal to be said for it. In my view, it is her agreement with Strauss’s judgment that Aristotle, also, is an ethical consequentialist which is open to question. If Strauss’s second interpretation of Aristotle were correct then Aristotle would indeed, as Drury suggests, be an ethical consequentialist. However, there are good reasons for thinking that it is not correct.
 The Contemporary Significance of Aristotle: Strauss on ‘States of Exception’
 Strauss had a long-standing interest in theorizing about ‘states of emergency ’, or what Giorgio Agamben has referred to recently as ‘states of exception’ (Agamben, 2005). These are what Strauss himself refers to in Natural Right and History as ‘extreme situations’ (Strauss, 1965 [1953]: 160–1). This interest is something which both Strauss and Agamben have in common with Carl Schmitt (Schmitt, 1985: 5–15; Strauss, 1996; see also Chen, 2008; Howse, 1997: 56–91; Meier, 1995; 2003; Scheuerman, 1994; Schmitt, 1996; Schwab, 1989). This is an aspect of Strauss’s thinking which has taken on a greater significance amongst commentators since 11 th September 2001. What is especially interesting about the views which Strauss expresses in Natural Right and History about this issue is the fact that they rely heavily on Strauss’s understanding of the political thought of Aristotle, especially the erroneous understanding of Aristotle’s doctrine of the ‘changeability’ of natural law which is associated with the second interpretation of Aristotle discussed earlier.
 In Natural Right and History, Strauss states that an ‘extreme situation’ is one ‘in which the very existence or independence of a society is at stake’ (Strauss, 1965 [1953]: 160–61). According to Strauss, ‘a decent society will not go to war except for a just cause. But what it will do during a war will depend to a certain extent on what the enemy - possibly an absolutely unscrupulous and savage enemy - forces it to do’ ( ibid. ). Strauss associates such situations with threats from both without and within. Societies, he maintains, ‘are not only threatened from without’, as ‘considerations which apply to foreign enemies may well apply to subversive elements within society’ ( ibid. ). In such extreme situations the ordinary considerations of justice, as these are traditionally associated with the doctrine of natural law, and with constitutional government, no longer apply. Strauss argues that in such situations, although ‘only in such situations’, it can justly be said that ‘the public safety is the highest law’ ( ibid. ).
 From present purposes what is especially interesting about Strauss’s remarks about this subject is the way in which he appeals to Aristotle and to Aristotle’s doctrine of the ‘changeability’ of natural law to defend his claim that in extreme situations the ordinary considerations of morality, and the principles of constitutional government associated with them, can justifiably be set aside. For example, Strauss states at one point that Aristotle ‘teaches that all natural right is changeable’ and that ‘this would seem to mean that sometimes (in extreme or emergency situations) it is just to deviate from the more general principles of natural right’ (Strauss, 1983b: 140). Strauss also associates extreme situations of this kind with the ‘ suspension of certain rules of natural right’. In such situations, he argues, ‘the normally valid rules of natural right are justly changed’.
 Similarly, again appealing directly to what he takes to be Aristotle’s doctrine of changeability, Strauss points out that ‘Aristotle seems to suggest that there is not a single rule, however basic, which is not subject to exception’. Developing this line of reasoning, whilst again claiming to follow Aristotle, Strauss argues that ‘natural right must be mutable in order to be able to cope with the inventiveness of wickedness’. In ‘extreme situations ’, therefore, he maintains that decisions regarding questions of right and wrong, what ought to be done or not to be done, ‘cannot be decided in advance’ by appealing to, or attempting to apply mechanically, certain ‘universal rules’ of justice. Rather it must be decided on the spot, taking into account the circumstances of the particular case, ‘by the most competent and most conscientious statesman’. Such a person is of course Strauss’s modern day equivalent of Aristotle’s phronimos, who according to Strauss need not consider himself to be bound by such universal rules, or by the ordinary considerations of morality and constitutional government. The retrospectively undertaken ‘objective discrimination between extreme actions which were just and extreme actions which were unjust’, is Strauss insists, ‘one of the noblest duties of the historian’ (Strauss, 1965 [1953]: 160–1).
 It is clear enough, I think, that what Strauss says about ‘extreme situations ’ in Natural Right and History is a straightforward application to such situations of Aristotle’s doctrine of the changeability of natural law, as Strauss understands it. I have already given reasons for thinking that Strauss’s understanding of that doctrine is erroneous. It follows from this that, if it is properly understood, Aristotle’s notion of changeability could not be employed to justify Strauss’s view that there are certain ‘extreme’ situations to which the principles of natural law do not apply, or within which the obligation to obey them is set aside or suspended.
 There is another reason for objecting to Strauss’s appeal to Aristotle in this context, which has to do with the distinction which Strauss makes in the passages cited above between ‘normal’ situations and ‘extreme’ ones. This distinction is not made by Aristotle when discussing the issue of the changeability of natural law in the Nicomachean Ethics. We may presume, however, that the type of situation which Aristotle has in mind when making his remarks about this issue is one which Strauss would consider to be ‘normal’ and not ‘extreme’. As Strauss understands him, then, Aristotle maintains that even in so called ‘normal’ situations there are no general rules which ought always to be followed. Even in normal situations ethical decision making involves not following such rules but, rather, taking into account the circumstances of particular cases. Thus one and the same action, an act of murder say, might be either right or wrong (irrespective of whether it conforms or does not conform to some general rule of natural law) depending on the circumstances in which it is performed, which include of course the consequences of performing it.
 From the standpoint of Strauss’s second interpretation of Aristotle, therefore, it is always the case that the ordinary considerations of morality and justice which underpin any commitment to constitutional government might not in fact apply. Whether or not they do in fact apply will always depend upon the circumstances. Against this ‘consequentialist’ view, however, it might be argued that such a line of reasoning undermines completely the conceptual distinction which Strauss wishes to make between ‘normal’ situations and ‘extreme’ or ‘exceptional’ ones. This understanding of Aristotle’s notion of ‘changeability’ tends to ‘normalize’ those situations which Strauss considers to be ‘extreme’. It presents all situations within which ethical decisions have to be made as being ‘extreme’ situations, in Strauss’s sense of that term.
 Hilail Gildin has said that it is ‘not plain to everybody’ that Strauss was unreservedly committed to the principles of constitutionalism and the rule of law. According to Gildin, it is not clear that Strauss was a consistent follower of classical theorists such as Aristotle, Plato, Socrates and Xenophon, if these thinkers are understood to be committed constitutionalists who ‘favoured the rule of law rather than men’ and were, in consequence, always opposed to tyranny, or ‘averse to arbitrary government’ (Gildin, 1987: 94). There are two good reasons for thinking that Strauss was not an unqualified defender of constitutional government, and was even prepared to defend ‘beneficent tyranny’ in certain situations. The first has to do with the admittedly ambiguous remarks which Strauss makes about the idea of tyranny, ancient and modern, in his well-known and much discussed debate on that subject with Alexandre Kojève (Kojève, 1969 [1947]; Strauss, 2000a; Kojève, 2000; Strauss, 2000b; Strauss & Kojève, 2000a; see also Bloom, 1991a; Devlin, 2004a; Drury, 1994a; Grant, 1964; Gourevitch, 1968a,b; Pippin, 1993; Rosen, 2003a; Roth, 1991; Singh, 2005; Smith, 2006a; Xenos, 2008a). The second is Strauss’s application in Natural Right and History of Aristotle’s doctrine of the changeability of natural law to the analysis of ‘extreme situations’ discussed above.
 In the case of Aristotle, if not that of Socrates, Xenophon and Plato, Gildin maintains that ‘the passages concerning the circumstances under which absolute rule by the exceptionally virtuous individual is proper and just’ have not, ‘by and large’, misled Aristotle’s commentators into ‘ overlooking his support of constitutional regimes’ (Gildin, 1987: 94). However, he continues, the other classical theorists referred to above have ‘not always been so fortunate’ ( ibid. ). These remarks appear to vindicate Aristotle by differentiating him from those, like Socrates, Xenophon and Plato, who according to Gildin were prepared to justify ‘tyranny’ in certain situations. It is, however, arguable that according to Strauss’s second interpretation of his views, Aristotle ought in fact to be placed, not apart from, but together with Socrates, Xenophon and Plato on the list of those ancient philosophers who might be seen as critics of the principles of constitutional government and the rule of law, at least in certain circumstances.
 Strauss’s reading of Aristotle and of ‘classic natural right’ in Natural Right and History, especially his understanding of Aristotle’s idea of the ‘changeability’ of natural law, tends to normalize the notion of a ‘state of emergency’, or that of a ‘state of exception’. It lends support to the view, associated with contemporary ‘neoconservatism’ in the United States, that the principle of ‘the rule of law’ is a luxury generally, and not just a luxury in certain exceptional situations. For ‘we’ are in a constant ‘state of emergency ’ - threatened by ‘our’ ‘enemies’ both at home and abroad. As Robert Devigne has observed, in his ‘commentary on Aristotelian natural right’ Strauss ‘extended the idea that moral and political norms must not guide foreign policy’, an idea which is usually associated with the political thought of Machiavelli, ‘to domestic politics as well’ (Devigne, 1994: 43).
 It is clear that Strauss’s reading of Aristotle, especially his erroneous understanding of Aristotle’s doctrine of the changeability of natural law, could be used to provide theoretical support for the ‘suspension’ of both human rights and/or of the constitutional rights which US citizens have taken for granted since the time of the American ‘founding’ in the eighteenth century, and which they have traditionally thought of as being their ‘natural rights’ - the imprescriptible ‘rights of man’. The question of the validity of Strauss interpretation of Aristotle is, therefore, not just of interest to intellectual historians. Its practical political relevance for contemporary politics in the United States is readily apparent.
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 4. Straussianism and Post-Structuralism: Two Sides of the Same Coin?
 Aggie Hirst
 Introduction
 While the respective embeddedness of Leo Strauss and contemporary post-structuralism in the challenges posed to traditional philosophy by Nietzsche and Heidegger has been explored extensively elsewhere [1], as indeed have some of the similarities between the two persuasions in light of this, [2] my intention here is to make a specific claim about the parallels which may be drawn between their approaches as regards the question of human subjectivity. This paper will argue that residing at the heart of both Strauss’s political philosophy and post-structuralist scholarship lies a profound preoccupation with disruption of traditional conceptualizations of subjectivity immanent to the Nietzschean-Heideggerian legacy, and that this leads them to mobilize and rely upon a remarkably similar series of conceptual premises and assumptions when exploring this question.
 Initially these conceptual similarities will be the focus of this study. The respective accounts offered in Straussian and post-structuralist htought of the development and status of human subjectivity and identity, both individual and social, will be explored, with particular reference to questions of ‘otherness’ and ‘difference’, specifically with regard to the construction of identity in terms of ‘self’ and ‘other’. Central to their accounts, it will be argued, is the operation of productive social ‘opinions’ or ‘norms’; it is through these that, for both Strauss and post-structuralists, subjectivity is generated. In other words, it will be demonstrated that immanent to both projects is a concern with identityconferring opinions, that the subject is for both persuasions constituted in light of productive social opinions or norms.
 However, it will also be shown that Strauss, on the one hand, relies upon and reinforces this process of the construction of identity via the operation of necessary or salutary social opinions, while post-structuralists, on the other, expose and critique the consequences of this circulation of such identity-conferring ideas, challenging the violences and exclusions it can entail. Consequently, it is necessary secondly to explore the implications of this in ethico-political terms, and to emphasize the extent to which, despite the conceptual similarities discernible in their respective projects, they demonstrate almost antithetical commitments. Thus, it concludes, Straussianism and post-structuralism can indeed be viewed as two sides of the same coin; they rest on markedly similar premises and assumptions but, from this intellectual space, pursue almost entirely opposing ethico-political projects. That the Straussian and post-structuralist persuasions are so markedly at odds forms, paradoxically, the basis of this claim; it is precisely that which the former most fears and opposes that the latter propounds and defends.
 Straussianism and the Constituted Subject
 The political philosophy of Leo Strauss can be read as implying that subjectivity is socially produced, in the sense that the subject is constituted in light of his/her context rather than springing from an essential nature or ontological priority. Two dimensions of Strauss’s political philosophy will be explored in order to demonstrate this: firstly, his commentary surrounding a series of restrictive measures relating to the issue of the questioning of the prevalent ideas, beliefs and opinions of society, and secondly his development of a series of constructive propositions emphasizing the promotion of particular ideas, beliefs and opinions in society due to their salutary ramifications. Importantly, as will become clear, both the restrictive measures and their constructive counterparts only make sense if subjectivity is unstable and constituted, that is, if the subject is not ontologically prior to his/her socio-political situation. In other words, Strauss’s commentary relating to these issues demonstrates that for him identity is socially constructed; if it were not, his insistence on the importance and productive dimensions of social opinions would not be necessary.
 In addressing the first of these dimensions of Strauss’s political philosophy, it is necessary to begin with his preoccupation with the irreconcilability of reason and revelation, the former understood as the pursuit of truth, the latter as the holding of beliefs. Strauss states:
 In studying certain earlier thinkers, I became aware of this way of conceiving the relation between the quest for truth (philosophy or science) and society: Philosophy or science, the highest activity of man, is the attempt to replace opinion about all things by knowledge of all things; but opinion is the element of society; philosophy or science is therefore the attempt to dissolve the element in which society breathes, and thus it endangers society (Strauss, 1973: 221).
 Here, Strauss argues that philosophy in the strict sense amounts to the pursuit of truth, in other words, that philosophy poses questions which deeply probe and disrupt our understanding of the world. Concurrently, he posits that society rests on a series of beliefs, values and assumptions which are integral to its survival and which must not be subject to extensive philosophical questioning; as he explains, ‘every society rests, in the last analysis, on specific values or specific myths, i.e., on assumptions which are not evidently superior to any alternative assumptions’ (Strauss, 1973: 222). In other words, Strauss suggests that society is sustainable only to the degree that citizens adhere to common assumptions about such matters as morality, justice and responsibility; the absence of such belief makes possible relativism and nihilism which are antagonistic to and destructive of society. This reflects, for Strauss, an irreconcilable tension between philosophy and society, truth and belief; opinion is to be distinguished from truth and the former must be mobilized in order for society to be sustained. He further posits that such opinion must be taken by society to be truth but is in reality no more thana socially expedient construct:
 If even the best city stands or falls by a fundamental falsehood, albeit a noble falsehood, it can be expected that the opinions on which the imperfect cities rest or in which they believe will not be true, to say the least (Strauss, 1978: 125).
 Strauss demonstrates a profound concern that members of society subscribe unequivocally to such ‘noble falsehoods’. Indeed, he seems to imply that social opinions are not just a series of beliefs adopted by individuals but are rather a series of identity-constructing premises; individuals are not only subject to but are in many ways defined in reference to such norms. His anxiety about the risk of the undermining of prevailing opinion alludes to this; he posits that if I become aware that ‘the principles of liberal democracy are not intrinsically superior to the principles of fascism or communism, I am incapable of whole-hearted commitment to liberal democracy’ (Strauss, 1973: 222). This notion of ‘becoming aware’ implies that individuals must only be conscious of a specific set of values or opinions, they must be fundamentally situated within such norms, so that they appear to them to be intrinsically superior to all others, alternatives appearing substantively inferior or unintelligible; an awareness of their culturally contingent status must be avoided. The essential arbitrariness of social opinion must only, then, be recognized by those few in society who undertake the study of philosophy in the strict sense; as Strauss asserted, ‘philosophy or science must remain the preserve of a small minority... [who should avoid] endangering the unqualified commitment of the many to the opinions on which society rests’ (Strauss, 1973: 222).
 Strauss posits that this minority must demonstrate respect for the opinions of society, emphasizing that ‘to respect opinions is something entirely different from accepting them as true’ (Strauss, 1973: 222). As in his commentary on the dialogue between Socrates and Thrasymachus in Plato’s Republic, in which he claims that the former quietly concedes justice to be an artifice whilst publicly asserting the contrary, Strauss emphasizes that the truth must be told only to sensible friends; in other words, the philosophical few must ensure that they do not publicly undermine the opinions or norms of society, while they know them to be but constructs. It is at least in part on account of this that Strauss emphasizes the importance of a ‘forgotten kind of writing’ whereby authors:
...employ a peculiar manner of writing which would enable them to reveal what they regard as the truth to the few, without endangering the unqualified commitment of the many to the opinions on which society rests. They will distinguish between the true teaching as the esoteric teaching and the socially useful teaching as the exoteric teaching... (Strauss, 1973: 222).
 Thus, Strauss’s political philosophy emphasizes the necessity of elite groups in society, both politically and philosophically: ‘there must be a few who are wealthy and well born and many who are poor and of obscure origin’ (Strauss, 1995: 12). This is because, as he put it:
...[m]odern democracy would be mass rule were it not for the fact that the masses cannot rule. [It is rather] ruled by elites;... one of the most important virtues required for the smooth working of democracy, as far as the mass is concerned, is said to be electoral apathy, viz., lack of public spirit; not indeed the salt of the earth but the salt of modern democracy are those citizens who read nothing except the sports pages and the comic section (Strauss, 1995: 5).
 Strauss, then, was sceptical of the possibility of mass rule, arguing instead for the emergence of an intellectual aristocracy within mass democracy reliant on received opinion. However, the differing ends of philosophy (truth) and political society (workable relations based on opinions) means that the elite must find a way to rule indirectly, avoiding public roles which would draw too much attention to their activities, potentially threatening both them and the stability of society. Hence, Strauss argued, a class of gentlemen must be educated to rule directly and fill public offices. While philosophy is the consideration of the philosopher, politics is the concern of the gentleman: ‘the gentleman’s virtue is a reflection of the philosopher’s virtue; one may say it is its political reflection’ (Strauss, 1995: 14). The gentleman is superior to the vulgar masses, who comprehend nothing of either, but only by virtue of the guidance he receives from the philosophers under whose direction he rules:



 The gentleman as gentleman accepts on trust certain most weighty things which for the philosopher are the themes of investigation and questioning... The rule of gentlemen is only a reflection of the rule of philosophers, who are understood to be the men best by nature and best by education (Strauss, 1995: 13–4).
 For Strauss, then, an elite should guide the masses toward belief in particular but arbitrary opinions, thereby contributing to the formation of their individual and social identities; they play a central role in restricting the spread of particular sorts of identity-conferring ideas, namely those which constitute a profound questioning of established social opinions. As he summarises:
 [t]he cave-dwellers, i.e. the non-philosophers, see only the shadows of artefacts. That is to say, whatever they perceive they understand in the light of opinions sanctified by the fiat of legislators, regarding the just and noble things, i.e. of fabricated or conventional opinions, and they do not know that these their most cherished convictions possess no higher status than that of opinion (Strauss, 1978: 125).
 The conception of democracy underpinning Strauss’s position here clearly lacks some of the central premises usually associated with the term; popular election of gentlemen rulers would be unsatisfactory according to Strauss because this ‘would mean that the gentlemen are, strictly speaking, responsible to the common people - that the higher is responsible to the lower - and this would appear to be against nature’.’This’, he continues, ‘necessarily leads one to reject democracy... Democracy is rejected because it is as such the rule of the uneducated’ (Strauss, 1995: 12). What becomes clear is that, for Strauss, the flow of ideas and opinion is an integral part of the construction of civic identity, whether this be of the gentlemen who are conditioned to rule, or the masses who are encouraged to receive prevailing opinions uncritically, indeed whose individual and social subjectivities are predicated upon the operation of such ideas and made manifest in light of them. Subjectivity, in both individual and social terms, is for Strauss, then, constructed in light of the operation of specific beliefs and opinions; the common subject is constituted in reference to these and in such a manner as to encourage a propensity to accept these without critical reflection, and indeed awareness, of any possible alternatives, while the gentleman is constituted as the political executor of the philosophical elite, accepting and implementing the prescriptions of the latter.
 As well as these measures designed to restrict the flow of certain problematic ideas and questions in society, Strauss also proposed more constructive means of producing and reproducing individual and group identity; he and his students placed, according to one commentator, ‘great emphasis on the salutary role statesmen can play in choosing to present what as “high” in... life’ (Deutsch and Murley, 1999: 55). This presentation of what is to be deemed desirable, honourable or just in social life resides at the heart of Strauss’s ideas about the ways in which individual and group identities develop. He wrote specifically about the roles such institutions as the education system, religion and notions of morality could play.
 Strauss saw education as a means by which social opinions might be incorporated into individual and social identities, and also the necessary process by which the ‘gentleman’ is created. In his words:
...liberal education is the ladder by which we try to ascend from mass democracy to democracy as originally meant. Liberal education is the necessary endeavor to found an aristocracy within mass society... One becomes a gentleman by education, by liberal education... [for] there is no good reason for thinking that the gentlemen are by nature superior to the vulgar (Strauss, 1995: 10–11).
 This passage seems to corroborate the suggestion that identity is, for Strauss, socially constituted rather than pre-existing. It claims that the gentleman is not by nature superior to the common man, rather the distinction between them arises as a consequence of their differing educational paths. They are thus produced in light of their socio-cultural experiences, which are themselves impacted upon by such constituted subjects. This variety of produced subjects relates closely to Strauss’s proposition that the privileged few ought to receive what he termed a ‘ liberal ’ education, which teaches the ‘great texts’ and encourages individuals to question beyond the bounds of social opinion, as he put it, ‘to seek the light’, while the masses, conversely, ought to be educated within the confines of social opinion so as not to endanger social unity and intelligibility. They should receive a civic education which inscribes the norms of society and encourages individuals to accept prevalent ideas uncritically; as regards the masses, he posits, ‘it is a sound rule to let sleeping dogs lie or to prefer the established to the non-established or to recognize the right of the first occupier’ (Strauss, 1995: 14). Importantly, he suggests that within such an education, notions of religion, morality and rationality ought to be central; making social opinions appear to be infused with divine preordination, moral goodness and rationality lends credibility to such beliefs, encouraging their incorporation into the identities of citizens. They provide points of reference and benchmarks from which desirable qualities and characteristics are inferred; identity is then constructed in reference to social opinions and institutions which are promoted and insulated by the elite. As one Straussian commented, ‘when trust exists in a providential order to which one’s conduct conforms, the dignity of moral obligations is enhanced and duty raised to the level of aspiration’ (Deutsch and Murley, 1999: 59).
 To summarize, Strauss posits that society is and ought to be based on opinion, that such opinion should not be subject to public questioning, that such opinion must be consolidated by educating the populace to identify with particular assumptions and beliefs grounded in religious, moral and rational ideas, and that whilst publicly endorsing such opinion, the elite recognizes its socially contingent nature. This suggests that for Strauss, individual and group identities are formed in light of these opinions and ideas, and this implies the absence of a stable or predetermined subject; Strauss’s emphasis on the importance of social opinions, education, religion, morality and so forth suggests that for Strauss the subject is radically reliant upon such influences to ensure the formation of the desirable citizen, and the distinction between the gentleman and the vulgar. Furthermore, the preceding discussion suggests that while the subject is formed in light of social opinions and ideas, so too are such opinions and ideas formed in reference to these continuously constituted subjects, i.e., they are contextually specific and develop within the parameters of what is deemed desirable by certain of these subjects. This is because each of these, identity and social opinion, must necessarily depend on the other for its meaning; in other words, the formation of individual and group identity occurs in reference to particular social beliefs and, concurrently, social beliefs acquire their meaning in relation to individual and group identities. Identities and social opinions are in this sense mutually constitutive; opinions become meaningful in relation to ideas about individual and group identities, and identities become culturally intelligible in the context of prevailing social opinion. This process of mutual constitution has the consequence of making particular ideas intelligible in particular ways, but only in relation to each other and not to essential external points of reference. Further, it suggests that this process is fluid and evolutionary and lacks a predetermined trajectory. It would seem, therefore, that Strauss understands the formation of identity and social opinion to be a continuous process and that these notions are defined in reference to each other rather than ontologically prior; his concern about the inevitability of relativism in the absence of accepted, albeit arbitrary, social opinion seems to have at its core such a notion. As he put it:
 [e]ven a mass culture and precisely a mass culture requires a constant supply of new ideas, which are the products of what are called creative minds: even singing commercials lose their appeal if they are not varied from time to time (Strauss, 1995: 5).
 To avoid relativism and nihilism then, ideas and opinion must be in constant circulation and reaffirmation for Strauss; those with ‘creative minds’ are thus compelled to ensure such a process is realized, both by restricting the flow of those ideas deemed dangerous to social cohesion and by encouraging the adoption of salutary opinions through education infused with religion, morality and tradition. Crucially for the purposes of this study, such processes could only be effective if the subject is neither stable nor ontologically prior; the formative processes proposed by Strauss could only function successfully, and indeed would only be necessary, if subjectivity is always in the process of becoming, always being formed and reformed in light of similarly malleable social opinions.
 Post-Structuralism and the Constituted Subject
 If Straussian thought relies implicitly on a conception of the subject as lacking a prior ontological status, post-structuralism makes such a claim explicit. Post-structuralists have sought to investigate the ways in which individual and group identities become intelligible and meaningful, and the ways in which social norms contribute to such a process. As many commentators have argued, identity conceptions are rooted in dichotomies and exclusions, centrally in ideas about an ‘I’ or ‘us’ made meaningful in opposition to a ‘you’ or ‘them’. Such dichotomies are inevitable in any process of individual or collective identity formation; a subject becomes intelligible and recognizable only in contradistinction to who or what he/she is not. Thus, as Butler has stated, ‘the “I” has no story of its own that is not also the story of a relation - or set of relations - to a set of social norms’ (Butler, 2005: 8), and similarly that, ‘the “I” that I am is nothing without this “you,” and cannot even begin to refer to itself outside the relation to the other by which its capacity for self-reference emerges’ (Butler, 2005: 82). Notions of ‘I’ or ‘us’ exist then only in continuous reference and re-reference to other identities and social norms in an unceasing interdependent process. This section looks firstly at the similarities between Strauss’s account of the formation of the individual and post-structuralist claims, and secondly at critiques offered by poststructuralist theorists regarding the operation of power though social norms and institutions which serve to discipline society and affect the ways in which it is possible to conceive of human subjectivity; it argues that it is upon exactly these forms and processes that the Straussian project rests.
 Mobilizing similar conceptual tools to Strauss, many post-structuralist scholars have suggested that identity formation is part of an overarching relay of power relations which serve to delimit the ways in which it is possible to conceive of and understand the world. They have argued that the formation of social identities relies on a series of dichotomies within which one binary is afforded privilege and the other relegated to inferiority. Such dichotomies infer that one is defined in relation to what one is not, that within particular discursive locales, subjectivity is necessarily constituted in reference to what the ‘I’ is not; something can never offer a perfect finite description of itself, it can only continuously reaffirm itself by reference to its perceived contexts and antitheses and not to any external fixed point of reference. As Campbell has argued:
 [i]dentity - whether personal or collective - is not fixed by nature, given by God, or planned by intentional behaviour. Rather, identity is constituted in relation to difference. But neither is difference fixed by nature, given by God, or planned by intentional behaviour. Difference is constituted in relation to identity. The problem of identity/ difference contains, therefore, no foundations that are prior to or outside of, its operation... The constitution of identity is achieved through the inscription of boundaries that serve to demarcate an ‘inside’ from an ‘outside,’ a ‘self’ from an ‘other,’ a ‘domestic’ from a ‘foreign’ ( Campbell, 1998: 9).
 In other words, the subject is not ontologically prior to his/her sociocultural situation; rather he/she is constructed in reference to perceived difference. The deferred remainder, the inferior antithesis, is thus always present in the identity assertions of an individual or group, yet always subordinated to a preferred dichotomous opposite. Accordingly, as Ashley and Walker have put it, the central intention of the poststructuralist project is to insistently question these
 [t]ime-honoured dualisms upon which modern theory and practice have long pivoted. Identity/difference, man/history, present/past, present/future, inside/outside, domestic/international, sovereignty /anarchy, community/war, male/female, realism/idealism, speech/language, agent/structure, particular/universal, cultural/ material, theory/practice, centre/periphery, state/society, politics/ economics, revolution/reform - these and countless other dichotomies have been examined... and exposed as arbitrary cultural constructs by which, in modern culture, modes of subjectivity, objectivity, and conduct are imposed (Ashley and Walker, 1990: 264).
 As Butler has argued, it is from such dichotomously inscribed norms that individual and social identities are constructed. Following Foucault, she asserts that rather than entailing a deterministic inscription of premises or characteristics, such norms provide frameworks of intelligibility and points of reference through which it is possible to conceive of the ‘self’ only in particular ways, alternative conceptions being devalued in the dichotomous relationship. A series of such norms, a ‘regime of truth’ in Foucault’s terms, is the medium
 through which self-recognition takes place, so that what I can ‘be,’ quite literally, is constrained in advance by a regime of truth that decides what will and will not be a recognizable form of being... In Foucault’s view, there is always a relationship to this regime, a mode of self-crafting that takes place in the context of the norms at issue and, specifically, negotiates an answer to the question of who the ‘I’ will be in relation to these norms (Butler, 2005: 22).
 This implies that only certain types of subjectivity are recognized by those within a particular discursive locale, that boundaries are established which demarcate the familiar, the recognizable, the safe, from the unfamiliar, the alien, the dangerous. Thus, as Devetak notes:
 [i]dentity, it can be surmised, is an effect forged, on the one hand, by disciplinary practices which attempt to normalise a population, giving it a sense of unity, and on the other by exclusionary practices which attempt to secure the domestic identity through processes of spatial differentiation, and various diplomatic, military, and defence practices (Devetak, 1996: 198).
 A parallel may therefore be drawn between the Straussian and poststructuralist projects: both make the observation that identity is formed in relation to difference; notions of ‘I’ or ‘us’ exist only in relation to a contrasting ‘you’ or ‘them’, and only in the context of prevailing social norms. The crucial difference between the two then is not that they differ in conceptual terms in this matter; both highlight the produced and contingent nature of identity conceptions. The central point of contention is the status of such constructions in ethico-political terms; while Strauss emphasizes the salutary consequences of this process, post-structuralists express concern at the violences and exclusions it pertains to. As Ashley and Walker have commented, because
 identity is never sure, community is always uncertain, meaning is always in doubt... [we must] confront arbitrary cultural practices that work to discipline ambiguity and impose effects of identity and meaning by erecting exclusionary boundaries that separate the natural and necessary domicile of certain being from the contingencies and chance events that the self must know as problems, difficulties, and dangers to be exteriorised and brought under control. Here, in other words, power is not negative and repressive but positive and productive (Ashley and Walker, 1990: 261).
 It is exactly this ‘necessary domicile of certain being’ that Strauss is at pains to protect from precisely the processes of examination and deconstruction that post-structuralists propose. While Strauss seeks to promote notions of rationality, moral goodness and civic duty as opinions masquerading as truths in order that they should form an apparently solid basis for individual and social identity, post-structuralists recognize the exclusionary and violent consequences of such privileging; Strauss seeks to promote in society ‘knowing’ about the self in a way which entails that ‘to know is to construct a coherent representation that excludes contesting interpretations and controls meaning from a standpoint of a sovereign subject whose word is the origin of truth beyond doubt’ (Ashley and Walker, 1990: 261). Although Strauss and his philosophical few seem to have reconciled themselves to the impossibility of a justification in philosophy for such a ‘knowing’ subject, they seem convinced that the Cartesian anxiety is too great a burden for the majority of people, and society, to bear.
 Thus, it is precisely the opening up of new intellectual spaces by analysing and deconstructing these dichotomies that is so resisted by Strauss. While Strauss feared the consequences of exposing society to the notion that there are indeed no philosophical grounds upon which to base belief in any one particular identity conception, moral premise or social opinion, post-structuralists have argued that it is in opening up such a space that inequalities, exclusions and violences can be addressed and made visible. The central question may be, then, which does most damage to individual and group identity: dogmatic belief in arbitrary norms (which excludes and marginalizes many but ensures social cohesion and national purpose) or the confrontation and deconstruction of such norms (which leaves individual and group identity and purpose undermined but which addresses the exclusions and violences caused by such dogmatism)? Both persuasions, it seems, are confronting a similar problem perhaps as an inheritance from the Nietzschean/Heideggerian challenge; in response, the one seeks to insulate society from the absence of universal or absolute values and beliefs by substituting truth with salutary social opinions, the other encourages the exposure and deconstruction of such substitute beliefs which have come to resemble a philosophical truth and as such have excluded and marginalized many. The central difference seems to be then that while Strauss recognizes the arbitrariness of any one particular conception, he nevertheless promotes such a conception on account of its salutary social effects: cohesion, unity, purpose, identity. It is such promotion, in which a particular conception becomes naturalized and normalized, that fuels post-structural critique. The privileging of any single conception leads to violence and exclusion according to post-structuralists; as the world becomes intelligible in particular ways and subjectivity comes to encompass particular recognizable characterizers, alternative conceptions and identities become unintelligible; we fail to treat such alien alternatives as human subjects as they fall outside the realm of the recognizable. As George and Campbell have commented of post-structuralism, ‘it is in the act of not privileging that it offers emancipation and liberation’ (George and Campbell, 1990: 281). So, it may be observed that while for Strauss individual and group identities do and ought to rely on this process of dichotomous privileging for their meaning and purpose, for poststructuralists such privileging restricts and domesticates the formation of identity, excluding those who do not or cannot reflect prevailing conceptions of human subjectivity based on established preferred binaries. This leads to the question of the status of identity-conceptions relegated to the devalued side of the dichotomous relation; how are difference and otherness presented in the two positions and what is their relationship to conceptions of self?
 Strauss and the Other
 Just as Straussianism relies on opinions and norms to form an apparently solid basis for individual and social identity, it concurrently depends on notions of ‘otherness’ and difference to provide points of reference from which the subject can be constituted. Because of the inherently unstable nature of human subjectivity, Strauss argued that it is against other and alien identity-conceptions that a sense of individual and social unity and meaning can be established. This is because, as Campbell notes, such a logic relies on the notion that, ‘given that differentiation is a requisite for identity, danger is inherent to that relationship’ (Campbell, 1998: 81). For Strauss, otherness and difference are invariably associated with notions of threat and danger. In his words, a society ‘separates itself from others by opposing or resisting them; the opposition of “We” and “They” is essential to political association’ (Strauss, 1978: 111). This statement is significant because it demonstrates that for Strauss such an opposition between self and other forms the basis of any and all socio-political encounters. This means that identity is formed in relation to difference for Strauss, that the opposition of the two underpin politics and society and, crucially, that this amounts to an encounter fraught with uncertainty and danger. Perhaps as a consequence of his sense of this danger, Strauss argues that it is desirable that citizens ‘possess a disinterested dislike for foreigners and a disinterested liking for their fellow citizens... [and they must] not practice thievery and the like except perhaps against a foreign enemy’ (Strauss, 1978: 97).
 Strauss thus suggests that the relationship between the self and the other is an antagonistic one, and consequently the ‘I’ or ‘us’ should treat those outside the demarcated boundary as enemies. That this dislike ought to be ‘disinterested’ perhaps reflects Strauss’s insistence that individuals should not question beyond the bounds of established social opinions ; it should be taken as common-sense that one is affiliated with those subjectivity one easily recognizes and that one opposes and turns away from those on the margins of or outside the realm of prevailing social opinions.
 At the heart of this position seems to be a concern that ‘otherness’ poses a threat to the established norms and identity-conceptions on which, for Strauss, society depends. If there is to be a single set of values which is to be embraced by individuals in society, it cannot be possible to exist along side competing conceptions as they necessarily undermine such designs of unity. If it is vital that it appears as though there can be only one correct set of opinions, values and identity-conceptions, indeed if society rests on the construction of subjects in reference to such apparently universal or absolute opinions, this implies an antagonistic relationship with emergent competing claims and conceptions. Seen in this way, the ‘I’ and the ‘other’ are locked into a struggle over which set of claims is to be deemed the universally correct, and deemed such not as a consequence of engagement with alternatives but rather accepted uncritically, as apparently self-evident or common sense notions; for Strauss, the social opinions and identity-conceptions of the ‘I’ must overwhelm and silence those of external ‘others’ lest the latter undermine social cohesion. This is especially so because, Strauss concedes, no particular configuration of opinions and beliefs is any more absolute or correct than any other; the potential that this becomes known by society makes it all the more vital that a particular value system retains the appearance of inherent superiority. As he summarizes, it is vital that ‘[t]hose among us who believe in the Western tradition, we Westerners... rally around the flag of the Western tradition’ (Strauss, 1989: 72).
 In light of Strauss’s ideas about the constituted nature of social identity and the role of the elite in shaping opinion, it may be inferred from this that by defining one group in direct opposition to another, the elite can promote the development of a unified social identity, contributing to a rejuvenated sense of national purpose, and encouraging the formation of a populace responsive to particular ideas and policies. By extension, as well as providing points of reference from which individual and social identity can be constituted, it might be claimed that the development of such a foreign enemy is also politically expedient for Strauss in the sense that a strengthened sense of national purpose can be developed once there is something to position society against. Further, such a conception can be appealed to in order that contentious policy proposals meet with general support, as they become intelligible and meaningful in particular ways. Strauss thus drew a firm distinction between the internal and the external; while domestic peace is vital, hostility to foreigners is equally necessary both in achieving greatness for the state and in providing the ‘other’ against which domestic society is unified and made meaningful. He thereby created a space within which international conflict could be recast into a fight between two sides; one perceived to be conforming to and upholding the prevalent social opinions of morality and justice and the other transgressing such norms, indeed posing a threat to their very survival.
 All of this suggests that a society’s identity and beliefs become intelligible only in conjunction with the identity of who or what it fears and opposes. This reinforces the notion that individuals are socially constituted for Strauss in a similar way as they are for post-structuralists; their beliefs, values and opinions are formulated in relation to their sociopolitical situation and conceptions of ‘difference’ or ‘otherness’ and hence are no more correct or universal than any other configuration. Such identity and value constructions are fluid and malleable rather than rigidly fixed; they are constantly realigned and reconfigured. The identity of the individual or society is then a consequence of the exercise of specific codes through which a particular configuration of beliefs and assumptions becomes normalized, that is to say, that become part of the common sense socio-political discourse of a particular group in a specific spatio-temporal location. Again, a reliance on dichotomies seems to be central to the processes Strauss implies in the formation of social identities and opinions and the construction of otherness as dangerous, the former being based on the privileged binary, the latter on the devalued.
 Post-Structuralism and the Other
 Just as the post-structuralist project seeks to investigate and expose the arbitrary premises in light of which individual and social identities are formed, it also emphasizes the parallel construction of images of alien and unintelligible ‘others’. At the heart of post-structuralism is an attempt to unearth the dichotomies upon which such a construction relies, as Shapiro has put it, to examine and expose ‘the process of making “strange” the object under consideration in order to differentiate it from “us”’ (George and Campbell, 1990: 286). Crucially, and in contrast to Straussianism, it questions the relationship between ‘self’ and ‘other’ as necessarily conferring threat and conflict. Although there is a certain danger inherent in the nature of the challenge posed by differentiation from the ‘self’, this does not necessarily lead to the antagonistic relation presupposed in the Straussian account. As Campbell notes, although ‘danger is a part of all our relationships with the world’, it ‘can be experienced positively as well as negatively: it can be a creative force, “a call to being,” that can articulate “the political” in ways rich in new possibilities’ (Campbell, 1998: 203). Thus, it seems that at the heart of the post-structuralist project lies a concern to investigate further that which Strauss relies upon: the ‘other’ as posing a direct threat to the ‘self’.
 As Ashley and Walker, amongst others, have put it, it has long been the case that:
 from the various ‘central’ standpoints of modern culture that would speak the sovereign voice of ‘man,’ the various marginal zones of life can be cast only negatively, as a fearsome moment of abjection. To the extent that they resist the imposition of some coherent ‘man-centred’ narrative, these sites can be understood only to signal an entropic moment, a moment that escapes ‘man’s’ rational control, a moment that spells the death of ‘man.’ They can be regarded only as moments that the modern person must endlessly defer or promise to master in the name of a life, a truth, an identity in itself (Ashley and Walker, 1990: 262).
 This seems to closely correlate with Strauss’s account of the status of ‘ otherness ’; difference must be feared to the extent that it cannot be accommodated into prevailing identity-conceptions and cultural norms because its presence highlights their essential arbitrariness, thereby threatening the very basis of society. Butler has suggested three major ways in which this process of negative casting and exclusion has occurred. The first of these refers to the ways in which individuals and groups can be seen, mourned or lost, for instance the affinity one feels for the suffering of another can be shaped and diminished by media representations which depict the latter as barbarous, deviant, uncivilized or irrational. This serves to distance such individuals and groups from the realm of the recognizable, thereby undermining their status as familiarly human. The second relates to the potential for accosting and appropriating the image of others so that they come to represent something general, which exceeds their subjectivity. Such images of others have been used symbolically to stand for ‘the evil that belongs to humans in general - generalized evil’ (Butler, 2004: 145). The last of these highlights the processes by which certain individuals and groups remain unseen, excluded from media reports and left partially or entirely unrepresented. This has the effect of making their loss peripheral or entirely invisible. So it comes to be that only certain types of individuals and groups become recognizable to us, and this makes possible the consequence that we are responsible only to those whom we can recognize as human or see at all. Accordingly, violences against those who are dehumanized, personified or excluded become possible and acceptable.
 Conclusion
 It would seem, then, as though Straussianism and post-structuralism share a considerable amount in conceptual terms. Both emphasize the premise that a philosophical grounding for, or claim to a priori truth of, any socio-political configuration or identity conception is necessarily impossible ; they each highlight the arbitrary and contingent nature of the social norms and notions of ‘self’ and ‘other’ from which opinions come to resemble such a philosophical truth in particular discursive locales. Concurrently, both have at their core a comparable series of conceptualizations involving the formation of subjectivity and ‘otherness’ through a process of dichotomous boundary-construction which privileges some identity-conceptions while it marginalizes others. Further, both highlight the significance of the role of otherness in the construction of individual and social identity; difference provides for each the foundation upon which the self is developed. That Straussian thought rests on these assumptions implicitly while post-structuralism makes them explicit does not undermine their importance in each.
 Their points of contention are not to be found, at least in the main, in conceptual terms. Rather, their central divergences relate to the crucially important issue of the ethico-political implications of these conceptual commitments. Strauss was adamant that the truth of the essential contingency of any particular social opinions or identity conception must be obscured from society as a whole, that to confront this truth would lead to social disintegration, relativism, nihilism and ultimately the destruction of the subject and society. It is for this reason that ‘otherness’ must be feared and excluded; it poses too great a threat to the already precarious norms and identity-conceptions upon which society rests to be entertained in any other way. In the words of Ashley and Walker:
 Uncertainty, indeterminacy, darkness, disorder, turbulence, irrationality, ungovernability, terror, and anarchy - these are the words that modern discourse uses to mark off these marginal places and times. These words demarcate marginal places and times as voids of truth and meaning that must be feared, exiled, and, if they persist, disciplined by the violent imposition of the certain voices of truth they lack (Ashley and Walker, 1990: 262).
 This fear of an abyss or void of truth appears to reside at the heart of Strauss’s philosophical and political prescriptions; a semblance of truth is the foundation without which society cannot be maintained:
 [t]he theoretical analysis of human life that realizes the relativity of all comprehensive views and thus depreciates them would make human life impossible, for it would destroy the protecting atmosphere within which life or culture or action is alone possible (Strauss, 1965: 26).
 Thus, Strauss is both unwilling and unable to face alterity and ambiguity with anything less than hostility; society cannot, he submits, cope with anything other than at least the appearance of clarity and certainty.
 Post-structuralists do not deny the absence of a philosophical grounding for or the indisputable truth of particular social norms and individual and social identity; on the contrary, it is exactly this that they seek to explore and expose. Their project, thus, seeks to risk exactly the disruption and deconstruction so feared by Strauss, laying bare the contingent and constructed nature of ideas about norms, ‘self’ and ‘other’ upon which society and, more broadly, Western epistemology and ontology have traditionally rested. Their concern centres on exposing the exclusions and violences done to alterity by the processes of containment and conformism immanent to traditional philosophy by problematizing the regimes of truth which have long formed the basis of ‘knowledge’ pursuits. It may be said therefore that for all the similarities between Straussianism and post-structuralism in conceptual terms, the latter’s project of deconstruction is in essence precisely that which the former is most at pains to prevent : while post-structuralism ‘can be seen as the attempt to “awake” contemporary Western thinking from the slumbers Kant... introduced’ (George and Campbell, 1990: 280), Strauss, while conceding that we are indeed asleep, seeks to increase our dosage of sedative. They can be seen, at least in this sense, then, as comprising two sides of the same coin.
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 Part Two
 Encounters: Strauss and his Contemporaries
 5. Strauss’s Collingwood
 James Connelly
 Introduction
 Just as I frequently do not recognize the Leo Strauss I know in contemporary political writings, I often fail to recognize the Collingwood I know in Strauss’s writings. This paper examines Leo Strauss’s analysis of historicism in the work of Collingwood. Drawing primarily on Strauss’s published article ‘On Collingwood’s Philosophy of History’ (1952) and on the unpublished transcription of the seminar he conducted in 1956 on ‘Historicism and Modern Relativism’, it argues that although some of Strauss’s criticisms of Collingwood are justified, Strauss misreads Collingwood’s position and this misreading vitiates some of his criticisms. Strauss assumes Collingwood to be a relativist and then charges him with what he regards as the unwelcome consequences of that position he attributes to him. Once Strauss’s reading is corrected, the similarities and contrasts between Strauss’s and Collingwood’s positions can be more fully and accurately appreciated.
 Strauss and The Idea of History
 After Collingwood’s death in 1943, The Idea of History (1946) was edited by his old friend and pupil, T.M. Knox. Whatever the merits or otherwise of the book, it was never the book Collingwood intended to write. In fact he intended two different books, the first on ‘The Idea of History’ to be primarily a historical work and companion volume to The Idea of Nature, and The Principles of History, as a companion to The Principles of Art. Although he worked on the Principles he was never able to complete it and hence Knox produced a composite work, now familiar to us as The Idea of History.
 In 1952 Strauss published a lengthy review article of this book for the Review of Metaphysics. It is not clear whether he had already read The Idea of History at the time he was delivering the original lectures in Natural Right and History in 1949. A few years later, in the autumn of 1956 Strauss conducted a series of seminars on ‘Historicism and Modern Relativism’, dealing with Collingwood and Nietzsche.
 My first contention is that Strauss, in his r eview a rticle ‘On Collingwood’s Philosophy of History’, did not read The Idea of History with the assiduous attention to textual detail he generally prescribed and usually practiced. This is a very important point because there are two things lacking in Strauss’s approach. The first is that he treated The Idea of History as a single book - a point to which I shall return shortly - and the second is that he not only failed to place it within the context of Collingwood’s other writings, but also overlooked writings which bore directly on the points he was making both in the article and in his seminars.
 In the review article Strauss (quite justifiably) focuses solely on The Idea of History. In the seminars he widened his gaze to include the Autobiography (1939). But there is no evidence that he ever went beyond those two books. Of course he could not have been familiar with Collingwood’s unpublished manuscripts, but he could have inspected The New Leviathan (1942), An Essay on Metaphysics (1940) and other works which bore directly on his concerns. That he failed to do so explains at least some of his puzzlement at what Collingwood was up to.
 The Idea of History is a snare for the unwary. It appears on the surface to be a coherent text, written at the same time, for the same audience, with a unified purpose. But it is not. Perhaps we should ask the question ‘when is a book not a book’ and answer ‘when it is The Idea of History ’. One might go further and say, ‘when it is written in a hurry under the shadow of death and unrevised’ - something which was true of all of Collingwood’s works from 1938 onwards. On that account it is a long way from satisfying the stringent criterion established by Strauss where he states that, ‘the author of a book in the strict sense excludes everything that is not necessary, that does not fulfill a function necessary for the purpose that the book is meant to fulfill... in a book in the strict sense there is nothing that is not intended by the author’ (Strauss, 1967: 18). On this criterion, The Idea of History is certainly not a book in the strict sense. It comprises, to be precise, an inaugural lecture (1935), a lecture to the British Academy (1936), lectures to students (1936) and part of a draft of an unfinished book (1939–40), together with part of a book review, all arranged by Knox, frequently with his own extensive cuts in the original manuscripts, decisions to exclude whole parts of what Collingwood himself had authorised for publication and occasional textual linking passages and interpolations. Furthermore, Strauss clearly also relies heavily on Knox’s Preface and follows his account of Collingwood’s philosophical development, in particular concerning the historicist tendency Knox finds in An Essay on Metaphysics and various unpublished manuscripts. Indeed, at various points in his interpretation, Strauss relies on remarks by Collingwood found only in Knox’s Preface and not in the body of the book itself. Suffice it to say here that the original edition together with Knox’s interpretation of Collingwood’s development has long been a matter of great concern to Collingwood scholars and that the whole edition has now been superseded.
 An Early Skirmish
 It is interesting to note that Collingwood and Strauss came in contact in the mid-1930s when Collingwood, reading manuscripts as a delegate of the Clarendon Press, had occasion to consider a proposal from Strauss. His letter to the press on June 6 th 1935 can be found in the Oxford University Press archives. It runs:
 My Dear Chapman,
 We turned down this German’s earlier proposal about Hobbes because (if my memory is right) it was a proposal for publication of certain newly-discovered documents in the shape of a supplement to Molesworth’s edition of Hobbes’s Works. This seemed in itself an impossible proposal. I remember both thinking and saying in the office, at the time, that if the documents really threw important new light on Hobbes the thing for him to do was to write a new book on Hobbes (which is a thing genuinely needed, in my opinion) and to bring the new material into it. The fact of there being this new material would then considerably help to sell the book, by rendering previous ones to that extent out of date. Whether a bird of the air carried the matter, I cannot say: but clearly, he has done just what I at least thought ought be done granted the value claimed for the new documents ; and therefore I think we ought to consider his proposal. But (du lieber Gott) need we consider it in German couldn’t he get it translated? or does he expect us to do that for him, and to do it free? (Collingwood, 1935).
 The rest, as they say, is history.
 Strauss’s Arguments Against Historicism
 In many places in his writings Strauss contrasts various forms of historicism (or historical relativism) with his own preferred approach to the study of texts in political philosophy. For example, in Natural Right and History (1953) Strauss argues that historicists are inconsistent in that they tacitly rely on transhistorical claims in the very promotion of their historicism. His argument both here and elsewhere is multi-faceted, but an important part is that historicism is not proved by history, that historical relativity or difference does not validate the claims of historicism. Historicism has to apply itself to itself, and this shows that it might in turn be transcended, historically, by non-historicism. In other words, in order to make good the claims of historicism (in so far as they can be made good) historicists have to provide a philosophical argument which itself presupposes a transhistorical grounding: in Strauss’s view this, of course, is either impossible (because self-refuting) or self-contradictory.
 Without adjudicating on the merits of Strauss’s claim, it is important to note that he fails to notice that Collingwood does in fact provide such an argument. But it is not to be found in The Idea of History, nor in An Autobiography (the only other work of Collingwood’s that Strauss cites) but in An Essay on Metaphysics, which he ignores. But that work contains an argument which, if successful, shows that at least part of our thinking is necessarily grounded in what he terms absolute presuppositions, which are themselves neither questions nor answers to questions, but rather the framework within which all our questioning takes place. Strauss might plausibly argue that this leaves Collingwood in an awkward position - and we might agree with him: but my point here is that at least Collingwood wrestled with the issue and that Strauss completely ignores what he has to say on the matter.
 Strauss, of course, distinguishes two versions of historicism - theoretical and radical. Theoretical historicism (as in, for example, Hegel) consists in contemplation of the historical process and includes a belief in progress (Strauss, 1953: 86). Radical historicism (associated with Nietzsche and Heidegger) denies progress or rationality in history and is simply a form of relativism in which all ages are equal. For Strauss, both tendencies can be found in Collingwood, whose thought is an uneasy amalgam of both. Although there is some truth in this charge, it is important to observe, first, that Collingwood is more consistent than Strauss recognizes; secondly, that he was not simply presupposing his form of historicism but arguing to it; and thirdly, that his historicism was not the sort of relativism of which Strauss disapproved.
 Strauss and Collingwood - Points of Agreement
 One way to bring out the differences between Strauss and Collingwood is to proceed through examination of some of the similarities. I suspect that many readers familiar with the writings of Collingwood find themselves in agreement with Strauss and then realize that his remarks are intended to be a criticism of Collingwood where they took it to be Collingwood’s view too.
 Strauss’s disciple Allan Bloom makes the point that:
 We must avoid the example of the compilers of the renowned Synopticon who indexed justice in all the political philosophers. One junior researcher could find no discussion of justice in Locke’s Treatises on Civil government and saw that he almost never uses the word. The editor said there must be such a discussion. What would a catalogue of reflection on justice which did not contain the name of Locke be? So they had to invent a thematic discussion to which the index referred. And thus they missed a great discovery (Bloom, 1980: 123).
 Would Collingwood disagree? Not at all. In fact it recalls the famous passage in An Autobiography where he writes that:
 It was not difficult to see that, just as the Greek could not be legitimately translated by the modern word ‘State’, except with a warning that the two things are in various essential ways different, and a statement of what these differences are; so, in ethics, a Greek word like cannot be legitimately translated by using the word ‘ought’, if that word carries with it the notion of what is sometimes called ‘moral obligation ’. Was there any Greek word or phrase to express that notion? The ‘realists’ said there was; but they stultified themselves by adding that the ‘theories of moral obligation’ expounded by Greek writers differed from modern theories such as Kant’s about the same thing. How did they know that the Greek and the Kantian theories were about the same thing? Oh, because ... is the Greek for ‘ought’. It was like having a nightmare about a man who had got it into his head that was the Greek for ‘steamer’, and when it was pointed out to him that descriptions of triremes in Greek writers were at any rate not very good descriptions of steamers, replied triumphantly, ‘That is just what I say. These Greek philosophers’... ‘were terribly muddle-headed, and their theory of steamers is all wrong’ (Collingwood, 1939: 63–4).
 In his seminar on Historicism and Modern Relativism, Strauss explicitly agrees with Collingwood:
 We cannot possibly assume that all thinkers raise necessarily all fundamental problems. So that it would be possible according to the procedure laid down by Collingwood to say here is question P and then write down how did Kant did answer this, how did Hegel answer this, how did Berkeley answer this, how did Hume answer this, and so on. That is necessarily false, stupid and superficial. On this part I think he is just right (Strauss, 1956: 36).
 Understanding Thinkers as They Understood Themselves
 Both Strauss and Collingwood assert the desirability of understanding thinkers of the past as they understood themselves, but their route to this goal and their view of what it entails differ sharply at certain points. It might be argued that Strauss embraces intellectual surrender whereas Collingwood opts for critical appraisal; by this assertion I do not necessarily refer to how they actually engage with thinkers of the past so much as with what they say methodologically and epistemologically about the nature of the engagement.
 Strauss writes that ‘a philosophic critique in its turn presupposes an adequate understanding of the doctrine subjected to the critique. An adequate interpretation is such an interpretation as understands the thought of a philosopher exactly as he understood it himself’ (Strauss, 1959c: 66). He elaborates this a little further by remarking that ‘the task of the historian of thought is to understand the thinkers of the past exactly as they understood themselves, or to revitalize their thought according to their own interpretation. If we abandon this goal, we abandon the only practicable criterion of “objectivity” in the history of thought’ (Strauss, 1959c: 67).
 For Collingwood this issue arose in the course of dealing with students who came to him armed with ready-made refutations of great thinkers. He taught his pupils:
 that they must never accept any criticism of anybody’s philosophy which they might hear or read without satisfying themselves by first-hand study that this was the philosophy he actually expounded; that they must always defer any criticism of their own until they were absolutely sure they understood the text they were criticizing... When my pupils came to me armed with grotesquely irrelevant refutations of (say) Kant’s ethical theory... my move was to reach for a book with the words, ‘Let us see whether that is what Kant really said’... An undergraduate who had been merely repelled by ready-made refutations of a doctrine would grow excited when his tutor said, ‘Let us see, first, that you really know what the man says, and what the question is that he is trying to answer’, and books would be brought out and read and explained, and the rest of the hour would pass in a flash. And for myself it was no less salutary. Over and over again, I would return to a familiar passage whose meaning I thought I knew - had it not been expounded by numerous learned commentators, and were they not more or less agreed about it? - to find that, under this fresh scrutiny, the old interpretation melted away and some quite different meaning began to take form (Collingwood, 1939: 27).
 Strauss would agree: but the issue is how we find out what Kant really said, and on that Collingwood has something further to say, rooted in his views of the nature of hermeneutic understanding through ‘the logic of question and answer’:
 Whether a given proposition is true or false, significant or meaningless, depends on what question it was meant to answer; and any one who wishes to know whether a given proposition is true or false, significant or meaningless, must find out what question it was meant to answer... writers (at any rate good writers) always write for their contemporaries, and in particular for those who are ‘likely to be interested ’, which means those who are already asking the question to which an answer is being offered; and consequently a writer very seldom explains what the question is that he is trying to answer. Later on, when he has become a ‘classic’ and his contemporaries are all long dead, the question has been forgotten; especially if the answer he gave was generally acknowledged to be the right answer; for in that case people stopped asking the question, and began asking the question that next arose. So the question asked by the original writer can only be reconstructed historically, often not without the exercise of considerable historical skill (Collingwood, 1939: 39).
 Collingwood also developed the point that empathy did not require sympathy, in the sense that one has to understand the thought of the past in relation to the questions it was trying to answer, but this does not require agreement either with the questions or the answers:
 According to my own ‘logic of question and answer’, a philosopher’s doctrines are his answers to certain questions he has asked himself, and no one who does not understand what the questions are can hope to understand the doctrines. The same logic committed me to the view that any one can understand any philosopher’s doctrines if he can grasp the questions which they are intended to answer. Those questions need not be his own; they may belong to a thought-complex very different from any that is spontaneously going on in his own mind; but this ought not to prevent him from understanding them and judging whether the persons interested in them are answering them rightly or wrongly (Collingwood, 1939: 55).
 Strauss would be in general agreement with Collingwood here. But at this point he warns against taking a wrong turn (which he believes Collingwood took) if we historicize past thinkers in the sense of describing them as merely providing a reasoned account of contemporary understandings of society and politics. This, for Strauss, is a misdescription, a misdescription he accuses Collingwood (and Hegel before him) of making. Collingwood appears to be explicit on the point:
 Take Plato’s Republic and Hobbes’s Leviathan, so far as they are concerned with politics. Obviously the political theories they set forth are not the same. But do they represent two different theories of the same thing? Can you say that the Republic gives one account of ‘the nature of the State’ and the Leviathan another? No; because Plato’s ‘State’ is the Greek , and Hobbes’s is the absolutist State of the seventeenth century... The ‘nature of the State’ in Plato’s time was genuinely different from the ‘nature of the State’ in Hobbes’s. I do not mean the empirical nature of the State; I mean the ideal nature of the State. What even the best and wisest of those who are engaged in politics are trying to do has altered. Plato’s Republic is an attempt at a theory of one thing; Hobbes’s Leviathan an attempt at a theory of something else... Anybody would admit that Plato’s Republic and Hobbes’s Leviathan are about two things which are in one way the same thing and in another way different. That is not in dispute. What is in dispute is the kind of sameness and the kind of difference... The sameness is the sameness of an historical process, and the difference is the difference between one thing which in the course of that process has turned into something else, and the other thing into which it has turned. Plato’s and Hobbes’s absolutist State are related by a traceable historical process, whereby one has turned into the other; any one who ignores that process, denies the difference between them, and argues that where Plato’s political theory contradicts Hobbes’s one of them must be wrong, is saying the thing that is not (Collingwood, 1939: 61–2).
 And he concludes that:
 The history of political theory is not the history of different answers given to one and the same question, but the history of a problem more or less constantly changing, whose solution was changing with it. The ‘form of the ’ is not, as Plato seems to have thought, the one and only ideal of human society possible to intelligent men. It is not something eternally laid up in heaven and eternally envisaged, as the goal of their efforts, by all good statesmen of whatever age and country. It was the ideal of human society as that ideal was conceived by the Greeks of Plato’s own time. By the time of Hobbes, people had changed their minds not only about what was possible in the way of social organization, but about what was desirable. Their ideals were different. And consequently the political philosophers whose business it was to give a reasoned statement of these ideals had a different task before them; one which, if it was to be rightly discharged, must be discharged differently (Collingwood, 1939: 62–3).
 It is this conclusion to which Strauss strenuously objects: in his view this takes the argument in an unacceptably historicist direction. But there are really two separate points. The first is whether we can understand thinkers adequately; the other is whether we are to regard political ideals as unchanging. Strauss runs the two points together: but surely they should be distinguished? Collingwood clearly thinks that ideals change (or at least, can change); Strauss does not. It is not clear why he does not, that is, why he is so certain in his affirmation of this point.
 Looked at from another direction, Strauss is of course happy to accept one major implication of Collingwood’s logic of question and answer. Eugene Miller suggests that ‘the distinction between knowledge of the nature of political things and knowledge of the best regime plays a crucial role in Strauss’s account of the classics’ (Miller, 1975: 75). As Strauss himself puts it:
 The Republic does not bring to light the best possible regime but rather the nature of political things - the nature of the city. Socrates makes clear in the Republic of what character the city would have to be in order to satisfy the highest needs of man. By letting us see that the city constructed in accordance with this requirement is not possible, he lets us see the essential limits, the nature, of the city (Strauss, 1964: 138).
 Thus, The Republic is concerned with the nature of political things; The Laws is concerned with the best possible political order: ‘the best order of the city compatible with the nature of man’. Strauss’s point is that they are answering different questions. Here Strauss’s acceptance of the logic of question and answer is clear: but of course he still remains opposed to the historicizing of the questions.
 Thus there is quite a lot of agreement here between Collingwood and Strauss: we cannot consider Plato’s different writings as though they were all addressed to and answering the same questions. But, for Strauss, the distinction cuts at a different angle to the way it does for Collingwood. For the latter, ideals themselves can change and develop and there is always an interpenetration between society, historical period and ideals. For Strauss, on the other hand, there is not. But this leads to a curious disjunction in Strauss between the best possible political order and the best possible practical possibility: both get reified in his thought and there is a sharp disjunction between them, leading in many ways to cynicism and a lack of belief in the possibility in political progress.
 But we have only examined only half the story - the semantics or the conditions of understanding meaning; the other half lies in the epistemological : how, in principle, can minds in the present understand minds in the past. For Collingwood, the answer to the latter problem lies in the suggestion that in historical understanding we re-enact the thoughts of previous thinkers. We have seen that Strauss agrees to some degree with Collingwood’s logic of question and answer, suitably understood; but differences between the two emerge in relation to the doctrine of re-enactment. Collingwood addresses the epistemological point at some length and tries to show how and on what conditions it is possible for the same thought to be known by two thinkers separated perhaps by centuries or millennia.
 Re-Enactment: Re-Thinking the Thoughts of Past Thinkers
 In The Idea of History Collingwood develops an analysis of historical knowledge as re-enactment of thoughts of agents in the past. This applies not only to the history of political theory or philosophy, but to all history which is, he maintains, the history of thought. Collingwood begins by addressing the issue of how a thought might emerge from within a context of utterance and yet transcend that context:
 Every act of thought, as it actually happens, happens in a context out of which it arises and in which it lives, like any other experience, as an organic part of the thinker’s life. Its relations with its context are not those of an item in a collection, but those of a special function in the total activity of an organism... But an act of thought... is capable of sustaining itself and being revived or repeated without loss of its identity. So far, those who have opposed the ‘idealists’ are in the right, when they maintain that what we think is not altered by alterations of the context in which we think it. But it cannot repeat itself in vacuo, as the disembodied ghost of a past experience. However often it happens, it must always happen in some context, and the new context must be just as appropriate to it as the old. Thus, the mere fact that someone has expressed his thoughts in writing, and that we possess his works, does not enable us to understand his thoughts. In order that we may be able to do so, we must come to the reading of them prepared with an experience sufficiently like his own to make those thoughts organic to it (Collingwood, 1946: 300).
 He then addresses the question of the identity and difference of thoughts uttered or thought at different times by different people. Is our belief that we understand the thoughts of past thinkers a mere illusion or not? On this Collingwood remarks that:
 If I now re-think a thought of Plato’s, is my act of thought identical with Plato’s or different from it? Unless it is identical, my alleged knowledge of Plato’s philosophy is sheer error. But unless it is different, my knowledge of Plato’s philosophy implies oblivion of my own. What is required, if I am to know Plato’s philosophy, is both to re-think it in my own mind and also to think other things in the light of which I can judge it. Some philosophers have attempted to solve this puzzle by a vague appeal to the ‘principle of identity in difference’, arguing that there is a development of thought from Plato to myself and that anything which develops remains identical with itself although it becomes different. Others have replied with justice that the question is how exactly the two things are the same, and how exactly they differ. The answer is that, in their immediacy, as actual experiences organically united with the body of experience out of which they arise, Plato’s thought and mine are different. But in their mediation they are the same (Collingwood, 1946: 300–1).
 In a passage which also touches upon the logic of question and answer, Collingwood comments that:
 When I read Plato’s argument in the Theaetetus against the view that knowledge is merely sensation, I do not know what philosophical doctrines he was attacking; I could not expound these doctrines and say in detail who maintained them and by what arguments. In its immediacy, as an actual experience of his own, Plato’s argument must undoubtedly have grown up out of a discussion of some sort, though I do not know what it was, and been closely connected with such a discussion. Yet if I not only read his argument but understand it, follow it in my own mind by re-arguing it with and for myself, the process of argument which I go through is not a process resembling Plato’s, it actually is Plato’s, so far as I understand him rightly. The argument simply as itself, starting from these premises and leading through this process to this conclusion; the argument as it can be developed either in Plato’s mind or mine or anyone else’s, is what I call the thought in its mediation. In Plato’s mind, this existed in a certain context of discussion and theory; in my mind, because I do not know that context, it exists in a different one, namely that of the discussions arising out of modern sensationalism. Because it is a thought and not a mere feeling or sensation, it can exist in both these contexts without losing its identity, although without some appropriate context it could never exist. Part of the context in which it exists in my mind might, if it was a fallacious argument, be other activities of thought consisting in knowing how to refute it; but even if I refuted it, it would still be the same argument and the act of following its logical structure would be the same act (Collingwood, 1946: 300–1).
 In his elaboration of Collingwood’s theory, Strauss tends to argue that, because re-enactment is (for Collingwood) necessarily critical, he is thereby committed to anachronism. However, this is closely linked to a related point which Strauss unfortunately overlooks, which is that Collingwood’s account presupposes the identity of the content of thought over time - the very thing which Strauss typically accuses historicists (including, by his lights, Collingwood) of denying. Whatever, that is, Collingwood was trying to achieve with his doctrine of re-enactment, and irrespective of whether he was philosophically successful in expounding and arguing for his views, it is clear that he did not intend to deny, but rather to affirm, the possibility of non-anachronistic transhistorical understanding.
 Broadly speaking, both Collingwood and Strauss believe that asking one’s own questions about past actions requires first having understood them as responses to the questions of the thinkers themselves: ‘but Strauss goes on to argue that the idea of re-enactment... necessarily involves the historian in anachronism because of the insistence that re-enactment be critical. If the historian must criticize the agent’s thought in understanding his actions, Strauss contends, he will not really grasp it as the agent did’ (Dray, 1999: 320). To properly understand the political writings of Plato he will need to take seriously the idea of seeking ‘the truth about the highest things’. As Strauss puts it:
 Our understanding of the thought of the past is liable to be the more adequate, the less the historian is convinced of the superiority of his own point of view, or the more he is prepared to admit the possibility that he may have to learn something, not merely about the thinkers of the past, but from them. To understand a serious teaching, we must be seriously interested in it, we must take it seriously, i.e., we must be willing to consider the possibility that it is simply true. The historicist as such denies that possibility as regards any philosophy of the past (Strauss, 1959c: 68).
 It is this worry that leads to the charge that when Collingwood represents Plato’s Republic as an account of the Greek political ideal he is already guilty of misunderstanding it, because he is considering it anachronistically from the standpoint of a present theory of philosophy. Plato’s aim, for Strauss, could not have been what Collingwood suggests: it was not to characterize the Greek political ideal, but to discover ‘the true model of society with reference to which all societies of all ages and countries must be judged’. But in my view this confuses an account of intention with a claim about what a philosopher is necessarily doing and also with the issue of whether truth can emerge through rootedness in historical particularity (as Hegel and Collingwood might suggest) or through breaking free of historical particularity (as Strauss seems to suggest). In the words of Dray:
 Like some other critics, Strauss is here complaining that Collingwood’s theory of historical understanding as re-enactment is, in general, too insensitive to the ‘foreignness’ of the past. He would doubtless see Collingwood’s talk of historians and historical agents having to become, in a sense, ‘contemporaries’, as giving further credence to this charge. [fn] What Collingwood envisages is, of course, not the historical agent being made a contemporary of the historian, but the historian making himself, in imagination, a contemporary of the agent - precisely what Strauss say he should do (Dray, 1999: 320).
 But Strauss misunderstands the way in which re-enactment involves criticism. Criticism is entirely internal to putative explanations, and is compatible with the historian’s taking seriously in a ‘provisional’ way a notion such as ‘highest things’. ‘What vitiates Strauss’s criticism in the end is his not keeping sufficiently distinct the problems of re-enactive explanation and retrospective description’ (Dray, 1999: 321). It is important to recognize that ‘describing what Plato was doing as setting forth a Greek ideal is an activity which supervenes upon re-enactment, not an aspect of re-enactment itself’ (Dray, 1999: 322). If an historian ascribes Plato an intention to characterize the Greek political ideal rather than to discern the true model of society, the result will be an anachronistic and false explanation. But that is not what Collingwood’s theory of understanding requires.
 Strauss seems to want to assert that our thought will not accurately capture the thought of past thinkers unless we give up our historicism and that our thought must be sheerly identical in all respects: ‘if one does not take seriously the intention of the great thinkers, namely, the intention to know the truth about the whole, one cannot understand them; but historicism is based on the premise that this intention is unreasonable because it is simply impossible to know the truth about the whole’ (Strauss, 1959b: 227). Here Strauss confuses the intention to know the truth about the whole with the question of whether the whole truth can be known. Historicism does not deny the former possibility, it is merely sceptical about the latter. And in a sense so is Strauss - he believes that the whole truth about the whole can be known, but that it cannot be instantiated - and this leads to a sharp and absolute division between ideal and actuality or possibility:
 I never said, as Sabine believes I did, that reading old books can support the truth of the statement ‘that, unless there is a single true account of the whole, no account of anything in particular can be true.’ I merely said that reading old books is today indispensable as an antidote to the ruling dogma that the very notion of a final and true account of the whole is absurd. I never said that ‘a historian must proceed on the supposition that philosophers, even original and important ones, always know the presuppositions and consequences of all the statements they make.’ I merely said that the historian must proceed on the supposition that the great thinkers understood better what they thought than the historian who is not likely to be a great thinker. Sabine however believes that ‘there are presumptions implicit in... “the climate of opinion” of an age that no contemporary ever fully grasps.’ He seems to imply that the historian may grasp fully the presuppositions implicit in the ‘climate of opinion’, say, of early fourth century Athens which Plato, accepting those presuppositions, did not fully grasp. If Sabine had given an example he would have enabled his readers to consider whether he is right. I do not know of any historian who grasped fully a fundamental presupposition of a great thinker which the great thinker himself did not fully grasp (Strauss, 1959b: 227–8).
 Two comments are appropriate here. The first is that if Strauss had been familiar with An Essay on Metaphysics (1940) he would have seen that Collingwood gets into some trouble on the issue of how well and how thoroughly a thinker can grasp his or her own absolute presuppositions. That would have been an interesting discussion. Secondly, Collingwood does not deny that a thinker might seek knowledge of the whole; but he is certainly sceptical about attaining full knowledge of the whole. For further details of Collingwood’s methodological approach in philosophy one would have to consult An Essay on Philosophical Method (1933) in which he develops a modified form of Hegelian dialectic. One point to note: Collingwood, it might be said, accepts the Hegelian dictum that ‘what is rational is actual and what is actual is rational’; Strauss does not. Collingwood’s is a muted Hegelianism and it is certainly not a totalizing vision. The positive benefit of this for Collingwood is that he does not get stuck on the sharp division and opposition between ideal and reality in the way that Strauss does - a division which ends up hypostatizing each element, with the theoretical consequence that they cannot be easily reconciled or brought into mutual relation and the practical consequence that the ideal and the real never meet in practice.
 A move which Strauss regards as typical of the relativism or historicism which he deplores, is to argue that the thought of a given period is based upon certain unquestioned presuppositions; if these presuppositions are held to be in turn unfounded and incommensurable, the way is left open to historical relativism. Strauss seems determined to convict Collingwood of relativism. For example, in his article on The Idea of History, he writes that Strauss says that he ‘tended to believe that the ultimate facts of history are free choices which are not justifiable by rational activity; or that the ultimate facts of history are mere beliefs; and hence that history is not rational or that it is radically contingent... He tended to hold that the historian cannot criticize the thought of the past but must remain satisfied with understanding it’ (Strauss, 1952: 564). The reference is to The Idea of History (Collingwood, 1946: 316–8). Two points are worth making here. First, if this were a criticism of An Essay on Metaphysics it would make more sense, because in that work Collingwood’s position is in some ways similar to the one that Sabine criticizes above. But it is not a critique of that book, which Strauss seems never to have read. I suspect he got a secondhand account of An Essay on Metaphysics from Knox’s Preface and then found a passage in The Idea of History which he took to confirm it. But this is the wrong passage for the job. Which brings us to the second point: it is a stretched interpretation of the passage, most of which is about rational activity, understanding the situation in which one is to act and duty. True, there is a later part of the passage devoted to a discussion of irrational beliefs and the extent to which the historian has to take these seriously rather than reject or condemn them. But Collingwood is making only a local contingent point here, viz., that if people believe a certain thing it makes sense for the historian to recognize that the belief is operative in their interpretation of the situation and hence their actions. He is not making a general claim that all human action is irrational or based on irrational foundations.
 Contradictions, Silences and Intentions
 J.G.A. Pocock remarks that ‘Strauss’s procedure, throughout Thoughts on Machiavelli, was to impute intention wherever there was anomaly. Wherever there was inconsistency of language, wherever there were contrary propositions, wherever the example seemed not to prove what it was intended to prove, he argued that Machiavelli was alerting us to his intention of saying something other than appeared on the face of the text’ (Pocock, 1975: 392).
 For Collingwood, the logic of historical hermeneutics imply that we should not impute contradictions unless we know what the assertions are answers to. Seemingly contradictory statements may not be contradictory once their status as answers to different questions is realized. Collingwood made it rather difficult in that he argued that we can only get to the questions through the text, i.e. through the answers, and that therefore the fact that we can excogitate the questions shows that the author solved the problem, i.e. answered his own questions. It would seem, prima facie, that the only books one can learn from are perfect books or as Strauss terms them ‘a book in the strict sense’. But surely this is not so. Why should we assume complete consistency and coherence? Granted, a book might be more consistent and coherent than it first appears - both Collingwood and Strauss would agree on that and it makes sense. But sometimes there are limits to coherence. It is remarkably difficult for any author to be fully coherent and consistent and yes, thinkers really will contradict themselves. Strauss appears to take the view that a powerful thinker is revealed in complete consistency, despite the appearance of inconsistency. Collingwood takes the view that contradiction might, on the contrary, be the sign of a powerful thinker approaching the issue from many different angles and unable to reconcile them all. Strauss therefore comments (in a passage we have already noted) that ‘the author of a book in the strict sense excludes everything that is not necessary, that does not fulfill a function necessary for the purpose that the book is meant to fulfill... in a book in the strict sense there is nothing that is not intended by the author’ (Strauss, 1967: 18).
 So how do we know what is a book in the strict sense? Do we know this in advance of reading it or in the course of reading it? But if we use Strauss’s exegetical methods and presuppose that it is perfectly consistent and that everything in it is therefore intentional, surely we are begging the question? Of course Strauss might argue that he is indicating an ideal case - but this does not square with his actual exegetical practice which is to assume a priori the perfection of certain books prior to analysis:
 The seemingly infinite variety of ways in which a given teaching can be understood does not do away with the fact that the originator of the doctrine understood it in one way only, provided he was not confused. The indefinitely large variety of equally legitimate interpretations of a doctrine of the past is due to conscious or unconscious attempts to understand its authors better than he understood himself. But there is only one way of understanding him as he understood himself (Strauss, 1959c: 67–8).
 Again, true philosophers do not contradict themselves. If someone does, he is therefore not a true philosopher. But there is an obvious danger of vicious circularity here, if only because the apparent contradictions in a great philosopher are removed upon further analysis, that analysis itself presupposing their greatness. One wonders whether there can be an independent criterion for judging a philosopher’s greatness.
 Two Divergent Points: Liberal Democracy and Intellectual Progress
 Two remaining important points worth mentioning concern relativism and the defence of liberal democracy and the possibility of progress. Strauss did not know (or at least did not refer to) The New Leviathan (1942). This is unfortunate for several reasons. First, this is certainly not a relativist work and secondly it is a deliberate and determined defence of liberal democracy. Had Strauss been familiar with this and other works he could not have suggested, as he does in the seminar, that Collingwood is philosophically unable to assert the superiority of democratic principles and that he ‘got into difficulties because he did not have the courage to say that modern liberal democracy is the best political system’ (Strauss, 1952: 52-3). This is a very strange thing to say of someone who, in the most literal sense possible, died in writing his defence of the principles of civilization and liberal democracy.
 Strauss frequently points out that we may have much to learn from earlier thinkers and that we may indeed have to return to their thought in criticism of our own and possibly in preference to it. Collingwood agrees, broadly. But a key difference is that Collingwood distinguishes different types of thought and the different possibilities of development and progress in each. Progress might be possible in natural science in a way it is not in political theory; again, it might be possible in historical understanding and technique. Against Collingwood, Strauss appears to maintain that ancient historians are as good as those in the present. But why? Why is it the case that, for Strauss, each and every aspect of the thought of the past might be superior to that of the present and that progress is merely an intellectual presumption of the present day? Collingwood is not denying that we might learn from the past in anything but, equally, he sees that there is progress and development in different disciplines. In particular, he tends to reject the view that we cannot make progress in historical and archaeological techniques.
 Conclusion
 In this paper I have sought to show that there is far more in common between Strauss and Collingwood than is commonly supposed or that Strauss might have led us to believe. In part this is because they are typically assigned to different camps and the remaining differences deduced from this starting point; in part it is because Strauss himself read Collingwood with a reasonable degree of sympathy, but his sympathy was limited because of failures in his reading derived in part from his limiting his inspection to only a small part of Collingwood’s oeuvre and also his failure to understand the conditions under which The Idea of History was produced.
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6. On Strauss’s Change of Orientation in Relation to Carl Schmitt
 Jianhong Chen
 Introduction
 [1]
 In 1962, Leo Strauss referred to the reorientation of his own thought in the prefatory essay composed for the English edition of his first substantive academic work Spinoza’s Critique of Religion, a study, originally published in 1930, on Spinoza’s Theological-Political Treatise. To that edition Strauss also added as an appendix his 1932 review essay (e.g., Strauss, 2002) on Carl Schmitt’s The Concept of the Political. The reason why Strauss appended the 1932 essay to an edition of his 1930 Spinoza book lies, as he briefly explains, in the fact that that essay includes the ‘first expression’ of ‘the change of orientation’ in the thought of Strauss. Strauss described that change of orientation as a change of attitude toward the possibility of a return to pre-modern rationalism.
 In retrospect, Strauss stated that his 1930 Spinoza book was subject to the prejudice that a return to pre-modern rationalism is impossible. The 1932 essay on Schmitt marked a turning point that led him to recognize the possibility of such a return. More specifically, the 1932 essay, Strauss says, ‘compelled me to engage in a number of studies in the course of which I became ever more attentive to the manner in which heterodox thinkers of earlier ages wrote their books’ (Strauss, 1965: 31). In other words, that essay on Schmitt contributed to the Straussian discovery or rediscovery of the art of writing between the lines practiced by heterodox thinkers.
 In recent scholarship, Strauss’s encounter with Schmitt has been read in various ways. Some scholars read it as an encounter between a political philosopher and a political theologian (Meier, 1995: 8 n7; cf. Chen, 2006). Some scholars see in the political thought of Strauss a radicalization or a theologization of Schmitt’s notorious political ideas, which are seen as ‘central to Strauss’s political thought in general and to his understanding and critique of American liberal democracy in particular’ (Drury, 1977: 81–2). Others argue that Strauss’s philosophical choice is ‘unpolitical’ and ‘has nothing to do with Schmitt’s concept of the political’ (Zank, 2002: 9, 35, 40n38). None of these arguments provides a satisfactory explanation of Strauss’s encounter with Schmitt in general and why this encounter is significant to Strauss’s reorientation in particular.
 Why did Strauss particularly identify the 1932 essay on Schmitt as the starting point of the reorientation of his thought? What did he learn from Schmitt or from Schmitt’s failure? How to consider Strauss’s statement that the change of orientation ‘found its first expression, not entirely by accident’ in the 1932 essay on Schmitt? In order to answer these questions properly, we need to examine how Strauss criticized Schmitt’s concept of the political, how he understood the moral ground of Schmitt’s affirmation of the political, and how that encounter with Schmitt contributed to Strauss’s change of orientation. By analysing Strauss’s critical stance toward Schmitt’s concept of the political, this paper argues, first of all, that Strauss saw Schmitt as a ‘liberal’ theorist of the antiliberal, in the way that Schmitt portrayed Bakunin as ‘the theologian of the antitheological’ (Schmitt, 1988: 66). Secondly, it examines differences between Schmitt’s preliminary critique and Strauss’s radical critique of liberalism in the light of Strauss’s discussion of the quarrel between the ancient and the modern understanding of the question about what is right. Thirdly, by exploring how Strauss readdressed in his 1941 lecture on German nihilism the issues that remained ambiguous in the 1932 review essay, it argues that, for Strauss, Schmitt’s concept of the political belongs in spirit to German nihilism. Fourthly and finally, this paper demonstrates that having fully understood the spirit of Schmitt’s affirmation of the political, Strauss attempts to redirect Schmitt’s destructive effort into a constructive one.
 1. Schmitt as a ‘Liberal’ Theorist of the Antiliberal
 a. The Concept of the Political
 Carl Schmitt is more famous for The Concept of the Political than for all his other works taken together. Strauss’s 1932 review essay is devoted to understanding Schmitt’s affirmation of the political and analysing critically its inconsistencies. Schmitt revives the concept of the political based on his diagnosis of the failure of liberalism. The failure of liberalism consists, Schmitt argues, in the fact that liberalism as the negation of the political does not succeed in eradicating its opponent, nor does liberalism itself elude the political, i.e., the distinction between friend and enemy. As long as it is anti-political, liberalism falls within the realm of the political and hence remains political (Schmitt, 1996a: 69). In view of this failure of liberalism, Schmitt attempts to bring the political out of the liberal ‘ smokescreen ’. In so doing, Schmitt is compelled, as Strauss stresses, to employ elements of liberal thought, which, as Schmitt admits, has not yet been replaced by any other systems. Schmitt’s reluctant use of the liberal terminology to a certain degree betrays his genuine effort. Schmitt’s intention is antiliberal, but his argument still falls prey to what he is attacking.
 Strauss distinguishes Schmitt’s political thought from liberalism particularly by contrasting Schmitt’s concept of the political and the spirit of liberalism, i.e., the prevalent philosophy of culture. Philosophy of culture indiscriminately considers all kinds of human activities as equal and independent parts of a whole, i.e., human culture. On this view, politics is a province of culture. For Schmitt, the political is ‘not equivalent and analogous ’ to the economic, the moral, the aesthetic, etc., nor is the criterion of the political equivalent and analogous to the criteria of other domains of culture. Schmitt does not merely intend to establish an autonomous domain of the political along with other domains, but to demonstrate that the political entity is authoritative, sovereign, and encompassing (Schmitt, 1996a: 37–45; Strauss, 1996: 88). As Giovanni Sartori notes, ‘the political is, for Schmitt, primary and all-subsuming’ (Sartori, 1989: 65). Strauss also observed and emphasized this existential primacy of the political in the thought of Schmitt, while he points out that Schmitt’s terminology remains reminiscent of liberal thought.
 b. The Existential Character of the Political
 Schmitt does not establish the reality of the political merely on the grounds of historical experience, but in the light of an insight into human nature. The political is for Schmitt not only a reality of the past and the present but also an inextricable destiny of human life. In understanding the political as characteristic of human life, Schmitt turns the concept of the political from a polemical into a normative concept. To say that the political is characteristic of human life amounts to saying that an effort to abolish the political would lead to an inhuman situation. Perhaps, even that effort itself is inhuman for Schmitt. The quarrel between the position of the political and the negation of the political is therefore traced to the ultimate quarrel about human nature, about whether man is by nature good or evil. In this connection, Schmitt asserts that ‘all genuine political theories presuppose man to be evil, i.e. by no means an unproblematic but a dangerous and dynamic being’ (Schmitt, 1996a: 61).
 Strauss clearly recognizes the existential character as the core of Schmitt’s concept of the political. Yet he does not accept it, nor does he simply radicalize it. Strauss portrays the affirmation of the political as such as an ‘affirmation of the fighting as such, wholly irrespective of what is being fought for’, as an affirmation of the decision as such ‘ regardless of content ’ (Strauss, 1996: 105). For Schmitt, the political is merely existential (Schmitt, 1996a: 33, 49). For Strauss, ‘he who affirms the political as such respects all who want to fight; he is just as tolerant as the liberals’ (Strauss, 1996: 105). In the letter of August 19 1932 to Gerhard Krüger, Strauss speaks negatively of ‘Schmitt’s neutral affirmation of all serious opinions ( Ernstgemeinten )’ (Strauss, 2001: 399). This makes it evident that Strauss identifies Schmitt as ‘he who affirms the political as such’, ‘comports himself neutrally toward all groupings into friends and enemies’, and ‘ respects and tolerates all “serious” convictions, that is, all decisions oriented toward the real possibility of war’ (Strauss, 1996: 105). Whereas Schmitt attacks liberalism - the negation of the political - for its inability to evade the political, Strauss criticizes Schmitt’s concept of the political - the negation of liberalism - for its inability to escape the logic of liberalism.
 Strauss’s other criticism concerns the moral character of Schmitt’s affirmation of the political. According to Strauss, Schmitt fails to see the moral ground of his affirmation of the political. Schmitt’s concept of the political is above all existential rather than moral. Yet, Strauss argues that, in his polemic against the primacy of the moral over the political, Schmitt understands the moral specifically in the humanitarian sense. Strauss thus concludes that Schmitt’s acceptance of the humanitarian concept of the moral reveals that he ‘remains trapped in the view that he is attacking’ (Strauss, 1996: 104). Moreover, Strauss points out that Schmitt’s emphasis on the existential character of the political is actually moral. For it is based on a moral indignation at the liberal vision of the future of the world, a point to which we will return in more detail. Strauss’s analysis of Schmitt’s inconsistencies in this connection runs as follows. Firstly, Schmitt does pass, but then conceals, a moral judgment of the humanitarian and hence liberal understanding of the moral. Secondly, in order to combat the liberal negation of the political, it is necessary for Schmitt to take a normative or evaluative stance toward the political. Thirdly, a normative or evaluative stance toward the political is, however, nothing but a private opinion from the viewpoint of the ‘transprivate’ nature of the political. According to Strauss, this is why Schmitt conceals, and has to conceal, his moral judgment. Strauss then immediately adds that if this is the case, Schmitt actually admits the presupposition characteristic of the individualistic-liberal society. Schmitt’s logic of affirming the political is thus no better than the liberal negation of the political. What Strauss says about Schmitt’s ‘real intention’ is actually a trap for Schmitt to walk into. If Schmitt does so, he will become more inconsistent. [2] Therefore, what Strauss takes pains to do in his critical essay is to explain Schmitt’s failure to see that his concept of the political depends, wittingly or unwittingly, on ‘the view that he is attacking’.
 c. Schmitt and Hobbes
 Crucial to Strauss’s review essay is his critical discussion of Schmitt’s concept of the political in relation to Hobbes’s concept of the state of nature. Schmitt holds the view that obedience to the state is an unconditional requirement in Hobbes’s political theory. That is to say, Hobbes was first and foremost a theorist of the state. The authority of the state thus takes precedence over the right of the individual. By contrast, Strauss asserts that Hobbes was in fact a theorist of natural right. Hence the right of the individual takes precedence over the right of the state. Schmitt was apparently not convinced by Strauss’s argument in this regard. In the 1938 Hobbes book, Schmitt reiterates that the Leviathan of Hobbes, namely the state, ‘demands unconditional obedience’ (Schmitt, 1996b: 45, 53). Schmitt therefore retains his earlier view that the Hobbesian concept of the state demands unconditional obedience. Nevertheless, Schmitt does slightly accede to Strauss’s criticism by admitting the individualistic proviso of Hobbes’s political theory. But he merely admits it to the extent that that proviso was not only implicit in but harmful to Hobbes’s genuine effort, i.e., the construction of the sovereign state.
 The other major criticism Strauss levels against Schmitt regarding Hobbes concerns the question of whether Hobbes can be thought of as a political thinker - political in the Schmittian sense. In the first edition of The Concept of the Political, Schmitt describes Hobbes as ‘by far the greatest and perhaps the sole truly systematic political thinker’. In the second edition Hobbes becomes, as Strauss notes, ‘a great and truly systematic political thinker’. Though the tone has been weakened, Schmitt does not accordingly change his view that Hobbes is a genuine political thinker. According to Strauss, Schmitt commits a grave mistake in considering Hobbes as a political thinker, because ‘in truth Hobbes is the antipolitical thinker (“political” understood in Schmitt’s sense)’ (Strauss, 1996: 92n2). [3]
 Strauss states that Schmitt returns to Hobbes, the ‘author’ of liberalism, ‘in order to strike at the root of liberalism in Hobbes’ express negation of the state of nature’ (Strauss, 1996: 92). At first sight, Strauss just serves himself as a mouthpiece of Schmitt. On closer inspection, he actually turns Schmitt into his own mouthpiece. In the treatise on which Strauss comments, Schmitt does not depict Hobbes as the author of liberalism, but as ‘a great and truly systematic political thinker’. Hence, Strauss’s statement carries a criticism of Schmitt’s understanding of Hobbes. Strauss expresses his criticism in such a way as to lead ‘a superficial reader’ to get an impression that Schmitt, too, understands Hobbes as the author of liberalism.
 According to Strauss, Schmitt fails to grasp the moral ground on which Hobbes proposes his anthropology. It is because of this failure that Schmitt mistakes Hobbes for a genuinely political thinker. Precisely at this point, Strauss sets out his theoretical confrontation with Schmitt. [4] Contrary to Schmitt, Strauss understands Hobbes as the founder of liberalism, i.e., as the author of the ideal of a world state. For Strauss, Schmitt’s critique of liberalism is neither complete nor successful, which ‘can only prepare the radical critique of liberalism’.
 2. A Radical Critique of Liberalism
 a. Schmitt’s Critique as Preliminary
 Schmitt’s concept of the political helps Strauss understand that the political is the fundamental fact of human life. At the same time, Strauss learns from Julius Guttmann that religion is the fundamental fact of human life. While Strauss discerns in Schmitt an affirmation of the political as such, he sees in Guttmann the recognition of religion as such. Therefore, Strauss juxtaposes Guttmann’s concept of religion with Schmitt’s concept of the political, and describes them as the crux of the philosophy of culture. He then elaborates:
 If ‘religion’ and ‘politics’ are the facts that transcend ‘culture’, or, to speak more precisely, the original facts, then the radical critique of the concept of ‘culture’ is possible only in the form of a ‘theologico- political treatise’, - which of course, if it is not to lead back again to the foundation of ‘culture’, must take exactly the opposite direction from the theologico-political treatises of the seventeenth century, especially those of Hobbes and Spinoza. The first condition for this would be, of course, that these seventeenth-century works no longer be understood, as they almost always have been up to now, within the horizon of philosophy of culture (Strauss, 1995: 138n2).
 In this passage, Strauss clearly contrasts ‘the radical critique’ with a preliminary critique of the philosophy of culture, a philosophy that divides culture into various autonomous domains independent of one another. The preliminary critique creates ‘the first condition’ for the radical critique. For Strauss, Schmitt’s concept of the political and Guttmann’s concept of religion precisely create that kind of condition. Neither Schmitt understands the political nor does Guttmann understand religion within the horizon of the philosophy of culture. Through Schmitt and Guttmann, Strauss understands properly the original facts of human life. He appreciates Schmitt and Guttmann because their efforts created the first condition for the radical critique of the concept of culture. However, just as Schmitt remains for Strauss trapped in the Hobbesian foundation of culture, so does Guttmann remain trapped in the modern concept of the ‘subjectivity of the religious consciousness’. Therefore, because of their dependence on the modern concepts and questions, Schmitt and Guttmann fail to recognize a necessity to bring about ‘a radical critique of the fundamental modern concepts and questions’ (Strauss, 1995: 72–3).
 Since the radical critique of liberalism, as Strauss conceives of it, must take the form of a ‘theologico-political treatise’ in the opposite direction from the theologico-political treatises of the seventeenth century philosophers, we need to know the basic intentions of the theologico-political treatises of the seventeenth century philosophers. Strauss suggests that Schmitt’s affirmation of the political and Guttmann’s recognition of religion at best only ‘lead back again to the foundation of “culture”‘. It is in this leading back again to the foundation of culture that Strauss understands both the success and the failure of Schmitt’s and Guttmann’s effort. In recognizing the political and religion as the original facts, Schmitt and Guttmann no longer understood the political and religion within the horizon of the philosophy of culture. Yet, Strauss’s radical critique is not content with leading back again to the original facts, to the foundation of culture, to the Hobbesian state of nature. It rather is chiefly concerned with the telos of human life.
 b. Strauss’s Perspective
 Strauss completed in his own way Schmitt’s preliminary critique of liberalism by opposing the classical to the modern understanding of natural right. Precisely in this direction, Strauss substitutes a new system for the system of liberal thought that still prevails in a way in the thought of Schmitt. The new system, the spirit that still has no name in the thought of Schmitt, is later named by Strauss as Platonic political philosophy, or ancient liberalism, as suggested in the title of one of Strauss’s books (Strauss, 1968). Starting from Schmitt’s effort, Strauss proceeds to seek the possibility of returning to pre-modern rationalism. In the concluding part of his review essay, Strauss speaks of the ‘two completely opposed answers to the question of what is right’ (Strauss, 1996: 106). That phrase should be carefully read and properly elucidated in terms of the two opposing understandings of natural right, i.e., the classical and the modern understanding of natural right. [5] This will become clear when we look to the related discussions in Philosophy and Law and The Political Philosophy of Hobbes.
 The classical understanding of natural right is in Philosophy and Law called ‘the traditional natural right of duty’, and the modern version is called ‘the modern natural right of claim’ (Strauss, 1995: 78). In the former understanding, natural right is ‘a standard, a norm, a law, an obligation’, while in the latter it is understood as ‘a right, a claim’. In this sense, the classical understanding is ‘the maximum claim’, and the modern understanding is ‘the minimum claim’, which is only to ‘defend life and limb’. This contrast, Strauss says, can help us ‘best recognize the antithesis between Hobbes on the one hand, and the whole tradition founded by Plato and Aristotle on the other’ (Strauss, 1952a: 155, 155n2).
 Schmitt’s return to the Hobbesian state of nature leads Strauss to undertake an investigation of the basis of Hobbes’s political philosophy. Strauss understands Hobbes’s political philosophy, as he states in the beginning of the 1936 Hobbes book, as ‘the first peculiarly modern attempt to give a coherent and exhaustive answer to the question of man’s right life, which is at the same time the question of the right order of society’ (Strauss, 1952a: 1, 5). Hobbes initiates a project that fundamentally changes the understanding of man’s right life and the right order of society. Along with other thinkers of the sixteenth and seventeenth century, Hobbes proposes his political theory with a view to establishing a new society in which complete freedom can be attained, i.e., to establishing a universal world state (Strauss, 1953: 197–8; 1952b: 33–4, 34n15).
 Strauss regards Schmitt’s critique of liberalism as dependent on Hobbes’s founding of liberalism. Yet, we still need to ask how to understand Schmitt’s polemic against liberalism in relation to liberalism. That polemic is, after all, not an affirmation but a negation of liberal principles. How are we then to understand this negation?
 3. The Political and German Nihilism
 a. German Nihilism Protests against Modern Liberalism
 After the composition of the 1932 essay, Strauss barely mentioned the name of Schmitt, or referred to the work of Schmitt, except in the correspondence. He did mention Schmitt’s name twice, however, in the two posthumously published lectures he delivered in the beginning of the 1940s. Strauss refers to Schmitt by name in his 1941 lecture ‘German Nihilism’ as well as in his 1940 lecture ‘The Living Issue of German Postwar Philosophy ’ (Strauss, 1999: 373; 2006: 127–8). In the latter lecture, Strauss briefly discusses Schmitt’s theory of the state authority in the section ‘The Bankrupcy of the Present: the turning from reason to authority’. This discussion is situated in a sketch of how the resort to reason was gradually replaced by an appeal to authority in German philosophy. Schmitt as well as Ernst Jünger stand at a position of transition from Max Weber’s scepticism of reason to Karl Barth’s appeal to the absolute authority of revelation. This tells us that Strauss does not understand Schmitt as a political theologian in the theological sense, but a political thinker who regards the political authority as authoritarian and absolute.
 It is most revealing that Strauss mentions Schmitt in a lecture on German nihilism. It helps answer the question about the anonymous morality that is left unanswered in the 1932 essay. Strauss stresses that Schmitt’s affirmation of the political is an expression of the moral indignation at the liberal ideal of a universal society. He also briefly states there that Schmitt’s moral indignation is based on the consideration of the seriousness of human life. What the seriousness of human life means finds its answer most clearly in the lecture on German nihilism.
 Strauss conceives of German nihilism particularly as a moral protest against the liberal ideal of a perfectly open society. He points out in the 1932 essay that Schmitt abhors the ideal of a universal state because he sees that the serious life is endangered by that ideal. In the lecture on German nihilism, Strauss says in a similar vein that the protest against the ideal of an open society results from the conviction that the open society is ‘ immoral ’ or ‘amoral’. What is specific to the seriousness of the moral or serious life is made clear by what is characteristic of the closed society: ‘the flag and the oath to the flag’. Such an understanding of the seriousness of human life is based on the consideration of ‘the Ernstfall, the serious moment’, when a closed society is confronted with another closed society (Strauss, 1999: 358). It is remarkable that Strauss uses in the context the term ‘the serious moment’ [ Ernstfall ], a term Schmitt employs as a synonym of the exceptional case [ Ausnahmezustand ]. In the serious moment, the duty of sacrificing life and all worldly goods is considered ‘human’ and ‘sublime’. This comment reminds us of Schmitt’s statement that the state demands from the individual unconditional obedience and unconditional willingness to sacrifice life whenever necessary, especially in the serious moment (Schmitt, 1996a: 35, 46).
 It may be unfair to Schmitt to say that Schmitt was a nihilist without any sense of morality. It would also be inaccurate to say that Strauss simply accused Schmitt of being a nihilist. As Strauss repeatedly points out, the moral life and its seriousness as explained above are not purely motivated by the love of war and nationalism, but by ‘a love of morality, a sense of responsibility for endangered morality’. It is a moral abhorrence of a pacified globe that encompasses the entire humanity. For it sees in the ideal of a world state, be it liberal or communist, the end of humanity. Strauss seems to endorse that love of morality to the extent that it raises a serious question about the right life and the right ordering of society. However, Strauss fundamentally disagrees with the choice of the German nihilists, i.e., with their decisive return to ‘ the nothing, the chaos, the jungle, the Wild West, the Hobbesian state of nature’ (Strauss, 1999: 358). The identification of the nothing with the Hobbesian state of nature is revealing, because Strauss considers Schmitt’s concept of the political precisely as a restoration of the Hobbesian state of nature to a place of honour. Schmitt returns to the Hobbesian state of nature and at the same time rejects the aim of civilization implicit in Hobbes’ political theory. Schmitt’s affirmation of the political intends to lead back to and only to the foundation of culture or the Hobbesian state of nature.
 Strauss endorses the polemical aspect of Schmitt’s concept of the political understood as a moral protest against the liberal ideal. Nevertheless, he does not approve of the unpolemical, i.e., evaluative, aspect of Schmitt’s effort. As long as Schmitt returns only to the Hobbesian state of nature, his affirmation of the political is ultimately a No. It is a Yes only to the nothing, to the Hobbesian state of nature. Moreover, Schmitt substitutes the unpolemical concept of the political for Hobbes’s polemical concept of the state of nature. Hobbes’s concept of the state of nature is polemical, because in Hobbes’s political theory the state of nature is to be combated, to be fought, with a view to establishing the civilized state. Schmitt turns Hobbes’s concept of the state of nature into an unpolemical concept by accepting the enmity among human beings, among states in particular, as the inescapable destiny of human existence. For Strauss, Schmitt’s affirmation of the political belongs in spirit to German nihilism.
 b. German Nihilism Rejects the Principles of Civilization
 According to Strauss, German nihilism rejects not only the ideal of modern civilization but also the principles of civilization as such. It is a rejection of the culture of reason or a careful nurture of reason. The founders of modern liberalism consciously fought against the state of nature in order to erect the civilized and rational state. German nihilism takes an opposite direction by returning to the foundation of culture, i.e., to the state of nature. Seeing that the state of nature is a status of war, Strauss determines the morality of the return to the state of nature as ‘the military or warlike virtues’. German nihilism is hence a rejection of the principles of civilization in favour of warlike virtues. For the seriousness of morality is most evidently expressed in the serious moment, in the Ernstfall, i.e., in war. Indeed, as Strauss says, a consideration of the seriousness of morality with a view to war does not necessarily suggest a love of war. Still, it would not be entirely wrong to say that as long as Schmitt considers the political in the light of the Ernstfall, in the light of the moment in which the mere existence of the state is in danger, the belligerent or warlike virtues have to be existentially affirmed.
 In the Hobbesian state of nature, everyone may kill everyone. The killing is existentially justified as long as it is to preserve one’s own existence and to prevent one from being killed. There is no good and evil yet in the state of nature. More precisely, there is no common idea of good and evil. Everyone determines for himself what is good and evil. [6] This determination is entirely based on the consideration of the existence of the body or the preservation of bare life. In this perspective, the preservation of bare life is presupposed to be the primary ‘good’ in the Hobbesian state of nature. In other words, it is what is right in the state of nature. This is man’s inalienable natural right, the basis and the end of the modern neutral state. Schmitt brings the Hobbesian state of nature to bear on the inter-state relation. The biopolitical perspective is perspicuous in the Schmittian statement that killing the enemy is existentially justified. Every political entity or every state has the inviolable right to protect its own existence, to prevent itself from being eliminated. To preserve the bare life of the state is hence the primary aim of the state. Seeing that the inter-state relation is in a state of nature, the best means of preserving a state is obviously to conquer and dominate other states. Schmitt therefore asserts that only weak nations will disappear from the surface of the globe (Schmitt, 1996a: 53).
 In the Introduction to Philosophy and Law, Strauss (e.g., 1995) speaks of ‘a new kind of fortitude’, which refuses to escape ‘the terror and the hopelessness of life’ and ‘forbids itself every flight from the horror of life into comforting delusion’. Strauss describes this new kind of fortitude as ‘the willingness to look man’s forsakenness in its face’, ‘the courage to welcome the terrible truth’, and the ‘toughness against the inclination of man to deceive himself about his situation’ (Strauss, 1995: 37). Schmitt’s affirmation of the political as such perfectly illustrates the kind of fortitude that courageously faces and willingly accepts the forsakenness of life. In this perspective, Strauss would agree on the portrayal of Schmitt as a political existentialist, or a Heidegger of the political (Löwith, 1995; Lucács, 1980: 658, 839; Marcuse, 1968: 35–7). What Strauss says in the Introduction to Philosophy and Law is repeated nearly verbatim in the preface to the English edition of Spinoza’s Critique of Religion (e.g., 1965). And it is precisely in that preface that Strauss confides that his reorientation finds its first expression in his confrontation with Schmitt.
 4. Strauss’s Return to Classical Political Philosophy
 a. The Concept of the Political and the Crisis of the West
 For Strauss, Schmitt’s affirmation of the political only leads to the foundation of culture, to the Hobbesian state of nature. But the question remains to be answered as to how Strauss reorients his own thought on the basis of Schmitt’s effort? Strauss connects German nihilism with the abhorrence of a universal human society, be it liberal or communist. On this view, liberals and communists are twin brothers. They march toward the same goal, but they fundamentally disagree on the means to achieve that goal. [7] While the liberal is prudent and patient with regard to the realization of the goal, his impatient brother precipitates that goal into an immediate realization. Abhorred by the goal common to the liberal and the communist, some ‘very intelligent and very decent’ Germans, as Strauss so calls them, decided to return to the uncorrupted origin, to the Hobbesian state of nature (Strauss, 1999: 360).
 In the midst of a lecture on the crisis of the times, Strauss says that the experience of communism has provided the West ‘a twofold lesson: a political lesson, a lesson regarding what to expect and what to do in the foreseeable future, and a lesson regarding the principle of politics’ (Strauss, 1964b: 46). This conclusion is repeated verbatim in the Introduction to The City and Man (Strauss, 1964a: 6). Strauss himself learned the political lesson no better than from Schmitt’s concept of the political that in the foreseeable future there cannot and should not be a universal and homogeneous state. Strauss also partly learned from Schmitt the lesson regarding the principle of politics. He sees in Schmitt’s affirmation of the political a reaction against, or rejection of, the principles of civilization. Strauss understands this rejection as an inevitable result of the fact that modern political philosophy lowers the moral standard in order to make more probable the realization of the perfect and prosperous state. Modern political philosophy does so by founding human society on the state of nature, by rejecting the teleological perspective of the ancients in which the ideal composition of human society is contemplated with a view to what is best in its end. This tells that Strauss not only sees discontinuity but also continuity between the ancients and the moderns. For Strauss, the moderns at least do not reject the idea of a perfect society. They transform the idea of a paradigmatic perfect society as the ancients conceived of it into the idea of a future perfect society. It is German nihilism that totally denies and campaigns against the idea of a perfect society in whatever form.
 For Strauss, Schmitt’s affirmation of the political is challenging because it raises again the question about the foundation of culture, which has been forgotten by the prevailing concept of culture. This return to the foundation of culture frees Strauss from the prejudice of the contemporary philosophy of culture and further leads him to reflect on the basis of Hobbes’s political philosophy. Strauss sees in Hobbes’s political teaching a conscious attempt to establish a civilized and rational state that is universal and embraces all human beings (See Tuck, 2004; cf. Willms, 1989). This ideal is impossible without first lowering the moral standard by which the ancient idea of the virtuous state is established. The primacy of the perfection of the soul is replaced by that of the preservation of the body. Whereas the ancients constructed a perfect and virtuous society in speech as a standard, the moderns sought to establish a universal society in deed as a future possibility based on the consideration of the preservation of man’s bare life. Yet, this future possibility was soon believed to be a mere impossibility. And hence German nihilists rejected the idea of modern culture and returned to the foundation of modern culture, to the Hobbesian state of nature. In other words, they decided to face as honest as possible the forsakenness of human beings. Unlike Schmitt, Strauss does not welcome the forsakenness of human existence.
 b. Strauss’s Redirection of Schmitt’s Effort
 It is often said that Strauss intends to radicalize and does radicalize Schmitt’s critique of liberalism. It is true in a sense that Strauss radicalized Schmitt’s thought. Equally true is that Strauss did not radicalize it in the Schmittian way. The radicalization is at the same time a redirection. Robert Howse is fairly right in maintaining that Strauss did not seek ‘a more virulent anti-liberal position than Schmitt’, but pursued a perspective beyond the horizon of liberalism, a perspective that provides ‘a response to Schmitt’s decisionism’ (Howse, 1998: 58). As David Janssens argues, Strauss ‘provides an incisive critique of Schmitt’s position’ and takes a critical position against Schmitt as well as against Hobbes from the classical perspective (2005: 95–6; cf. Behneger, 1998: 98). Strauss redirects the intention of the Schmittian critique that he encountered in 1932 toward a transpolitical perspective. Unlike Schmitt, he does not deny the possibility of going beyond the political, beyond the political cave to which human beings are accustomed.
 Strauss undertakes his own critique of liberalism by laying stress on the necessity of the philosophical quest for the best political order. Strauss does not sacrifice philosophy to politics, nor does he defy politics as ignoble in favour of pure philosophy. A philosophical pursuit defying politics as ignoble would be for Strauss no more than an effort of the Sophists. One can say that Strauss stands between pure politics and pure philosophy by seeing both as unwise. He attempts to moderate between the two extremes by putting to both the question about the best political order. The philosophical quest for the best city, as a philosophical quest, compels one to go beyond the perspective of the citizen. From this it does not necessarily follow that it ignores the perspective of the citizen from the start. On the contrary, the philosophical dialectic has to start from the perspective of the citizen. As a human pursuit, philosophy does not take place outside of human society. A return to classical political philosophy thus means, above all, to start from the perspective of the city or of the citizen. Political philosophy does not directly dive into ‘what is first in itself’ or ‘what is first by nature’, but prudently start from ‘what is first for us’ or ‘what comes first’ in the world of common sense (Strauss, 1953: 82–3, 123–4).
 Strauss discusses in the last few passages of the Introduction to The City and Man only one principle of classical political philosophy. The principle he singles out is that classical political philosophy regards it as primary to understanding political things as citizens or statesmen understand them. In confrontation with Schmitt’s concept of the political, Strauss learned that the citizen’s understanding of political things is primary. A return to classical political philosophy is only possible when one is prepared to understand political things in the perspective of the citizen. Schmitt’s concept of the political might have prepared Strauss for such a perspective. Yet, this can be said only in the qualified sense.
 Schmitt understands political things first and foremost in terms of the exceptional case. By contrast, Strauss seeks to understand political things in terms of the normal situation (Strauss, 1953: 162; Chen, 2006: 170; 2008: 25–6). Furthermore, the citizen’s understanding of political things is after all a start, however primary it is. Classical political philosophy starts from, but does not rest content with, the common sense understanding of political things. It starts from the perspective of the city in reality. At the same time, it quests for the best polis itself, i.e., the best city in speech. Strauss sees Schmitt’s unliberal critique of liberalism as a deepened step of the crisis of liberalism. He parts from Schmitt as well as from Hobbes by turning to determine, however tentatively, ‘the limits set to political life, to all political action and all political planning’ (Strauss, 1989: 60; 1959: 91). He finds the limits set to political life in the quest for the best city of ancient political philosophers, in the quest for the best political order. In such an inquiry into the best political order, Strauss says, ‘the transpolitical life, the suprapolitical life, the life of the mind in contradistinction to the political life, comes to sight only as a limit of the political’ (Strauss, 1972: 242).
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 7. On Plato as Origin and Periagoge in Strauss and Arendt
 Matthew Sharpe
 The first turning-about is Plato’s periagoge tes psuches, the turning -about of the whole human being, which he tells - as though it were a story with a beginning and end... - in the parable of the cave in the Republic...In a sense, Plato’s periagoge was a turning-about by which everything that was commonly believed in Greece in accordance with the Homeric religion came to stand on its head. It is as though the underworld of Hades had risen to the surface of the earth (Arendt, 1993a: 36).
 A Political Introduction
 The association of the return to classical political rationalism proposed by Leo Strauss and progenitors of the policies of the recent Bush administration is by now a much-debated thing (e.g., Rosen, 1987; Drury, 1999; 2007; Lilla, 2004a; 2004b; Strauss-Clay, 2003; Smith, 2006; 2007; Pangle, 2006; Gilbert 2009; Minowitz, 2009). However much fire there is here, or else fog, it is unavoidable that scholars of the future will assess Strauss’s work in the light or shadows cast by the politics of American neoconservatism. Strauss’s work, as it has been argued (e.g., Norton, 2004), does intersect with defining neoconservative concerns: about the (un)wisdom of the modern liberal separation of church and state and the sponsorship of Church-delivered welfare and civic religion as such (e.g., Kristol, 1995); about the dangers of a colourless, anomic, possibly tyrannical ‘world state’ (e.g., Strauss, 2000: 209–11; 1968: vii; 1989a: 39–43); and concerning arguments for a unitary, unaccountable executive, justified because of its wisdom or virtue, and charged with protecting endangered ‘homelands’ (e.g., Gilbert, 2009). One of the ironies of Strauss’s connection with this political moment is that many more scholars around the world are being drawn to read Strauss’s works than might otherwise have been the case. And however readers finally assess Strauss’s thought and its posthumous birth, it is unquestionable that this thought poses an important challenge to contemporary intellectual and political thinking. Even the most convinced moderns, whether libertarians, liberals, social democrats, or socialists, can brush it off to their loss.
 Ironically, the first reason why this is so is that there is an uncanny proximity, despite Strauss’s celebrated critique of the historicism of later modern, post-Nietzschean or Heideggerian thought, between Strauss’s thinking with many of the dominant motifs of much of the ‘left-liberal’ or postmodern academy since the mid-1960s. The speech that ‘ Straussianism ’ might deliver to the followers of that melange of French thinkers known in the Anglophone world as ‘post-structuralists’ today, if it could talk, might be this:
 So: you wanted a total critique of social and political modernity that draws in deep drafts from Nietzsche, Schmitt, and Heidegger, and which practices an erudite hermeneutics singling out exceptional moments in canonical texts and elevating them to a new hermeneutic centrality? Try Strauss. -And you wanted a view which would preserve and extol the inassimilability of the differences Kojève tries to ‘sublate’ in the Hegelian dialectic, bound for the levelling cul de sac of the universal and homogenous state of last men described so horrifyingly in Kojève’s lectures on Hegel? Try Strauss. - Finally: you wanted, in some way, a ‘saving’ return to the Greeks - if not the pre-Socratics, then the aristocratic self-formation of the classical masters? Again, you truly ought to closely read Leo Strauss...
 Of course, deep differences do underlie the similarities which ‘ Straussianism ’ raises here. As Stanley Rosen or Catherine Zuckert exemplify, students of Strauss are much more likely to read ‘postmodernism’ as fulfilling the third, wholly nihilistic wave of modern thought decried by their master (Strauss, 1989e; Rosen, 1987; Zuckert, 1996). According to Strauss, in a deeply challenging contention, modern thought is less the ‘ consummation ’ of Graeco-philosophical thought than its consummate betrayal, crowned in thorns by the complete disappearance of political philosophy from the disciplinary radar ( cf. Strauss, 1953: ch.1; 1968a: 200–16). Classical political philosophy, Strauss argued, was predicated on a ‘rough ascent’ from intrinsically normative political doxa towards truth. Whether in the Platonic dialogue-form, or the form of Aristotle’s dialectic (‘it is always best to start by considering what others have said on the matter...’, etc.), classical political philosophy remained doubly aware of its point of departure and return, in the categories we all use to evaluate political things all the time: good and bad, just and unjust, wise or short-sighted, etc. (cf. Strauss, 1958: 26ff, 68, 210–15; Villa, 2001: 278–80). By contrast, modern philosophy, from Hobbes’s atomism to Descartes’ method of doubt, is predicated on a complete abstraction from the field of political experience and doxa, borne of a captivation with the ‘progress’ and potencies promised by the new sciences (Strauss, 1989f: 259–63). As the Meditations begins:
 It is some years since I detected how many were the false beliefs that I had from my earlier youth admitted as true, and how doubtful was everything I had since constructed on this basis; and from that time I was convinced that I must once for all seriously undertake to rid myself of all the opinions which I had formerly accepted, and commence to build anew from the foundation, if I wanted to establish any firm and permanent structure in the sciences (Descartes, 1952: 75 [my italics]).
 Having abstracted itself as a point of method from political experience, and then nourished itself on the mythic pre-political fruits of the ‘states of nature’, Strauss provocatively argues that modern philosophy has simply never been able to make its way back up or down in a satisfactory or salutary manner to the polis. As we might say: if Strauss is right, variants of Descartes’ ‘provisional morality’ - the moral code of his historical times which Descartes left uncritically in place until the new sciences could deliver a new morality - have not ceased since to inescapably provide for us all ( cf. Zizek, 1989: ch.2). In place of political philosophy, human creation and history have instead increasingly become the only, but inescapably relativistic, fields or courts in which modern thought could seek to mediate between the great ‘gulfs’ that riven it - between fact and value, theoria and praxis, pathos and nomos, the things-in-themselves and phenomena.
 Now, much of this, I would suggest, is deeply persuasive. We need not think, as Strauss was, of the historical experiences of the twentieth century, and the deep scar they left on the self-confidence of philosophical and political modernism. We can today observe of the difficulties much post-Heideggerian philosophy still has in informing any distinctly political reflection at all - by which we do not mean theoretically delineating something called ‘the political’ or even ‘ metapolitique ’ (Badiou, 2005). One can today, for instance, try to come to terms with the advent of Guantanamo Bay by narrating the monolithic decline of the West with reference to the paradoxical implosion-sublation of the Aristotelian difference (from Politics I) between bios and zoe in an increasingly ubiquitous ‘bare life’ (Agamben, 1998; 2005). Yet this thought, whatever its erudition and appeal, can by its nature say nothing to how or why we might criticize this ‘destiny’, if it does not sanctify the impossibility of any such political intervention. [1] Or again, one can try to argue that a philosophical reading of, say, Jakobsen or Mallarme or Kafka is ‘political’. And so it might become. But the conditions which make a reading of Jakobsen or Mallarme ‘political’ are, unsurprisingly, not the type of things which one can discover by reading Mallarme or Jakobsen or Kafka. By contrast, Strauss’s thought raises real and difficult meta-philosophical questions about the tensions between philosophy, art, the sciences, religion, and politics. More than this, Strauss accords a refreshing primacy to political agency which we can provisionally glimpse when we recall, for instance, that for Strauss the birth of the modern age came about through the political advocacy and actions of the early moderns ( cf. Zuckert, 1996: 118–21). They did not issue unfathomably out of the tectonic shifts of world horizons, issuing upwards from deep beneath the political surfaces of the earth. The implication is that we may not need a God to save us, but a reengagement with the heritage of political philosophy to moderate and redirect our time’s hopes and anxieties.
 For all these reasons, again, to polemically dismiss Strauss’s work does not seem fruitful to this author. What I would instead propose is requisite to the more difficult task of comprehending and weighing Strauss’s thought as best we can, on the terrain of political philosophy which it reopens, and which has indeed been largely vacated in the later modern academy. This idea is what will animate me in what follows to bring Hannah Arendt’s thought into critical dialogue with Strauss’s. This methodological and thematic approach in turn finds its justification in that - whatever their conclusions - there are significant parallels between Strauss’s revived classicism and that of Arendt. These span from Arendt’s critique of modern ‘world alienation’, emblematized as much by the invention of the telescope as by Descartes’ method of doubt (Arendt, 1958: 1–6, 248–56); to her critique of modern historicism and the historical sciences (Arendt, 1993a: 76–86); and her repeated complaint that modern thought had lost the ability to make the most elementary distinctions concerning the human condition in general, and political life in particular.
 Arendt’s thought is of course markedly different from Strauss’s, in methodology, contents, and even what we might call its spirit. Nevertheless, the proximity of her return to classical political thought or experience to Strauss’s, means that a critical engagement with Leo Strauss which passes by way of Arendt has certain advantages. On one side, it might not be so readily polemically dismissed by Strauss’s students (as so many of Strauss’s critics - Drury, Norton, etc. - are) [2] because it is allegedly based on a simple misunderstanding informed by political ‘enmity’ (e.g., Jaffa, 1987). At best, an Arendt-informed response to Strauss might be genuinely critical, because it can touch the core of Strauss’s thought and contest it there, on grounds which are, if not ‘Socratic’, then concerned with the Socratic questions of what is justice, the best city and politeia. In this light, it is arguably deeply disappointing that, although there has been a collection of essays on Arendt ‘with’ Strauss (Kielmansegg et al., 1997), even within this collection there are few attempts to bring their thought into direct critical dialogue ( cf. Kateb, 1997). [3]
 So this is my ambition in what follows. We will aim at the heart of Strauss’s mature position: namely, his reading of Plato, laid out paradigmatically in The City and Man (1958) and his first contribution to History of Political Philosophy (Strauss and Cropsey, eds., 1987) and developed in lectures and essays published post-humously by students (e.g., Strauss, 1989b). The turning point or (using Plato’s term [see anon]) periagoge between Strauss and Arendt, I will argue, lies first and foremost in their respective readings of ‘Platonic political philosophy’. For both, Plato’s philosophy is the decisive turning point in the history of Western philosophy as a whole. The issue, as we will examine, is that whereas for Strauss Plato lays down something like the timeless parameters of ‘the political’, for Arendt something almost directly contrary to this, and much closer to a philosophical ‘darkening of the polis’, is inaugurated by Plato. The political and philosophical consequences of this divergence are manifold : it pushes Arendt towards her broadly Aristotelian praise for the political life over that of theory; whereas Strauss’s thought is characterized by its Platonism, in the way he understands that term.
 If this endeavour is to have any more gravity than being one more exercise in the history of ideas, we will need to establish that Arendt critiques the same Plato that it is Strauss’s great challenge to have uncovered, beyond more orthodox modern readings. So let us now get straight to the heart of the issue.
 Strauss’s Periagoge of (Modern) Platonism: From Modern Endoxa to Plato’s Politeia
 The Plato moderns are first taught usually runs roughly like this. In the aporetic ‘early’ or Socratic dialogues, Plato merely records the activities of his teacher, Socrates. The other, ex hypothesi ‘middle’ or ‘late’ dialogues are written after Plato returns, disillusioned, from his two failed attempts to philosophically educate Dionysius, the tyrant of Syracuse. In these dialogues, we accordingly witness the development of Plato’s own, more programmatic and metaphysical teaching. In dialogues such as Phaedo, Plato registers both the problem of universals, and the constitutive role of ideas in human experience (e.g., Pha.: 73d–75a). Given the true premises that these ideas lay claim to a universality that cannot have been simply ‘read off’ the sensuous world of particulars, though, Plato ‘leaps’ to embrace three errors which are as facile as they have been fateful. First, Plato asserts that the ‘Ideas’ or ‘Forms’ themselves (capitals I or F) are themselves ‘other-worldly’ beings, subsisting in a higher world ‘before’ they somehow in-form our experiences (e.g., Pha.: 75a–77b). Second: their transcendent existence knowable by our souls points towards the immortality of these souls, which is why Plato teaches the doctrine of metempsychosis in Meno or Phaedrus, with variations in Gorgias, Phaedo, Republic, and Laws (Men.: 81a–e; Gor.: 525a–527a; Pha.: 107c–115a; Rep.: 614b–621b; Phdr.: 249b–250c). Third: the highest human end must accordingly be to ‘die’ to the world given to us through our senses in order to ‘intuit’ via nous the Ideas which structure our world and experiences (Pha.: 64c–67b). But since this is an ascesis whose dignity is only grasped by philosophers, philosophers accordingly must be the highest human type. For this reason, without much further ado, they are the best claimants to political rule ( cf. Rep.: 473c–e).
 It is fair to say that Strauss turns his back on each of these propositions.



 In the words of Alan Bloom (e.g., 1988), ‘Strauss only becomes Strauss’ in the mid-1930s. At this time, going back via Spinoza to Maimonides and Farabi, Strauss began to suspect that the moderns’ readings of Plato barely ‘scratch the surface’ of the Platonic dialogues, and their specifically political meanings. What Farabi and Maimonides alerted Strauss to is the unavoidable tension between philosophy and ‘the city’ in the pre-modern world (esp. Strauss, 1989c). Given this tension, the philosopher always potentially faced the fate of Socrates for his calling into question of the established pieties of his times. This created problems for any philosopher who also chose to write down their thoughts, given that written documents can always circulate into the hands of peoples whom the philosopher does not k now, and c annot c onverse w ith. If pre-modern philosophers ventured to write down their teachings at all, Strauss contends, it is reasonable to suppose that they wrote them down esoterically. This means they concealed any ‘untimely’ contents beneath a ‘salutary’ veneer of conformity to the doxa of their historical cities or caves (Strauss, 1952: 26–37).
 Yet if such a ‘Farabian’ hypothesis concerning Plato is accepted, Strauss reasons, a number of radical things follow. First: the possibility of a fully-fledged return to ‘classical natural right’ might become viable, since it might not in fact have to pass by way of a no-longer plausible resurrection of Greek or Aristotelian cosmology ( cf. Zuckert, 1996: 304 n; Green, 1994: 97–100). [4] Second: even the most devastating modern criticisms of Plato, such as those of Nietzsche or Heidegger, might be similarly by-passed. The reason is that, in the words of Persecution and the Art of Writing : ‘it would seem that... the religion of the philosophers was, or at least potentially consists in, the exoteric teaching of the philosophers’ (Strauss, 1952: 13).
 In short, as we might put it, if Nietzsche argues that Christianity is Platonism for the people, Strauss vamps this up to the claim that Platonism as it has been received in the neoPlatonic, then Christian theological heritage, is Plato for the people. In The City and Man, to give readers new to this literature a measure of his position, Strauss does not stop short of implying Plato’s entire doctrine of the ideas is merely exoteric:
 The doctrine of ideas which Socrates expounds to his interlocutors is very hard to understand; to begin with, it is utterly incredible, not to say that it appears to be fantastic... No one has ever succeeded in giving a satisfactory or clear account of this doctrine of the ideas... (Strauss, 1958: 119; cf. Robertson, 1999).
 Before we rush to read the Phaedo as vindicating both the doctrine of the ‘Ideas’ and the transmigration of souls, a Straussian reading would counsel us that we should be attentive to what might be being said or intimated between the lines (Strauss, 1952: 30). This involves paying attention to clues that Plato seems to write into the dialogue, in its metaphors, its ‘inter-textual’ references, and in its setting, or in ideas which characters raise only once towards the middle of his text, as concealed as possible from all-but-the-most-careful eyes. In the Phaedo, we would hence need, following Strauss, to pay much more attention than standard philosophical readings do to Socrates’ insistent comparisons of himself to a magician or charmer. The way the dialogue’s recurrence to musical metaphors and cases might sit with Socrates’ claim that he is like a swan who sings most beautifully just before she is to die might also take on interpretive significance (Pha.: 84e–85b). We might wonder about the unanswered objection which ‘someone’ namelessly raises ‘by the gods!’ in the heart of the text about how Socrates’ later, pivotal concept of generation out of opposites ‘is the direct contrary of what was admitted’ earlier in the text (Pha.: 103a). We would have to take account of the very qualified nature of Socrates’ ‘wrap up’ of the philosophical part of the dialogue, in view of Simmias’s ‘low opinion of human weakness’ (Pha.:107a–b), just before Socrates launches into the closing, avowed mythos about what happens to the soul after the body dies (Pha.: 107c–115a).
 If Plato is read in such a manner, as Strauss has taught generations of students, a very different ‘Platonic political philosophy’ emerges. This is a Platonic political philosophy which - in contrast to ‘Platonism’ - remains as potentially timely or true today as it was in Plato’s day.
 To be only a little ironic, and hopefully not too vulgar, given Strauss’s Farabian rereading of Plato, the Platonic dialogues put on stage not ‘sex in the city’ but ‘philosophy in the city’. The dialogues present the life and encounters of a Socrates made ‘fair and young’ in the polis - he who claimed to know only concerning eros (Strauss, 1966: 3; cf. 2nd Let.: 314c). [5] Plato, for Strauss, had learnt the hard lesson from the trial and death of Socrates that, while radicality and even mania in thought is the philosophical arête, Odyssean moderation in what one says, how one says it and to whom one speaks is of paramount concern when we consider what face the philosopher should present to the non-philosophic ‘many’ (Strauss, 1958: 53; cf. Hip. Maj.). The ‘sphinx-like’ dialogic form Plato then chose in order to present his thought (Strauss, 1958: 53–61), as the 2 nd and 7 th Epistles indicate, is there to do two things. On one side or for one audience, it intimates ‘between the lines’ what philosophy might be to ‘young men who love to think’ (Strauss, 1952: 25). On the other hand, it serves to lead others to ‘salutary opinions’ that do not shake their religious and political prejudices too sharply, and so threaten ‘blowback’ for the philosophers. In this way, Strauss suggests, deeply, that all of the many Platonic texts co-present one, primarily political ‘apology’ for philosophy as a bios or way of life. In this light, for Strauss no less - as we will see - than for Hannah Arendt, Plato’s Politeia takes on absolutely decisive significance if we are to understand what Plato intended and founded. The reason, in Bloom’s words, is because: ‘only in the Republic does [Socrates] give an adequate treatment of the theme which was forced on him by Athens’ accusation against him. That theme is the relationship of the philosopher to the political community’ (Bloom, 1968: 307). So our central question here, to consider Arendt’s response to Strauss’s Plato, will accordingly boil down to this: how does Plato’s Republic, as emblematic of the conflict between philosophy and politics, appear under the remarkable Straussian gaze? And what, if anything, can Arendt have to say concerning this vision?
 To not beat about the bush: if we attend closely to the ‘time, place, characters and action’ of the Republic, Strauss argues that the dialogue’s central account of the ideal ‘city in speech’ is radically ironic. Just as Plato liberally paraphrases Homer throughout his oeuvre in ways that position Socrates ‘our hero’ as a match for both Odysseus and Achilles ( cf. Planinc, 1991), so Strauss draws our attention to how Republic V involves liberal, and often literal, quotation from Aristophanes’ The Assembly of Women, and the ‘ideal city’ the comedian had lampooned there (Strauss, 1958: 61 and n.15; cf. Zuckert, 1996: 148–9). Secondly, Strauss observes that Plato places his ‘ assembly ’ of ‘ten’ in the Politeia diegetically in the Piraeus, where, as Plato’s ancient readers would have known:
...some years after the conversation, men linked to Socrates and Plato by way of kinship or friendship attempted... [to brutally] restore an aristocratic regime dedicated to virtue and justice. Among other things they established an authority called the Ten in the Pireaus... (Strauss, 1958: 63).
 Several of the characters of the dialogue were in fact to become victims of this ‘ideal’ regime, which Plato himself had for a time considered joining. Thirdly: Socrates’ ‘utopia’ (literally, ‘no place’ as much as ‘good place’) is principally ‘served up’ by him in the Republic to Plato’s hot-headed younger brother Glaucon, whom Xenophon tells us Plato had asked Socrates to cure of his political ambitions (Strauss, 1958: 65, 97). And it is only served up at all when Socrates is forced by his companions, through a vote, to speak (Strauss, 1958: 63–4), just as Socrates was compelled to speak by the men of democratic Athens in the Apology. Fourthly, we have not used the metaphor of ‘serving up’ or eating here lightly. Strauss argues that in each of the Platonic dialogues, some element vital to the matter at hand is ‘ abstracted from’. What is in this way excluded from each of the 35 dialogues of the Platonic ‘cosmos’ (Strauss, 1958: 61–2), Strauss argues, is ‘most important’ for deciphering the ‘forbidden fruit’ in each text (Strauss, 1952: 26; 1958: 62). Yet in the Republic, Strauss argues, two things are ‘abstracted’ from in the setting and action of the text. First, the patriarch Cephalos exits before the philosophy proper begins. Plato implies to us in this way that there is a necessary tension between what philosophical dialectic alone can establish about politics, and the traditional grounds of lasting political community (Strauss, 1958: 65, 69–70). Second, Strauss emphasizes that the dialectic within Republic takes place in lieu of a promised feast, followed by a torch-race and festival (Strauss, 1958: 62). Just as the ‘paternal function ’ is abstracted from in the dialogue, then, so too is bodily eros or desire (Strauss, 1958: 111–3). Yet in Phaedo bodily eros is named as the first cause of political dissent between non-philosophic men in the city (Pha.: 96b–c). Hence, we might rationally assume that it is exactly the type of thing we would need to raise in a full or adequate Platonic consideration of the best political regime.
 Last, but not least, we need to note here (since we will return to it below) Strauss’s remarkable, highly controversial, rehabilitation of Thrasymachus, which he draws from Al Farabi. Thrasymachus is the angry and ‘ shameless ’ rhetorician (Strauss, 1958: 74) whom readers throughout the ages have taken Socrates to have decisively shamed and refuted in Book I. Yet, Strauss argues, Thrasymachus is the only bearer of an art in the Politeia - a point which Strauss suggests is significant given that Socrates’ counterarguments to him themselves turn on the metaphor of ruling as a techne (Strauss, 1958: 79–81). Strauss’s claim is that Thrasymachus is ‘tamed’ only by Socrates, and this only because of the latter’s slowness in argument, rather than the argument’s intrinsic strength (Strauss, 1958: 78). Even the rhetorician’s famous blush at Politeia (350d) Strauss wants to interpret as due to the heat, rather than any burgeoning sense of the shamefulness of his position (Strauss, 1958: 74; cf. Lampert, 1996: 148). Thrasymachus also returns later in the Republic, Strauss observes. Moreover, Socrates enigmatically announces at this point that, far from being enemies, he and Thrasymachus are friends, having never been ‘enemies’ in any case (Strauss, 1958: 123–4; cf. Rep.: 498c–d). Strauss’s argument is that what Plato means to indicate by this is that, far from being the defender of the indefensible, the spirited Thrasymachus, alongside Polemarchos (the ‘war lord’), represents the city or polis itself in Plato’s dialogue (Strauss, 1958: 124). This is because ‘...it will become clear later in the Republic that anger is no mean part of the city...’ (Strauss, 1958: 78–9). As we will return to below, Strauss’s contention is that philosophers cannot feasibly hope to animate the non-philosophical many. From this observation, it follows that in any city wherein philosophy can hope in any way to inform and moderate the hoi polloi, Thrasymachus’s techne of ‘both arousing and appeasing the angry passions of the multitude’ will be ‘necessary and sufficient ’. ‘The just city is impossible without Thrasymachus.’ The way of Socrates must be coupled with that of Thrasymachus, as Farabi had indicated (Strauss 1958: 123).
 Socrates’ ‘city in speech’ in the Republic, Strauss contends for such textual reasons, was meant by Plato as a gigantic reductio ad absurdem of the idea that philosophers alone could directly and justly rule. The proto-’communistic’ attempt to found a city according to nature, Strauss points out, leads to the radically unnatural prescription that subjects cannot even choose their own sexual partners(Strauss, 1958: 102). The city that would be founded on philosophical truth turns out necessarily to require recourse to ‘noble lies’ or mythoi in order to ‘galvanise’ its guardians into believing that they were born to their social places, that their true family is the polis, and that this polis ’s boundaries are immutable (Strauss, 1958: 111). This beautiful ‘kallipolis’, if we attempted to actually found it in an existing city, would be founded not only on the famed expulsion of Homer and Euripides, but - anticipating Pol Pot - on the violent exile of all adults over the age of ten educated in the old ways (Rep.: 540e–541a).
 As Ferrari (1997) has commented, then, if we accordingly ask a Straussian where in the Republic the teachings which their teacher draws from it can be found, the answer will be as follows: ‘it is not a turn made in the Republic ; it is the turn that makes the Republic ’. And if Strauss is correct, as Irving Kristol for one has emphasized (Kristol, 1995: 7–9, 13–7), the Republic becomes ‘the most magnificent cure ever devised’ for all the idealistic Glaucons of the world who would expect too much of politics (Strauss, 1958: 65). As Strauss concludes his analysis, invoking Cicero:
...the Republic does not bring to light the best possible regime but rather the nature of political things - the nature of the city... By letting us see that the city constructed in accordance with [the highest needs of man] is not possible, [Plato] lets us see the essential limits, the nature, of the city... (Strauss, 1958: 139).
 With Strauss’s conception of the Politeia in place, we can now turn to Hannah Arendt. It is time to see what, if anything, she can say to Strauss’s peculiar form of political Platonism.
 Arendt as Periagoge to Strauss: From the Politeia Back Towards the Polis
 The ‘break’ between Arendt’s and Strauss’s conceptions of politics is what we need to elaborate in what follows. We will do so, as we opened the essay, with an eye to returning to our political circumstances today. Arendt surely shares with Strauss, no less than with their shared teacher, Martin Heidegger, an historical perspective which at times approximates a narrative of decline, and a wholesale critique of the modern world (e.g., Dubiel, 1997: 26–7; Kateb, 1997: 29–38). For Arendt as for Strauss, too, this decline concerns the covering over of primary if not ‘primordial’ political experiences and categories. If Arendt is right, indeed, we should not be surprised that arguably the greatest political theorist of the last century, Max Weber, should give us three ideal-types of ‘political’ authority in his magnus opus, Economy and Society before he even raises - and then as ‘ illegitimate Herrschaft ’ - the forms of action and authority generic to ‘the city’ (Weber, 1978). If Arendt is right, Weber’s forgetting of the polis reflects tendencies whose seeds were sown long before Max Weber. Decisively for us, in both The Human Condition and ‘What is Authority?’ she indeed makes clear that if ‘the political philosophies of Plato and Aristotle have dominated all subsequent political thought’ (Arendt, 1993b: 106), Plato in particular already ‘attempts to find theoretical foundations and practical ways for an escape from politics altogether’ (Arendt, 1958: 221ff.). Arendt’s reading of Platonic political philosophy, that is, is a radical critique of this philosophy. It is a critique whose centrality to her programme is borne out by even the most cursory glance at the indexes in The Human Condition and Between Past and Future. What will concern us about it in this part is one thing: namely, just how strikingly close Arendt’s depiction of Plato nevertheless stands to Strauss’s ‘esoteric’ reading of Platonic political philosophy recounted in the first part. This will, it is hoped, licence us to bring Arendt to the criticism of Strauss, around the question of tyranny, in the conclusion.
 This author does not know whether Arendt had read Strauss. She does not reference him. For Arendt as for Strauss, in any case, the significance of Plato’s thought does not stand or fall on any imputed metaphysical teaching. Rather, Plato is read as standing at the point of a remarkable ‘switch over’ in Greek culture. This switch-over saw the ‘immortality’ of highest worth to the Homeric Greeks undergo challenge by the ‘eternity’ disclosed to and in philosophic wonder ( thaumazein ) (Arendt, 1993b: 115; 1958: 21–2). As for Strauss so for Arendt, Plato’s dialogues are accordingly read as documents in an ancient but political quarrel concerning the highest way of life. This is the quarrel between the bios theoretikos the bios politikos whose ‘immortality’ is forever vouchsafed by the poets (Arendt, 1958: 17–21). For this reason, no less than Strauss, Arendt is awake to the way that Plato’s dialogues only ‘exile’ the Homeric poets after they have quoted and refigured them at length, presenting Socrates ‘there where the Homeric heroes had been’. Arendt no less than a Straussian student like Planinc hence draws our attention to how decisively even the famous Cave allegory at the start of Book VII of Plato’s Politeia borrows both its key terms ( eidilon and skia [at Arendt, 1958: 292, n. 58]) and its frame from Homer’s account of the underworld in the Odyssey. But when we read it in this way, Arendt argues, we cannot miss the revolutionary nature of Plato’s conception or turning-away from politics:
 Whoever reads the Cave allegory in Plato’s Republic in the light of Greek history will soon be aware that the periagoge, the turning-about that Plato demands of the philosopher, actually amounts to a reversal of the Homeric world order. Not life after death, as in the Homeric Hades, but ordinary life on earth, is located in a ‘cave’, in an underworld... and the senseless, ghostlike motions ascribed by Homer to the lifeless existence of the soul after death in Hades is now ascribed to the senseless doings of men who do not leave the cave of human existence to behold the eternal ideas visible in the sky... (Arendt, 1958: 292).
 At the heart of Arendt’s reading of Plato, with Strauss, we thus find the striking assertion that the origin of political philosophy ‘can be traced to the conflict between philosophy and politics’ (Arendt, 1993b: 113). Platonic political philosophy, as Arendt like Strauss reads it, starts with the apprehension that the same trans-political or ‘eternal’ truth whose vision ‘eternalizes’ the philosophic few, as Aristotle says ( cf. Aristotle, 1952: bk. X), also exposes them to ‘the hostility of the polis towards philosophy, which... showed its immediate threat... in the trial and death of Socrates’ (Arendt, 1993b: 107). So for Arendt as for Strauss, the politics of philosophy is inaugurated by this primal trauma of the trial and execution of Socrates by the city of Athens. It is in response to this primal trauma, Arendt agrees with Strauss, that Plato was the first to bring philosophy down from the heavens and back into the polis (Cicero), in spite of the tragic or comic ‘loss of orientation’ this exposes the philosopher to (Arendt, 1993b: 110; Rep.: 517a; Tht.: 175c–d). She writes in Between Past and Future : ‘The philosopher announces his claim to rule, but not so much for the sake of the polis and politics... as for the sake of philosophy and the safety of the philosopher’ (Arendt, 1993b: 107).
 It is emblematic for Arendt that Plato imagines the life of ‘the many’ in the Cave as given over not to acting or speaking but simply to seeing the shadows written by the poets upon the wall. Arendt’s periagoge away from what Strauss turns around her claim that Plato’s entire political philosophy looks down upon the polis from the standpoint of philosophy. In such a purview, citizens can only show up as defective philosophers, they who see with nous, the mind’s eye, into the highest trans-political truths over the heads or behind the backs of the unphilosophic multitude. What is thereby occluded at the very origin of Western political philosophy, says Arendt in a way Strauss would deny, are the ‘...specifically political experiences, that is, experiences immediately derived from the realm of human affairs’ (Arendt, 1993b: 113).
 Perhaps the deepest Platonic politico-philosophical problem, Arendt brawlingly agrees with Strauss, is simply that the compelling truth of the ideas vouchsafed by the philosophic few can in no way speak at all (Arendt, 1958: 20), let alone persuade ‘the many’ of the use or right to govern of the philosophers (Arendt, 1993b: 108). To return to the issue of Thrasymachus, this is precisely the problem that informs Strauss’s remarkable, post-Farabian reading of the ‘return’ of Thrasymachus towards the middle of Republic, whereat Socrates declares them ‘friends’, as we saw in the first part of this paper. To quote again Strauss’s clear or exoteric presentation:
 This coincidence of philosophy and political power is very difficult to achieve, very improbable, but not impossible. To bring about the needed change on the part of the city, of the non-philosophers of the multitude, the right kind of persuasion is necessary and sufficient. The right kind of persuasion is supplied by the art of persuasion, the art of Thrasymachus, directed by the philosopher and in service of philosophy. No wonder, then, that in this context Socrates declares that he and Thrasymachus have just become friends, having not been enemies before either. The multitude of the non-philosophers are good-natured and therefore persuadable. Without ‘Thrasymachus’ there will never be a just city. We are compelled to expel Homer and Sophocles but we must invite Thrasymachus (Strauss, 1958: 123).
 For Arendt’s Plato too, the principal problem is the difficulty of seeing a way to the harmony between philosophy and the city (Strauss, 1958: 123). This is why, in Arendt’s concurring rejoinder concerning the philosopher ’s political plight, when he returns from gazing upon the Ideas to the city or cave: ‘here, to be sure, other means of coercion must be found, and here again coercion through violence must be avoided if political life as the Greeks understood it is not to be destroyed’ (Arendt, 1993b: 108). In particular, argues Arendt, Plato advocates and exemplifies two deeply sophistical strategies to this dilemma of the philosopher’s political descent. Both of these, however, come together in sanctifying the fateful division ‘between those who know and do not act’ - the rulers or legislators - and ‘those who act and do not know’ - the many or the ruled (Arendt, 1958: 223).
 First: under Arendt’s eye, the Platonic heaven of the Ideas is first divided and then - as we saw in Strauss in Part I - the Ideas are very much brought ‘down to earth’. In her case it is indeed brought into the darkness of the private realm. In Symposium and Phaedrus, she notes, Plato names the highest Idea as the Beautiful and the philosopher as ‘lover of wisdom or of beauty’ (Arendt, 1993b: 109, 112). It is only in the political dialogues, like the Republic, that Plato substitutes for the Beautiful the Idea of the ho agathos or the Good. Arendt’s arresting hypothesis to explain this inconsistency is the claim that, if the beautiful is what the philosophers see once they make their ‘rough ascent’ towards the trans-political Truth; the Good is what they present for we the many on their way back down into the polis. Her key claim here stems from how, in the Greek vocabulary, ‘the good always means “good for” or “fit”’ for some end extrinsic to the poesis’ (Arendt, 1993b: 113). When faced with the threat of persecution so foundational also for Strauss’s teaching, Arendt argues that Plato instrumentalizes his Ideas. Facing towards the city, he turns them into ‘measures’ with which the philosopher can ‘rule’ the many:
 If the highest idea, in which all other ideas must partake in order to be ideas at all, is that of fitness, then the ideas are applicable by definition, and in the hands of the philosopher... they can become rules and standards or, as later in the Laws, they can become laws... (Arendt, 1993b: 113).
 It is in this way only, Arendt argues, that we can understand the frequency of Plato’s ‘otherwise dubious’ analogies taken from the realm of techne or even of the oikos (see the conclusion) in order to conceive of political action (Arendt, 1993b: 111). Far from being esoteric metaphysical disclosures from ‘on high’, Arendt argues:
 For the transformation of ideas into measures, Plato is helped by an analogy from practical life, where it appears that all arts and crafts are also guided by ‘ideas’, that is, by ‘shapes’ of objects, visualised in the inner eye of the craftsmen, who then reproduces them in reality through imitation... The ‘ideas’ become the absolute, unwavering standards of political behaviour and judgment in the same sense that the ‘idea’ of a bed in general is the standard for making and judging the fitness of all particular manufactured beds... (Arendt, 1993b: 110).
 Arendt’s assessment of this refiguring of the praxis of governing as a techne is famously that it is profoundly ambiguous, at best. This is principally because one of the contrasts between techne and praxis is that the former, making, inescapably involves a component of violence (Arendt, 1958: 228–9; 1993b: 113).
 Second, because of this element of violence intrinsically attached to the forms of instrumental making, Arendt argues that Plato’s philosopher is forced to supplement the philosophical doctrine of the Ideas with noble mythoi about eternal rewards or punishments, in order to assuage the many. For Arendt as for Strauss, that is, Plato’s mythological excursuses are not wholly incidental to the ‘real’ work that he aims to achieve. They rather stand as the exoteric or ‘noble lies’ the philosopher must tell, perhaps with Thrasymachus in hand, ideally at the end of his political dialogues -‘after the argument... has broken down’. Their role is to persuade ‘those who have no experience of a philosophic truth beyond the realm of sense experience’ (Arendt, 1958: 129). As Arendt writes in ‘What is Authority?’:
 In Republic the problem is solved through the concluding myth [of Er]... a myth which Plato himself obviously neither believed nor wanted the philosophers to believe. What the allegory of the cave in the middle of the Republic is for the few or for the philosophers the myth of hell at the end is for the many who are not capable of philosophic truth... (Arendt, 1993b: 108).
 In a way that brings us back to one of the many peculiar features of our world today, the Carl Schmitt revival on both theoretical Left and Right, Arendt does not stop short of emphasizing how Plato was the first of the political theologians. There is no doubt, as with the cave eikon, that when Plato coins the term ‘theology’ he is drawing on existing Pythagorean or Orphic religious beliefs, so Arendt argues. But in a way that can also make us think of Hobbes’s ambivalent standing between political modernism and the divine right of Kings, Arendt argues that Plato also has an interesting position between the previous religious and present political realities of his day:
 The distinction between Plato and his predecessors, whoever they may have been, was that he was the first to become aware of the enormous, strictly political potentiality inherent in such beliefs... [and] to what an extent these doctrines could be used as threats in the world, quite apart from their speculative value about a future life... (Arendt, 1993b: 131).
 For Arendt too, although she does not name Thrasymachus, Platonic political philosophy will hence involve the instrumental use of rhetoric and myth if Socrates is to achieve ‘success with the many’ (Strauss, 1958: 124).
 A Political Conclusion: On Philosophy, Tyranny and Neoconservatism
 A Straussian’s philosophic objection to any putting into dialogue of Arendt and Strauss concerning Plato might involve two hands. First, s/he might claim that, even if we accept that Arendt’s Plato is decisively true to Plato’s intentions and (so) close to Strauss’s, the presupposition of her criticism of Plato - the higher excellence of (pre)classical Greek political experience - is not unquestionable. Pangle for example, without naming Arendt, nevertheless details how Strauss did not ‘succumb to any kind of longing for the polis and its “ vita activa ”, its “public space” or sense of community’ (Pangle, 1989: xxiv; Pangle and Tarcov, 1987: 928). Second: I suspect such a Straussian would argue that in truth Arendt does not register the key message of Strauss’s reading of Plato. The very point of Strauss’s reading of Republic, s/he might stress, is to caution us against the doctrine that philosophers could or should directly rule. True, Arendt registers the conflicts between polis and philosophy and philosophy and poetry. Yet she still ends by falsely attributing to Plato ‘a dangerous preference for the tyrannical form of government’ (Arendt, 1993b: 112). It is unclear whether this was Strauss’s intention, to speak moderately.
 To conclude, I want to say something against these Straussian objections. It is clearly beyond the scope of this paper to adequately evaluate Arendt’s valorization of Greek political praxis and the public realm, especially the recurrent criticisms that it scarcely eludes the type of elitism (e.g., Kateb, 1997: 29–38) also standardly levelled against Strauss. Our hope is that the following comments concerning the second set of claims will at least point towards what such an evaluation might like look like.
 It is true that, at times, for all her awareness of Plato’s esotericism, Arendt does come very close to attributing to him many of the views that Strauss suggests are illustrative mythoi only. In a decisive moment in The Human Condition, for example, we find Arendt writing:
 It is a common error to interpret Plato as though he wanted to abolish the family and the household; he wanted, on the contrary, to extend this type of life until one family embraced every citizen. In other words, he wanted to eliminate from the household community its private character, and it is for this purpose that he recommended the abolition of private property and individual marital status (Arendt, 1958: 223).
 This reading stands opposed to Strauss’s central suggestion in The City and Man that exactly these Socratic recommendations in the Republic are ironic only. Nevertheless, while this qualification must be noted, I think it can also be reasonably shown that Arendt’s reading of Plato is pitched at a more foundational level than would allow it to be simply ‘refuted’ or sidelined by such examples. Debates concerning the legacies of important figures can sometimes lose the wood for the trees, or allow important criticisms to be polemically parried through recourse to particular examples, rather than philosophically considered, with reference to the wider logics of the claims being made. The other side to this, in our case here, is that several of Strauss’s claims in the central chapter of On Tyranny would seem to contradict or qualify what he says against the identification of polis and oikos in the Republic reading.
 In a manner which is in truth deeply reminiscent of Strauss ( cf. Gourevitch, 1987: 30–47), Arendt’s reading of Platonic political philosophy in The Human Condition and Between Past and Future - as well as venturing centrally a reading of the Republic - turns upon the attempt to disclose ‘fundamental alternatives’ available to political thought. Arendt’s claim is that Plato and Aristotle, in their attempt to ground a philosophic conception of authority, had available to their thought two ‘kinds of rule’ as fundamental paradeigmata. The first was provided by the Greek polis, the second came ‘from the private sphere of Greek household and family life’ (Arendt, 1993b: 104). Faced with political persecution for their philosophical way of life, Arendt argues, these first philosophers - or certainly Plato - turned-about and away from the polis, and its generic kinds of political action. This is why, she reasons, Plato could only think politics through ‘examples taken from what to the Greeks was the private sphere of life’. As Arendt lists them: ‘[The relations]... between the shepherd and his sheep, between the helmsman of a ship and his passengers, between the physician and the patient, or between the master and the slave’ (Arendt, 1993b: 108).
 In a telling footnote in The Human Condition, indeed, Arendt elaborates her textual evidence for this claim as follows:



 In the Republic, [Plato’s] division between rulers and ruled is guided by the relationship between expert and layman; in the Statesman, he takes his bearings from the relation between knowing and doing; and in the Laws, the execution of unchangeable laws is all that is left to the statesman or necessary for the functioning of the public realm. What is most striking in this development is the progressive shrinkage of faculties required for the mastering of politics (Arendt, 1958: 227).
 This type of deeper claim, supported but not reducible to the particular case of the Republic, would underlie an Arendtian concern that might align Strauss’s Plato with political tyranny. Why? Arendt claims, on the basis of her reading of classical history, that what minimally characterized political tyranny for the ancients - beyond the question of whether being a tyrant is the best form of individual life (Arendt, 1958: 224) - was ‘the banishment of the citizens from the public realm and the insistence that they mind their private business while “only the ruler should attend to public affairs”’ (Arendt, 1958: 221). In an observation which is deeply troubling in an age wherein entire nations have subordinated their common lives to the pursuit of maximal economic efficiency, Arendt strikingly argues that what made tyranny so politically retrograde and morally undesirable is not that it does not work efficiently. On the contrary:
 The trouble with these forms of government is not that they are cruel, which often they are not, but rather that they work too well... / [ Tyranny ], to be sure, was tantamount to furthering private industry and industriousness, but the citizens could see in the policy nothing but the attempt to deprive them of the time necessary for participating in common matters. It is the obvious short-range advantages of tyranny, the advantages of stability, security and productivity that one should beware, if only because they pave the way to an inevitable loss of power, even though the actual disaster may occur in a relatively distant future... (Arendt, 1958: 221/ 221–2).
 We see en passant why Arendt would not scratch her head at the legacy of curtailed civil liberties and strengthened executives that economic neoliberalism has repeatedly brought in its train, as if to spite its prophets - from Thatcher and Reagan, to the Bush administration and that of Mr Howard in Australia at the beginning of the new millenium. Neither would Arendt be surprised at the in many ways shocking content of the central chapter of Strauss’s book On Tyranny wherein he draws out in full Xenophon’s ‘teaching concerning tyranny’. For in this chapter, Strauss frankly asserts that the virtue of concern to the ancient philosophers presupposes neither ‘law’ nor ‘freedom’ (Strauss, 1948: 70), any more than does the commutative justice involved in trade (Strauss, 1948: 72). Indeed, Strauss argues on the numerically central pages of On Tyranny that both Socrates and Xenophon accepted a ‘tyrannical teaching’. This teaching ‘ expounds the view that a case for beneficent tyranny, and even for a beneficent tyranny which was originally established by force or fraud’ as a theoretical, if not a practical, teaching, albeit one which cannot be given a direct ‘public expression’ (Strauss, 2000: 76). In Strauss’s own words, which are not preceded by any words of criticism:
 At any rate, the rule of a tyrant who, after having come to power by means of force and fraud, or after having committed any number of crimes, listens to the suggestions of reasonable men, is essentially more legitimate than the rule of elected magistrates who refuse to listen to such suggestions, i.e. than the rule of elected magistrates as such (Strauss 2000: 75). [6]
 Once the turn to the Platonic perspective of philosophy has been taken, so Arendt would argue, the distinctions between public and private, action and making, and polis and oikos can only appear increasingly unimportant. The philosopher’s view down upon the polis, with the highest end for philosophical men - wisdom - in its sights, can perhaps see friends and enemies, and a ‘many in deed’ who will need ‘to be addressed by Thrasymachus’ (Strauss, 1958: 124). The citizen as citizen described in Aristotle’s Politics, distinct from the private man and capable of both ruling and being ruled, will tend to be looked down upon, except perhaps as a civic analogue, and perhaps an ally, to the philosopher. Equally, the type of efficiency, order, and violence requisite for efficient technical achievement will rationally appear as the best form of action, to the extent that the polis ’s political life is viewed as a necessary means to an extrinsic end, whether set by economy, philosophy, or theology. And so indeed it is that in Strauss’s response to Kojève in On Tyranny Strauss is led, despite his critique of the kallipolis of the Republic, to assert:
 However at this point we seem to get involved in a self-contradiction... if Socrates is the representative par excellence of the philosophic life... the same Socrates suggested that there is no essential difference between the city and the family, and the thesis of Friedrich Mentz, Socrates nec officiosus maritus nec laudandus paterfamilias (Leipzig, 1716) is essentially defensible : Xenophon goes so far as not to count the husband of Xanthippe among the married men ( Symposium, in fine ) (Strauss, 1948: 196 [italics for English text ours]; cf. Arendt, 1958: 223 n.62).
 In Strauss’s defence, we can see how he amply draws readers’ attention to how the classical philosophers do each, including Aristotle, suggest that a philosophically enlightened form of tyranny or extralegal monarchy is the best form of government ( cf. Plato, Sta.: 293c–d, 294a–b; Laws.: 709a–710a, 712a, 735d–736a; Xen. Mem.: II.1.21, III. 9, 9–13; Aristotle, Pol.: III.1284a3–11; 1285b24–32; 1285b33–1286a20; 1288a15–19, 24–28; 1332b16–23). Even a reader as mild as Steven Smith is drawn in Reading Leo Strauss to wonder concerning On Tyranny, given its salutary condemnation of modern political science’s inability to condemn the modern tyrannies, that:
...an entire book intended to lay are the roots of modern tyranny... appears to conclude with a praise of beneficent tyranny. This hardly seems like condemnation, much less like identifying a political cancer for what it is... Is the proper role of the philosopher that of an adviser to tyrants - consider Seneca’s role in the court of Nero - rather than a rebel or social critic seeking to overthrow the conditions of tyranny? If the creation of a reformed tyranny is merely utopian or theoretical, what function is it intended to play in the dialogue? (Smith, 2006: 137).
 In truth, to emphasise again, it would be surprising if such a sensitive reader of classical political philosophy as Strauss did not note these passages in Plato, Aristotle and Xenophon wherein extralegal rule by the wise as supplement or complement to the rule of general laws, or to facilitate the founding of a virtuous polis, is advocated ( cf. e.g., Strauss, 1952: 140, 157–63; Strauss, 1989b: 146–7; Strauss, 1958: 293; Strauss, 1988: 141–2; Strauss, 1989d: 56–7; Strauss, 1968: 12). As an author famed for proposing a return to classical political rationalism, it would be unusual if Strauss’s thought did not enter into theoretical, if not practical, proximity to their political teachings. On one hand, there is his avowed project to rehabilitate the classical philosophic premises; on the other, there is the force of his radical critique of modern rationalism as ultimately nihilistic. What texts such as On Tyranny then do is accurately recover and draw readers’ attention to how the classical philosophers each, including Aristotle, do at different points suggest that a philosophically enlightened form of tyranny or extralegal monarchy is the theoretically best form of government - because of the superiority of the wise or best rulers, and also because it enables the most rapid changes in a politeia towards greater virtue. Yet it follows that we can say of Strauss’s work, as Strauss says of Xenophon’s:
 Yet the theoretical thesis [concerning benevolent tyranny] by itself necessarily prevented its holders from being unqualifiedly loyal to Athenian democracy, e.g. (sic.), for it prevented them from believing that democracy is simply the best political order. It prevented them from being ‘good citizens’ (in the precise sense of the term) under a democracy (Strauss, 2000: 76).
 Leo Strauss’s great merit, by leading them back to the classical philosophic texts, was to have reawakened his readers to the fundamental alternatives concerning the best ways of life and regime, which he saw to have been covered over by modern thought. In this essay, we have argued that Arendt too can be read as asking us to undertake the same reawakening. While she may not have been as awake as Strauss was to the layers of irony in Plato’s Politeia, Arendt provides a thoughtful account of the reason why a thought which prioritizes the bios theoretikos should be inevitably drawn to sympathy with non-democratic, even tyrannical, regimes, which subordinate political praxis to forms of hierarchic, technical action ( techne and poesis ). The proximity of Arendt’s reading of classical political philosophy to Strauss’s, we have tried to show, is both clear and significant. Its force, together with the confirming evidence of Strauss’s own statements in On Tyranny, is to make us reflect in the following way, paraphrasing Strauss himself concerning the American regime: while both Xenophon and Plato may have been drawn, because of the perilous nature of their teaching ‘concerning law and legitimacy’ (Strauss, 2000: 76), to prudently put their sympathy with beneficent tyranny in the mouths of xenoi (Strauss, 2000: 77); and while many of Strauss’s admirers have been understandably drawn to soften the anti-democratic elements in their teacher’s own classical teachings concerning law and legitimacy in a democratic age; it is not permitted to us as friends of Leo Strauss to ever be solely flatterers of Leo Strauss. Or, as Aristotle wrote, in what is arguably the founding ethical text of philosophy:
 Yet it would perhaps be thought to be better, indeed to be our duty, for the sake of maintaining the truth even to destroy what touches us closely, especially as we are philosophers or lovers of wisdom; for, while both are dear, piety requires us to honour truth above our friends (Aristotle, 1952: I.6 1096a12–17, Jowett trans.).
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 Part Three
 Strauss as an Émigré/German-Jewish Intellectual in US Politics
 8. Leo Strauss and His Contemporaries: German Thought in American Exile 1940–1970
 Richard H. King
 Introduction
 Europeans have been notoriously divided about America. While it is tempting to see America simply as the symbol of modernity, as Alexis de Tocqueville did in the 1830s, things are more complicated than that. Europeans have also seen America as historically retrograde (consider the bafflement at the persistence of religion in the United States) and/or as ‘innocent’: Americans need to catch up or grow up. Moreover, Claus Offe has reminded us that Max Weber saw America’s course of development as a welcome alternative to European modernity in the twentieth century. Considering that the history of European modernity has hardly been an inspiration to itself or the world, particularly in the middle third of the twentieth century, Weber’s position is not at all an absurd one (Ceaser, 1997; Offe, 2005; Judt, 2007).
 In particular, twentieth century German thinkers and observers have expressed themselves complexly and thoughtfully about America, particularly since World War II. In fact, there is a long tradition, going back at least to the American Transcendentalists, of German influence on American thought and culture. Though later American thinkers, including John Dewey, George Santayana and Thorstein Veblen, bemoaned the influence of German thought, this hostile attitude changed considerably with the post-1933 influx and influence of German émigré thinkers who had fled Hitler’s Germany to take refuge in the United States (Lepennies, 2006; Aschheim, 2007).
 Two of the twentieth century’s most distinguished German thinkers - Martin Heidegger and Theodor Adorno - saw America as a clear warning signal of the dangers of capitalist, technocratic modernity; yet it is also fascinating to discover how important, in a positive sense, America was in the development of the thought of Weber and Hannah Arendt.
 In what follows, I want to explore what America ‘was’ to a group of five thinkers, all of whom fled the Nazis and came to America in the 1930s or early 1940s - Theodor Adorno (1903–1969) and Herbert Marcuse (1898–1979) of the Frankfurt School; Hannah Arendt (1906–1975); Eric Voegelin (1901–1985); and, of course, Leo Strauss (1899–1973). Throughout, I take it is a ‘given’ that their thinking has made American intellectual life more sophisticated and less provincial. But here I want to explore some of the ways these thinkers have gotten American liberal culture and politics ‘wrong’. Specifically, it will be my contention that they underestimated both the capacity to resist the so-called ‘culture industry’ and the sheer variety of American culture and society, while also failing to understand the (perhaps) peculiar, and complex, nature of its liberal political culture. I should also add that of these five figures, Leo Strauss’s attitudes toward America were the most underdeveloped, at least in print, though a critique of modern liberalism was central to his own intellectual development (Smith, 2006; C. and M. Zuckert, 2006; King, 2008; Lazier, 2009).
 Historical Context
 The group I will examine here was fairly evenly distributed across the political spectrum. The Frankfurt School was a neo-Marxist grouping, with an interest in analysing advanced industrial society in terms supplied by both Marx and Freud. The politics of culture, particularly the importance of mass culture in the modern world, was a dominant theme of their work up into the 1940s, with America as the site of its clearest emergence. Herbert Marcuse also explored the nature of the ‘one-dimensional’ cultural and political thinking of early 1960s America. In the middle stood Hannah Arendt, who once denied that she was a typical left-wing Weimar intellectual but rather came from the ‘tradition of German philosophy’ (Feldman, 1978: 246). Though she occasionally wrote on literary, cultural and educational matters, these matters were never a major concern of hers. Rather, the second half of her career was devoted to exploring the nature of American political culture in the context of the modern revolutionary tradition and the renewed possibility of politics in the contemporary world. In this connection, On Revolution (1963) stands as her most important work.
 On the right were Eric Voegelin and Leo Strauss. Like Arendt, both assumed the ‘primacy of the political’ as opposed to the Frankfurt School’s ‘primacy of the cultural’ (Lepennies, 2006). Despite their ideological differences, these three figures located the normative origins of politics in the Greek polis. Thus the vision of politics that Voegelin, Strauss, and Arendt developed in America was grounded in, though not confined to, pre-modern concepts of politics as an activity and way of thinking. Strauss’s influence was first felt in the 1950s when he emerged as a stern critic of the positivist and behaviourist orientation of American political science. He became more widely known some three decades after his death during the second Iraq war when some charged that that conflict had been inspired by his ideas and planned by former students and students of students (Norton, 2004; King, 2006). In general, Voegelin and Strauss were deeply concerned with the relationship between religion and politics, that is, with political theology, a concern developed in Weimer Germany by jurist and political philosopher, Carl Schmitt (Meier, 2006). Later in the 1950s and 1960s, the critiques of liberalism advanced by Strauss and Voegelin were powerful contributions to the formulation of a new American conservatism.
 For all their differences, these five figures shared a certain background and their personal trajectories overlapped in America. Except for Voegelin, all were secular Jews who had rarely been involved in Jewish matters or Zionist organizations in Weimar Germany, except for Strauss (Aschheim, 2007; Rabinbach, 1997). As fate would have it, they came to prominence at roughly the same time as the New York intellectual elite, which emerged in the late 1930s and whose composition was predominantly Jewish and left-wing. Only Arendt of our group became part of this intellectual elite. Strauss was too conservative for them, though he taught at the New School for Social Research in New York until 1948 until he took a professorship at Chicago, while Voegelin took up a permanent post at LSU in Baton Rouge, Louisiana during the war. Largely from working class, Ostjudisch backgrounds, the New Yorkers were too plebeian and lacked the sophisticated philosophical training of these German émigré intellectuals. That said, recent work has suggested that the contacts between the two groups were more frequent and intense than had been previously thought, especially since the Frankfurt School-in-exile set up shop at Columbia University after fleeing Germany in the 1930s (Wheatland, 2009).
 The German-Jewish émigrés were in many ways stepchildren of the Protestant-German Idealist ‘mandarin’ tradition. They were recipients of the traditional German Bildung and educated in a university system during the 1910s and 1920s that was rife with a cultural pessimism and ambivalence about modernity, accentuated by German defeat in World War I. (Adorno had also been deeply immersed in the late modernist music tradition of the second Vienna School both as a composer and as a critic.) While the response to this crisis took the form of opposition to capitalism on the Left, the cultural crisis was a religious one as well. All this, of course, antedated rather than post-dated what we have come to call the Holocaust, but the sense of crisis was far from dissipated in the New World and remained an underlying experience and explicit problem in all their work: how, each of them sought to figure out, could a repetition of the European crisis be avoided?
 Culture Critics in/of Liberal America
 Aside from a general sense of gratitude for having provided a refuge from the Nazi, émigré intellectuals adjusted to their American circumstances in various ways. Adorno never really adjusted to the vulgarities (sic) of life in a democratic society before his 1949 return to Germany. However, once back in Germany, he came to admit to having learned the benefits of ‘team work’ in research and in fact later contrasted American university research practices very favourably with those in Germany (Adorno, 1968). Nor were all the reactions negative or grudging. Arendt wrote to Karl Jaspers with pleasant surprise that ‘something like freedom really exists here’; indeed, ‘the fact that there is no nation state here and no real national tradition’ was something she treasured in her new home (Arendt and Jaspers, 1985: 66). In America neither the legal-constitutional order nor the idea of citizenship pre-supposed ethnic or cultural uniformity. Strauss’s assessment of America was much more measured than Arendt’s. The system there was about the best that could be expected of politics in the modern age; but it lacked much that was necessary to fulfil the classical ideal of the polis. It was ‘low but solid ground’ located somewhere between the peaks of the classical polis and the abyss of modernity. In reaction against the anti-Communist crusade after the war, that odd couple of German letters, Bertolt Brecht and Thomas Mann, chose to return to Europe.
 Yet, even the most enthusiastic of the émigrés saw their new home through European eyes as the homeland of capitalist modernity with all its materialism and status seeking, positivism and technologism, mass culture and political conformity. It embodied modern liberal civilization at its most unvarnished. An article of faith among all the refugee intellectuals concerned the pernicious effects of mass culture, disseminated by what Adorno and Horkheimer referred to as the ‘culture industry’ and Arendt damned with faint praise as ‘entertainment’ (Adorno and Horkheimer, 1972; Arendt, 1968: 205). The Frankfurt School’s perspective on culture in America, already developed before Adorno arrived in America in 1938, assumed that the culture industry (especially Hollywood but also national radio) had the power to dominate the consciousness of Americans and shape it to the needs of monopoly capitalism. Behind that perception stood, of course, the fear of political manipulation as well. Put succinctly, there were no innocent images or films; everything was symptomatic; and it all had a meaning. The strength of the Frankfurt analysis lay not in its focus on obvious political propaganda but on the exploration of the way presumably non-political films, cartoons and advertising adjusted consumers of mass culture to the political and economic status quo. Arturo Toscanini and Donald Duck were analysed for their political meanings - the glorification of the authoritarian leader and the irascible frustrations of the ‘little man’ respectively.
 How new or original in the American context was this ‘mass culture’ analysis? Certainly no American Marxist had advanced such a subtle analysis of the power of mass culture to dominate consciousness generally and not just that of the working class. That said, parallel efforts emerged in the midto late 1930s from New York intellectuals such as Dwight Macdonald and Clement Greenberg. During these years, the New York intellectuals became very much aware of the Frankfurt group. Daniel Bell came into contact with Horkheimer et al. in the late 1930s and Irving Howe did editing work for them after the war, while sociologists David Riesman and C. Wright Mills showed awareness of the Frankfurt perspective in their post-war cultural analyses (Wheatland, 2009: 147; 181; Geary, 2009). In fact, the influence could go both ways as when Adorno cited Riesman in his ‘Perennial Fashion-Jazz’ essay in the mid-1950s (Adorno, 1981: 127).
 However, neither the Frankfurt School nor the New York intellectuals showed much awareness of the tradition of cultural analysis developed by the American ‘lyrical left’ (Diggins, 1992). This tradition of inquiry focused on cultural transformation as the key element in the (re)-construction of the new industrial society. Of particular importance were the work of Van Wyck Brooks on ‘highbrow’ and ‘lowbrow’ and that of Randolph Bourne on the way that meretricious popular culture filled the vacuum left when immigrants were stripped of their own (Brooks, 1970; Bourne, 1964). Most glaring was their neglect of the first theorist of consumer capitalist culture and society, Thorstein Veblen. His coruscating analysis of the complicity of culture with wealth and status drove even Adorno, the only critic of mass culture to pay attention to Veblen, to claim that he exaggerated the pernicious effects of consumer capitalism (Adorno, 1981: 87). Overall, it was, I think, the systematic and sustained nature of Critical Theory’s culture critique that elevated it above similar American efforts, even though the range of issues taken up by the Americans surpassed the rather narrow focus of Adorno and Horkheimer.
 But were Adorno and company ‘right’ about mass culture? In one specific area - his notoriously hostile attitude toward jazz - Adorno was considerably off-target. Adorno published a piece on jazz in 1936 before he came to America and in 1953 after he had returned to Germany, but his essential hostility expressed toward jazz was evident in both (Leppert, 2002; Adorno, 1981). Basically, Adorno contended that, however defined, jazz was a symptom of, not an answer to, cultural domination: ‘Jazz is the false liquidation of art’ (Adorno, 1981: 132) because its practitioners ‘ inexorably succumb to the commercial requirements and quickly lose[s] their sting’ ( ibid. :132; 121). Furthermore, he contended that in so far as jazz was a form of black music, it demonstrated the persistence of a slave mentality among African Americans and the domination of their sensibilities by the mechanical rhythms of urban, capitalist society. Jazz provided a perfect example of the pseudo -freedom that most Americans claimed to enjoy.
 But questions can be raised about the Frankfurt analysis of the culture industry. Though not addressing Adorno et al. directly, the Trotskyist, C.L.R. James, felt that 1930s American popular culture such as soap operas and hard-boiled fiction was where the fears and hopes of Americans were ventilated and sometimes addressed. As a form of capitalist realism, American popular culture reflected what actually bothered, agitated, and angered Americans, not just what they were brainwashed into thinking. They were far from simply passive receptacles waiting to be filled. A further implication of James’s analysis was that one had to pay attention to the content - themes, images, concepts, values - as well as to the formal qualities of mass culture, that is, the means of representation, as Adorno had emphasized (James, 1993: 122–3). Later, in his Pursuits of Happiness (1982), philosopher Stanley Cavell insisted, similarly to James, that there was a mimetic reality to filmic representations of certain basic experiences, even if films were easily ‘appropriated’ for political purposes. About the appropriation thesis, he wondered ‘Why should one believe any of this?’ and added that ‘to defend my interest in these films is to examine and defend my interest in my own experience’ (Cavell, 1982: 7). All Adorno et al. really were saying, he seemed to suggest, was that modern culture is produced and reproduced for all sorts of reasons.
 Finally, cultural historian Michael Denning has suggested that the Frankfurt School domination theory of culture pretty comprehensively ignored the emergence by the late 1930s of what he calls the ‘cultural front’. Rediscovering the rich musical, dramatic and artistic traditions of white and black Southerners, exploring the politics of the jazz culture of urban America, particularly New York and Chicago, and contributing to the left-wing social and political concerns of many Hollywood films, this left-leaning cultural coalition constituted a countervailing cultural movement to the culture industry (Denning, 1997). Indeed, Denning’s emphasis upon the recovery and construction of American folk cultures in the 1930s, along with the emergence of cultural regionalism, reminds us how restricted Adorno’s exposure to American culture was. Of course he and his colleagues were operating in a second-language in a foreign country and culture. Yet in so far as they made generalizations about American culture or about modern culture in America, they had some obligation to inform themselves about the larger context within which that culture operated. Indeed, it is hard to take seriously their (implied) descriptions of America as, in Marcuse’s later terms, a ‘one-dimensional’ culture, when acquaintance with the cultural diversity of America seems all but non-existent. Culture was European-derived or oriented or it was nothing.
 That said, the Horkheimer Circle did become conversant with American philosophy, specifically pragmatism, in its early years in New York (Wheatland, 2009: 97–139). Well before Horkheimer and some of the Frankfurt School left New York for the Los Angeles area in 1941, he established contact with Sidney Hook, a Marxist and former student of John Dewey, and Meyer Schapiro, the Marxist art historian, who were prominent New York intellectuals. Over the next decade or so, the two groups argued in print and face-to-face about how best to escape the rigidities of orthodox Marxism and the inadequacies of liberal thought. In their arguments, the Frankfurt School rejected what they called ‘positivist’ or ‘ instrumental ’ reason as applied in and to the human sciences. They considered the pragmatic concept of reason to be just another version of the instrumental reason that was central to their ‘theory of the totally administered society’ (Wheatland, 2009: 118). One of the clearest critiques of pragmatism can be found in Adorno’s 1941 analysis of Veblen’s thought. According to Adorno, the radical sounding analysis offered by Veblen was compromised by his acceptance of the Darwinian-derived pragmatist notion of ‘adaptation’ or ‘adjustment’ (Adorno, 1981: 76–8). As Adorno put it: ‘the contrast between dialectics and pragmatism...is reduced to a nuance, namely to the conception of that “next step”. The pragmatist, however, defines it as adjustment, and this perpetuates the domination of what is always the same’ ( ibid. : 92). ‘Today’, he concluded, ‘adjustment to what is possible no longer means adjustment; it means making the possible real’ ( ibid. : 94). Thus Adorno claimed that pragmatism did not think deeply enough, oppositionally enough, or far-sightedly enough. It remained too closely wedded to existing reality. By way of contrast, critical theory sought to negate rather than adapt (to) given reality; its goal was to transform, not modify, the given.
 About a closely related article of liberal philosophical faith - the fact-value distinction - Leo Strauss, on the Right, was in agreement with the left-wing Frankfurt School. Writing in the early 1960s, Leo Strauss remembered the 1920s as the period in which he first understood the self-undermining nature of modern reason - one had to accept on faith that reason was superior to faith: ‘philosophy, the quest for evident and necessary knowledge, rests itself on an unevident decision, on an act of will, just as faith does’ (Strauss, 1962: 29). Subsequently, Strauss concluded that the basic option facing the modern world was to accept either the religious (the ‘Jerusalem’) option or to revitalize some version of classical reason (the ‘Athens’ option). In the latter option, which Strauss chose, the point was to discover a form of foundational reason that had substantive rather than instrumental status and thus brought together fact and value. From another direction, but like Strauss and Adorno, Arendt had no use for mass culture and was also hostile to an instrumentalist (pragmatic) aesthetic in which art exists, for instance, to help us develop ‘self-perception or self-esteem’. On the contrary, real works of art were ‘not consumed like consumer goods and not used like use objects’ (Arendt, 1968: 204, 209). Matters concerning culture and aesthetics, in particular, shared in the suspicion, even hostility, at the heart of modern German thought to instrumental reason and pragmatism.
 In so far, then, as pragmatism was biased toward piecemeal reform, the Frankfurt radical critique of pragmatism had a certain cogency to it. But that was far from the end of the story. Hook and the New Yorkers thought that the Critical Theorists were still too subservient to the metaphysics of Hegelianism and dialectical thinking, still searching (in vain) for some notion of [R]eason that worked in and through history (Wheatland, 2009). The undertow of determinism in the Frankfurt analysis of culture was also reflected in the absence of a theory of action and ultimately of politics in their work. The best that could be managed was to resist domination; but domination theory seemed to discourage rather than enable action. Moreover, much of the recent work done in the pragmatist tradition, particularly by Richard Rorty, Richard Bernstein and Cornel West, has stressed its creative, rather than instrumental, dimension, its project to re-describe phenomena in terms of what is desired not what is possible. ‘Adaptation’ has been replaced by ‘re-description’. Neo-pragmatists also often argued that using traditions rather than venerating them is one way to find creative alternatives to existing reality. Still, it was only in the 1970s with the re-emergence of a pragmatism, which dropped the emphasis upon ‘instrumentalism’ and ‘adaptation’, that the Frankfurt critique of pragmatism began to be met.
 Though the Frankfurt School genuinely engaged with the American philosophical tradition of pragmatism, its members bemoaned the supposed homogeneity of, and conformity in, American society. On this point, the Frankfurt fear of the ‘rage against everything that is different’, the Arendtian affirmation of ontological, political and social pluralism, and the ‘spiritual’ elitism of Voegelin and Strauss, who spoke confidently of ‘differences among human souls’ (Strauss, 1968: 215), all pointed to a shared consensus about excessive social conformity in America the modern. Whether it was blamed on the culture industry, the power of the strong state or some mysterious propensity of Americans to think and act alike, the fear of homogeneity and conformity ran deep among the European émigrés, as it did among American analysts such as David Riesman and William H. Whyte. All these figures, sounded like nothing so much as latter day Tocquevilles. In fact, the French thinker enjoyed a considerable post-war revival as the precursor of the mass culture and mass society analysis.
 Yet, few of them paid much attention to the racial and ethnic diversity that did exist in America. Though Arendt was a partial exception, her 1959 essay ‘Reflections on Little Rock’ showed a serious failure to understand what was at issue in the school desegregation crisis in Little Rock, Arkansas. In that essay, she combined her own European-derived experience - the prideful refusal of many Jews to try to force admission into Gentile institutions, a residual fear of a strong central state and the attractions of American federalism - with the formal categories of her thought. The result was an argument in which public, i.e., state, schools were part of the ‘social’ rather than the ‘political’ realm and thus institutions where discrimination could be tolerated. Thus white parents had the right to send their children to schools of their own choosing, not those dictated by the federal government. To her credit, Arendt later allowed that she had been wrong on the ‘pride’ issue once African American novelist Ralph Ellison had set her straight. The effort to desegregate all institutions was about African American civil courage not ‘parvenu’ pushiness. Nor was Arendt sympathetic at all to the Black Power idea or Black Studies in the university in the late 1960s, though she voiced approval - but no great enthusiasm -for the civil rights movement and contrasted the notion of civil disobedience with conscientious objection (Arendt, 1959; King, 1997; Arendt, 1972). Clearly the tyranny of the majority and the power of the federal government needed resisting.
 Nor were the Frankfurt theorists any more sensitive to issues having to do with the intersection of American cultural diversity and conformist attitudes. The data for Adorno et al. ’s The Authoritarian Personality (1950) came overwhelming from white, middle class Americans and included very few African Americans or Jews as sources. Prejudice, as an integral function of the authoritarian personality, was implicitly identified with anti-Semitism not colour-coded racism, itself an ironic comment on their understanding of prejudice in America. A reader of Marcuse’s One-Dimensional Man (1964) could be forgiven for wondering if the America that he so confidently dissected contained any ethnic, racial, religious or regional diversity at all. At the time, Nathan Glazer’s and D.P. Moynihan’s Beyond the Melting Pot (1963) demonstrated that not only racial but European ethnic diversity persisted and had by no means succumbed to allegedly homogenizing forces of American society (Glazer and Moynihan, 1963).
 The most curious case of all was Eric Voegelin. While still teaching in Austria in the first half of the 1930s, Voegelin published two books seriously challenging Nazi racial thinking. In fact, Arendt used his work in her analysis of race and anti-Semitism in Origins of Totalitarianism (1958). From our historical remove, his own views sound somewhat suspect, especially the contention that race did play a certain role in group identity. But this hardly distinguished him from, say, W.E.B. Du Bois in the US or numerous Jewish academics and intellectuals in Europe and America who felt that there was a racial component to their group identity. Voegelin also cast doubt on the Nazi assertion that Jews were even a race (Voegelin, 1940: 303). However once he assumed his position at LSU, Voegelin never wrote anything else on anti-Semitism or race and was a philosophical and intellectual mentor to several conservative Southern intellectuals, who certainly broke no lances for racial equality and were frequently opposed to it. All in all, then, the German émigré intellectuals under scrutiny here, except for Arendt, never seemed seem to understand the racial and ethnic cultural differences in their new homeland. As a result they failed to see the ways in which the alleged homogeneity and conformity of post-war America was part of, but not the whole, story about America. Most American analysts of society and culture would have agreed with their analysis at the time. But, in retrospect, that says little about either position.
 The Inadequacies of Political Liberalism
 Though the distinction between the political and cultural sphere should not be drawn too rigidly, the émigré thinkers under examination here were all but united in seeing American political culture as dominated by an uninspiring and/or dangerous consensus on fundamental American political values, ideas and institutions. In this their judgment echoed Louis Hartz’s The Liberal Tradition in America (1955), which posited an almost monolithic American acceptance of political liberalism (Hartz, 1955). Thus when Herbert Marcuse noted a ‘totalitarian tendency’ (Marcuse, 1964: xv) in American political life, he was pushing the Hartz thesis to perhaps its illogical limits. But the Frankfurt theorists were never all that conversant with the specifically political culture of liberalism. One of the weaknesses of The Authoritarian Personality was its noticeable silence on the liberal culture of tolerance and rights, derived from the concepts (and rhetorics) of equality and freedom, that had historically constrained the racist impulses that fed into a politics of prejudice and fascist movements in the United States (King, 2004: 91–2).
 Sounding like a conservative doppelganger of the Frankfurt School, Leo Strauss opened his Natural Right and History (1953) with a call to revive natural right thinking such as was found in Jefferson’s Declaration of Independence (Strauss, 1953: 1–2). This was needed as a bulwark against the historicism and relativism of modern political thought. Though never one to comment very directly on contemporary America, in the context of the Cold War threat from the Soviet Union and ‘the homogeneity of the universal state’ (Strauss, 1968: 226) Strauss did manage a muffled two cheers for American liberal democracy. A conservativism of principle and order, which Straussians and Voegelinians helped to define, believed that, absent an educated elite, a liberal democratic politics was rudderless and stifling. Indeed, they both were at odds with the fundamental liberal consensus that Hartz claimed marked American political culture.
 Toleration was another important liberal value that émigré intellectuals subjected to radical and conservative crossfire. Here Marcuse’s essay ‘ Repressive Tolerance’ (1965) more than One-Dimensional Man, deserves mention. It also belongs with Arendt’s ‘Reflections on Little Rock’ and Adorno’s essays on jazz as a work that seriously misread American ( political ) realities and values. Marcuse’s general assumption was that toleration represented self-defeating liberal cowardice. He called for ‘intolerance for movements from the Right’ (Marcuse, 1965: 109) and for a pre-emptive ‘withdrawal of tolerance from regressive movements before they can become active’ ( ibid. : 110). This was possible because ‘the distinction between true and false tolerance, between progress and regression can be made rationally on empirical grounds’ ( ibid. : 105).Though his essay was a long one (42 pages), it rarely became more specific than that. Marcuse never deigned to say how such censorship would be carried out - by people in the streets, by the police or the Supreme Court?
 The essay was also historically remiss in forgetting that it had only been a decade since radical anti-Communists had tried to restrict membership in political organizations and challenged the right to speak for radical change. Historically, it has been left not right-wing ideas that have been censored. Furthermore the enshrinement of civil liberties on the Left was a hard-won, post-New Deal achievement and to urge the Left to abandon that commitment was to weaken its moral position. Finally, Marcuse’s call for withdrawal of toleration made no sense in terms of his own analysis of America as a ‘one-dimensional’ political culture. Without a significant minority, much less a majority, such a move was bound to be provocative in the worst sense.
 Most surprisingly, Marcuse’s essay also revealed an ignorance of the tradition of radical democratic dissent cum civil disobedience that had just re-emerged in the late 1950s and early 1960s and was represented by the Students for Democratic Society (SDS). The political ideas of this New Left were more than simply recycled New Deal social liberalism. Martin Luther King’s non-violent direct action was shaped by a tradition of civil disobedience that included Gandhi and Henry David Thoreau, as well as his own Christianity. It also tended to emphasize personal and collective responsibility rather than appeal to social and historical forces for success. Randolph Bourne had first raised the question as to the ‘responsibility’ of progressive intellectuals to oppose entrance into the World War I, while Dwight Macdonald asked what ‘the responsibility of peoples’ was for the destruction done in their name in Japan and Germany during the Second War. Inspired by Macdonald’s 1945 essay of that same name, Noam Chomsky’s 1967 essay ‘The Responsibility of Intellectuals’ was a powerful weapon against the Vietnam War (Bourne, 1964; Macdonald, 1958; Chomsky, 1969).
 Besides the work of C. Wright Mills and Paul Goodman, the single text that offered the most historically complex perspective on American liberalism and its relationship to participatory politics was Arendt’s On Revolution (1963). Though a complex and sometimes confusing book, its significance lay, first, in her return to the origins of the American republic to establish the central role of the republican tradition of revolution. Rather than bemoan the loss of pre-modern politics uniting power and virtue, Arendt found two contrasting notions of freedom and citizenship at work in the early years of the republic. On Revolution offered a critique of the liberal notion of freedom (or ‘liberation’ as she called it) which was oriented to the individual pursuit of private happiness by contrasting it with ‘public happiness’ and political freedom as found in the political culture of the early republic. It was this that had constituted the revolutionary political potential of America, not its commitment to liberal freedom. Significantly, Arendt deeply regretted the failure of the Framers to institutionalize public freedom and the pursuit of public happiness in American political culture. On Revolution was also one of the key books that challenged the Hartz thesis by discovering an important ‘republican’ dimension to American political culture, though this ‘republican turn’ tended to ignore the importance of religion in the founding of the republic (Arendt, 1963).
 Her second contribution to the study of American political culture was to thematize the tragic divergence between the American and French Revolutions. It resulted, she thought, from the way that the French Revolution increasingly had chosen to try to abolish poverty and want, while the American Revolution limited itself to a political revolution. Clearly reading the examples of Jacobin Terror of 1793–94 and the Great Terror of the 1930s in the Soviet Union back into her analysis of the two great eighteenth century revolutions, Arendt sought to establish an alternative revolutionary lineage stretching from the late eighteenth century ward system in America to the radical democratic Rate in Germany in 1918–19 and then to the council system in Hungary in 1956. With that she challenged the Jacobin -Bolshevik tradition not from the Right but from the republican Left.
 On the Right, Strauss and the Straussians in particular were also intolerant of liberal tolerance in America, as exemplified later by Allan Bloom’s Straussian-inspired The Closing of the American Mind (1987), a surprise best seller. Though he only mentioned Strauss once, Bloom raised any number of Straussian themes in the book. In particular, he warned against the seductive power of relativism and historicism, ideas which he, following Strauss, identified with the pervasive influence of modern German thought. For Straussians, the baleful prophecies of their mentor seem to have borne out in the post-modern rejection of philosophical foundationalism, as expressed in the pervasive influence of neo-pragmatism and of French thought (Derrida and Foucault) grounded in German sources (Heidegger and Nietzsche).
 Specifically, Bloom identified the unreasoning commitment to ‘ tolerance ’ as the crucial precept accepted by students at elite institutions in America. In being so open to the ‘others’ ideas and cultures, the students closed themselves off from ideas, traditions, theories, even religions that would help them make sense of their lives and their world: ‘a very great narrowness is not incompatible with the health of an individual or a people, whereas with great openness it is hard to avoid decomposition’ (Bloom, 1987: 37). Post-modern American elites in the making were vulnerable not only to present but future nihilisms. Ironically, Bloom got his wish for an end to mindless tolerance with the emergence of what people of his political persuasion called the ‘political correctness’ movement in the late 1980s and early 1990s.
 Finally, at the heart of the thought of Voegelin and Strauss stood a critique of liberalism and modernity (liberal modernity). In a long academic career on both sides of the Atlantic, Voegelin’s The New Science of Politics (1952), easily his most successful volume, provided a proleptic account of the directions his thought would take in future years. It was undoubtedly a Cold War tract, but also much else. In it Voegelin proposed a theology of politics and history which asserted that the basic unit of historical reality was the society informed by a symbolic of order and grounded in a transcendent being. Specifically Voegelin followed St. Augustine in strictly separating sacred or ‘divine’ history from secular history: ‘The spiritual destiny of man in the Christian sense cannot be represented on earth by the power organization of a political society’ (Voegelin,1952: 106; Federici, 2002). His most pressing concern in The New Science of Politics was with the ‘redivinization’ of history that had been underway since Joachim of Flores in the twelfth century AD. ‘Gnosticism’, the name he gave to this historical tendency, assumed that human history was divided into three stages with the third stage culminating in the ‘immanentizing of the eschaton’. Put in lay language, the gnostic impulse assumed that it was possible to perfect human nature and thereby to perfect the constitution of social and political reality and thereby replace the transcendent with the human. Gnosticism was particularly at work in utopian movements and visions, ideological crusades such as Communism and Nazism, and in less extreme manifestation such as progressive attempts to work in piecemeal fashion for a new society. In sum, any view of the world which sought fundamental change within history and over time was a gnostic phenomenon.
 But it was the various types of gnosticism that allowed Voegelin to make a controversial claim near the end of The New Science of Politics : ‘if liberalism is understood as the immanent salvation of man and society, communism certainly is its most radical expression; it is an evolution that was already anticipated by John Stuart Mill’s father in the ultimate advent of communism for mankind’ (Voegelin, 1952: 175). For those who found his message compelling, Voegelin transformed the Cold War political conflict into a theological one, thus feeding the absolutist tendencies of American conservatism. Those who objected to the ‘re-divinization’ of human history too easily ended by demonizing those who sought social and political change of any sort. Contrary to Bloom, for instance, the problem with liberalism was not tolerance of dangerous ideas; rather, liberalism itself was a dangerous idea travelling incognito. His was a perfect theological justification for McCarthyism.
 Of course, the major premise of Voegelin’s claim also needed, and still does need, close interrogation. Though American liberalism has had its utopian moments, it has been as much shaped by Christian, especially Calvinist, ideas as by Enlightenment or later utopian premises. (The incarnationist emphasis in Christianity is very hard to distinguish from gnostic immanentism.) For instance, a central strand of post-war American liberalism was profoundly shaped by Reinhold Niebuhr, the Christian realist; and its foreign policy was not at all naïve about Communism. Another strand of American liberalism, the Madisonian one, has been built on a secular view of human nature as a complex mixture of altruism and self-interest in political affairs. At best, Voegelin’s critique of gnosticism can be seen as a pre-emptive attack on the counterculture-inspired utopian politics of the 1960s. In the context of its articulation in the 1950s, it was hard to understand what liberals and which sort of liberalisms he was directing his fire against.
 Though sharing a conservatism of principle, the critiques of liberalism proposed by Voegelin and Strauss were by no means identical. For instance, Leo Strauss opted for philosophy as the best guide to the good life and the best political order, while Voegelin saw belief in the existence of a transcendent power as the foundation of the best society and polis (MacAllister, 1996). But, not only was Voegelin’s own philosophical vision suffused with Christian imagery and allusions, Strauss’s lifelong engagement with Judaism was never far from the focus of his concerns.
 Leo Strauss’s indictment of liberalism and modernity - their relationship was one of mutual entailment - focused not on liberalism’s heretical spirituality, but on its fecklessness, as though all conflicts were resolvable through compromise. Much of his scepticism toward liberalism had been shaped by the failure of Weimar liberalism to defend the Jews or itself from the Nazis. Finally, liberalism’s acceptance of the split between public and private; the modern view of nature as something to be dominated in the name of progress; and the enshrinement of the fact-value distinction, historicism and relativism in modern thought meant that Strauss came to look neither to the Enlightenment nor to orthodox Judaism; neither to Nietzsche or Heidegger, but to classical Greek natural right thinking as an alternative to modern liberalism (Strauss, 1962; Sheppard, 2006; Meier, 2006).
 For Strauss, the great divide in the western tradition fell between the classical and the modern world. Liberalism was grounded not in classical natural right teaching or in medieval natural law, but in the pursuit of self-interest, specifically self-preservation, as expressed in the modern notion of rights. The vision of the classical polis, populated by virtuous citizens, gentlemen leaders, and philosophical elites, educated in natural right thinking and devoted to the nurturing of spiritual souls, was irrelevant in the modern world, at least as taken literally. What made American liberalism tolerable for Strauss - and his students developed a much more positive, even celebratory, attitude toward the American ‘regime’ - was that some traces of natural right remained, even in the idea of natural rights, and it was stabilized by religiously derived notions of divine law and purpose (Smith, 2006; C. And M. Zuckert, 2006).
 Three points need to be made in conclusion. As Catherine and Michael Zuckert have pointed out, there is a three-cornered tension in Strauss’s thought concerning America: 1. American is modern; 2. Modernity is bad; 3. America is good (C. and M. Zuckert, 2006: 58). This is certainly an astute (and witty) way of reconciling the irreconcilable. It also suggests that Strauss’s followers in America have placed greater stress on the beneficence of America, despite the lingering persistence of a somewhat detached, Tocquevillean attitude toward American democracy. Though Straussians have been somewhat remiss in ignoring the impact of American religion, especially the evangelical tradition, part of the contemporary appeal of the Straussian project can be traced to its willingness to engage in ‘virtue-talk’ about the ‘soul’ of America as expressed in culture and its foreign policy. Yet here, the Straussians are often too uncritical, not of actually existing American liberalism but of the American ‘project’ in general. With that they undermine the Tocquevillean analysis which has become canonical for them.
 Finally, there are two areas where Strauss’s thought fails to offer an alternative to American liberalism. First, Strauss and most Straussians have tended to think that the nature of ‘rights’ has remained the same throughout American history. But an examination of the history of protest against slavery and racism suggests that the struggle for rights has had more to do with the ‘the risk of life’ in the search for recognition as fully human than with self-preservation as such. Second, the conservatism of principle bequeathed by Voegelin and Strauss has failed to assume an even minimal place for distributive justice and participatory politics. This in itself points to two gaps in American conservatism: a normative account of citizen participation in a liberal democracy or a discussion of how the full range of goods and services of the economy and society can be guaranteed to all citizens.
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 9. The Curious Cultural Logic of Intellectual Migration: Rudolf Carnap and Leo Strauss
 Joel Isaac
 Introduction
 My aim in this essay is to throw into relief Leo Strauss’s impact on American intellectual culture by comparing Strauss’s career in the United States with that of another famous émigré, the German philosopher Rudolf Carnap. Respectively a defender of ancient political wisdom and a proponent of logical empiricism, these two figures do not share much intellectual ground. But this sharp contrast, I shall argue, makes the comparison all the more worthwhile. It highlights the unpredictable reception of their distinctive projects in the United States. This unpredictability is more than a matter of bare contingency. There is of course no general formula for predicting the fortunes of concepts or texts that, germinated in one culture, are released into another. But in the case of a ‘transfer’ of ideas involving the forced emigration of the scholars who bear those ideas, the complexities of reception and intellectual influence are intensified in certain determinate ways. From an ideological point of view, the most striking aspect of the phenomenon of intellectual migration is the variety of ways in which the émigré scholar may imagine their relationship to a host society. There is a spectrum of possible attitudes to take toward the experience of exile in a foreign culture, from the invocation of absolute irreconcilability to a conviction in the possibility - and perhaps even the reality - of common discourse and acculturation. These divergent ideological frameworks deployed by émigré intellectuals in the midst of a new environment mediate the reception of their work by the host society. Thus the sheer fact of physical emigration adds a new dimension to the already complex historical process of cultural exchange.
 The net result, I will suggest, is that the historian of intellectual migration is denied any reliable norm with which to assess the dynamics of cultural reception induced by forced emigration. As such, the juxtaposition of individual case studies is no mere whimsy; it is the best method available for historical inquiry in a field where normativity is hard to come by. This methodological imperative for comparative analysis in the history of intellectual migration is felicitous as far as the burgeoning literature on Leo Strauss is concerned. For it allows us to think about the development and influence of Strauss’s thought in the United States outside of the somewhat narrow frame employed by many of his exegetes. This explains my choice of Rudolf Carnap as an object of comparison. There exists an extensive body of scholarship on the fate of Carnap and his fellow former members of the Wiener Kreis (Vienna Circle) in North America. It seems worthwhile to outline the findings of detailed case studies on this topic, with a view to gaining a better grasp of the peculiarity of Strauss’s reception. My aim in this essay is thus twofold. In the first half of the essay I describe the repertory of ideological positions that may be taken on the experience of forced intellectual migration. I then briefly assess the historiography on the anti-Facist emigration to the United States in the light of this schema. In the second part of the essay I turn to the comparison of the American careers of Strauss and Carnap. My concern in this section is to explain a striking inversion: whereas Carnap wanted to practice a cultural politics in America, only to find his cultural-intellectual ambitions thwarted, Strauss played the role of the hermetic scholar to the hilt, yet his philosophy (however bowdlerized) became a touchstone for a widely influential ideological vision of American politics. Such reversals illustrate the uncertain cultural logic of intellectual migration.
 I
The theme of exile has long provided fodder for representations of the life of the mind. Such representations, however, have been subject to a basic antithesis, which turns on a conviction in absolute continuity, on one hand, and in radical change, on the other. [1] At the pole of absolute continuity, we find the view that forced migration does not affect the intellect. Strikingly, one can believe this for two entirely opposite reasons. Consider the following propositions:
 (1) The intellect cannot be affected by forced migration because its concerns are universal.
 (2) The intellect cannot be affected by forced migration because the self is always already in exile.
 The logic of (1) is that the human mind can be at home wherever objects of concern lay before it. In his ‘Consolation to Helvia’ - better known as the Ad Helviam - Seneca observed that the dislocation attendant upon exile was suited to the ‘changeable and unsettled’ intellect, which was ‘by nature always in motion, fleeing and driven extremely fast’. Banished to Corsica by the Emperor Claudius, Seneca averred that exile held no fears for the philosopher: ‘[T]here can be no place of exile within the world since nothing within the world is alien to men... provided I may look upon the sun and moon and gaze at the other planets...what does it matter what ground I stand on?’ (Seneca, 1997: 8, 12). Seneca’s claim that a forced change of abode was no obstacle to the life of the mind has found historical corroboration. Indeed, as Jo-Marie Claassen has shown in her book on the classical tradition of exilic literature, the desolation of banishment experienced by such figures as Cicero, Ovid, and Boethius released their poetic and rhetorical imaginations (Claassen, 1999). The same goes for the medieval and modern ages: one does not have to read far into the literature on exile to find mention of the revival of ancient learning in Western Europe that followed the flight of Greek scholars from the Byzantine Empire. Hugo Grotius’s production of On the Laws of War and Peace whilst in exile in Paris served to vindicate his cosmopolitan repudiation of his native Dutch Republic: ‘If my country can do without me, I can do without her. The world is large enough’ (in Neumann, 1953: 4).
 Whereas political life had meaning only inside the Patria or the polis, intellectual life, on this view, was bound to the universal and the cosmopolitan. Exile left the faculties of the mind untouched even as it punished the social being. Yet we can also have constancy in the life of the mind on less comforting grounds. Physical displacement may not adversely affect the mind because it is always already exiled, estranged, and thrown up against the face of an implacable world. This is the reasoning behind (2). We can find elements of this position in Hegel’s notion of the ‘unhappy consciousness’, in which consciousness is divided against itself: aware of, but unable to move beyond, the contradictions of self-consciousness. But it is above all in the existentialism of Sartre and Camus that the idea of selfhood as a kind of permanent exile is most clearly expressed. It is the exile’s lot that Sartre invokes in his insistence on the ‘anguish, abandonment, and despair’ that characterize the condition of modern man (Sartre, 1973 [1948]: 30–41). To live without appeal to transcendental norms, in the face of radical contingency and personal responsibility for one’s actions - these aspects of the existential dilemma described by Sartre mimic the plight of the exile, ripped from a world of common customs and plunged into a foreign, radically unknowable, environment. Camus went a step further by linking his account of the absurd to the image of an exile without relief. In so far as the experience of the absurd involved a recognition of the purposeless and chaos of being-in- the-world, this awareness was apt to induce a sense of estrangement from the world and, ultimately, from the self: ‘In a universe suddenly deprived of light and illusions, man feels himself an outsider. This exile is irrevocable, since he has no memories of a lost homeland and no hope of a promised land’ (Camus, quoted in Sartre, 1955: 27). From this perspective, physical exile is simply more of the same. Indeed, it validates this image of the serious thinker as somehow incommensurable with routinized social life.
 So far I have discussed two versions of ‘absolute continuity’ in representations of intellectual exile. What are the claims of radical change, at the opposite pole? Here again, two propositions may be stipulated:
 (3) The intellect is profoundly changed by forced migration because the experience of exile permanently scars the life of the mind.
 (4) The intellect is profoundly changed by forced migration because it is assimilated into a new culture.
 In (3), removal from one’s home figures as an intractable and often unbearable imposition upon the exiled; it creates a rupture or displacement that corrodes even the capacity for thought. We have long since learned that the living conditions in Corsica did in fact weigh heavily on Seneca’s mind. Outside of the Ad Helviam he referred to his island prison as Corsica terribilis, and ‘spoke of himself as though he were among the living dead’ (Ferrill, 1966: 254). A good measure of this mental despair seeps between the lines in the Ad Helviam itself (Seneca, 1997: 8), which was written as a plea for recall rather than as a testament to the persistence of philosophy (Ferrill, 1966: 255). In a society lacking a developed criminal justice system, exile in the Roman Empire was one of only two available punishments for major crimes, the other being death. And removal from Rome, the centre of political power, was felt by prominent intellectuals such as Cicero and Ovid to be a kind of social death (Claassen, 1999: 9–11). The personal consequences of exile were pervasive. Although the collapse of the Roman Empire and the spread of Christianity lessened the blow of exile for medieval scholars, it is notable that we should still find Dante expressing in The Divine Comedy his acute disaffection at his own exile from Florence, in words that were cited with notable frequency by refugee scholars in the 1930s. Dante is warned by one of his ancestors of his future exile in which ‘Thou shalt prove/How salt the savour is of the other’s bread,/How hard the passage to descend and climb by other’s stairs’ (Dante, 1994 [1814]: Canto XVII, lines 57–60).
 Despite these ancient and medieval precursors, it is in modern times that the debilitating effects of exile on intellectual life have been most forcefully articulated. In his Minima Moralia, written in exile in Los Angeles, Theodor Adorno stated this viewpoint with remorseless logic: ‘Every intellectual in emigration is, without exception, mutilated, and does well to acknowledge it to himself... He lives in an environment that must remain incomprehensible to him... he is always astray’ (Adorno, 1978). Not only was present experience irrevocably distorted; for Adorno, even ‘the past life of émigrés’ was ‘annulled’. Under the bureaucratic conditions of immigration, with its regime of forms and legal documents, ‘[a]nything that is not reified, cannot be counted and measured, ceases to exist’, or else becomes, at best, mere ‘background’ ( ibid. : 33; 46–7). Edward Said was much influenced by Adorno’s characterization of the damage inflicted by exile, and he sought to extend the German philosopher’s insights into an account of the ‘situation’ of cultural criticism in the wake of Auschwitz and imperialism (Said, 1994b: 403–4). Said claimed that the experience of exile had become generalized: ‘our age - with its modern warfare, imperialism, and the quasi-theological ambitions of totalitarian rulers - is indeed the age of the refugee, the displaced person, mass immigration ’. Echoing Adorno, Said did not cease to describe exile as ‘condition of terminal loss’, which ‘like death but without death’s ultimate mercy... has torn millions of people from the nourishment of tradition, family, and geography’ ( ibid. ). But he also took from Adorno the idea that the homelessness of the exile allowed them to highlight the provisionality and precariousness of s uch notions as ‘home’ and ‘nation’. The exile’s understanding of the ‘plurality’ of possible modes of existence gave them a ‘contrapuntal’ awareness of culture in the modern world (Said, 2002). Hence for both Adorno and Said, forced migration created an irremediably ‘damaged’ subject, but the experience of exile could be turned to valuable critical purposes.
 The sentiment expressed in (4) turns on the notion that the traumas delineated under (3) can be circumvented by the substitution or superimposition of the identities found in the host culture over those acquired by the émigré in their land of origin. The usual term for this process is acculturation or assimilation, which is the social counterpart to the legal procedure of naturalization. It has of course become an axiom of immigration history that assimilation, at least for first-generation migrants, is never absolute; there is no question here of the exile simply shedding their old identity and beliefs and slipping easily into new ones. [2] Nonetheless, the option of embracing the new nation and repudiating the old was, as we shall shortly see, a distinct possibility for the intellectual émigrés of the 1930s. Such a move was made easier by the insidiousness of the fascist or collaborationist regimes they had fled. There is in the ideology of exile at least the formal possibility that one can join a new tribe, and thereby become a partisan on its behalf.
 What I have tried to do in the foregoing analysis is to specify as ideal types the ways in which forced intellectual migration can be conceived. But it must be emphasized that, in historical reality, these positions are not mutually exclusive; nor, in practice, are they absolutes. Commentators on intellectual exile have often combined the attitudes ranged under propositions (1)–(4). For example, the universality of intellectual life asserted in (1) might conceivably pave the way for the assimilation posited in (4). This connection was explicitly invoked in 1937 by émigré members of the Graduate Faculty of Political and Social Science at the New School for Social Research in New York, better known as the ‘University in Exile’:
 The Graduate Faculty started as a collective adventure of intellectual immigration, and its fitting name was then ‘University in Exile.’ But it soon appeared that the combination of these two words, university and exile, excellent as it was in descriptive value, held in itself the elements of contradiction. A university, that is, a collective attempt to make the universality of culture productive and useful, can hardly be in exile. Especially it cannot be in exile in a country like the United States. The American vision and generosity which made the institution possible have from the beginning precluded the danger that it might have a precarious and secluded life (No author, 1937: 263).
 On this reckoning it is the ‘universality’ of the university that makes inclusion in the academic institutions of the host culture possible, and precludes the possibility of exile. To take another example of such combinations, the existential condition described in (2) can strengthen the claims of (3). In his various accounts of the position of the intellectual, Edward Said has sometimes elided the two: the avowedly historical experience of exile as a characteristic of the modern age at times serves as the normative paradigm for the intellectual’s stance toward the social order. Exile thus hovers between the metaphorical and the empirical in Said’s description of the responsibilities of the intellectual. [3] One can posit further combinations. A noble commitment to universality or cosmopolitanism (1) could lead to the belief that the bitter experience of forced migration between insular national cultures irrevocably damaged those principles (3), worthy of adherence though they may be. Or the sense of inner exile or the absurd (2) could lead one to switch one set of beliefs for another, or to live outwardly as a happily assimilated member of a society whose customs one privately views as alien (4). This is indeed the acme of the absurd.
 The purpose of laying out the repertory of possible positions on the phenomenon of intellectual exile is therefore precisely to highlight the sheer variety of ways the émigrés to the United States could relate to their situation. In both contemporary remarks on their experiences, and later in their memoirs, the émigrés made full use of the ideological repertory of exile. In one of his first major speeches in the United States after declaring himself against the Hitler regime, Thomas Mann described the conflict he felt between ‘the duties of my solitude’ imposed on him as a writer and the need to ‘take a stand in... vital questions’ of politics (Mann, 1937: 265–6). Wolf Lepenies has shown how Mann negotiated - not always successfully or in the most edifying fashion - between the twin demands of culture and politics during his exile from Germany after 1933 (Lepenies, 2006). Whilst Mann worried over the duties of the émigré intellectual in the United States, Theodor Adorno was, infamously, rather more withdrawn. Upon welcoming Adorno into the fold of the Princeton Radio Research Project in the late 1930s, his fellow émigré Paul Lazarsfeld wrote that Adorno ‘behaves so foreign that I feel like a member of the Mayflower Society’ (Lazarsfeld, 1969: 301). And certainly Adorno felt himself distinctly alienated from his surroundings, as indicated both in Minima Moralia and in later remarks to the effect that the universal rule of the commodity relation in America meant that the ‘intellectual from abroad’ had to ‘eradicate himself as an autonomous being if he hopes to achieve anything or be accepted as an employee of the super-trust into which life has been condensed’ (Adorno, 1967: 98). This attitude undoubtedly affected the reception of Adorno’s work in America; aside from a note of lamentation sounded by C. Wright Mills when the Institute for Social Research returned to Germany in 1953, it was not until the late 1960s that Adorno’s work began to be widely discussed in the United States, and only then in the general theoretical ferment of the New Left (Jay, 2004: 1–12). Yet even Adorno’s stance toward exile was more ambiguous than the standard accounts suggest. Despite his early distaste for empirical social research, he made a major contribution to one such study group, from which emerged the influential book The Authoritarian Personality (Adorno et al., 1950). [4] Hence the elaboration and reception of Adorno’s social thought proceeded at different levels. And one can continue in this fashion, pointing to the deployment of various attitudes by the émigrés, from a strategic support of American values to hostility, or silence, as circumstances and intellectual predispositions dictated.
 I suggested earlier that these attitudes toward exile held by émigrés ‘on the ground’ add an extra layer of interpretive difficulty to the already complex problem of cultural reception. Let us now examine this problem in general terms. Émigré intellectuals occupy a cultural space that lies at the intersection of three equally evasive phenomena: exile, migration, and intellectual change. We have already seen the different ways in which exile can be viewed. Among the possibilities of exile, we can point to assimilation or - as the example of Adorno and the Institute of Social Research illustrates - eventual repatriation. Yet, to speak of repatriation and acculturation is to stumble into the second fraught cultural category, that of migration. Historians of immigration have since the 1960s warned of the culturally loaded and question-begging implications of terms like ‘assimilation’; but it remains unclear what language might best describe the historical experience of emigration and adaptation (Kazal, 1995). These problems, finally, are compounded when the unsteady nomenclatures of exile and migration are applied to the world of ideas. We may of course speak of rubrics such as ‘ideas’ and ‘intellectual change’ as, in the words of Donald Kelley, ‘shorthand for deeper questions of language, discourse, interpretation and communication’. [5] But the recent turn to discourse, material culture, and local practices in the history and sociology of ideas simply multiplies the conceptual problems involved in making sense of forced intellectual migration.
 The lesson I want to draw from all of this is that neither intellectual historians nor sociologists of knowledge can expect to produce systematic analyses or grand narratives of intellectual migration. This judgment applies in particular to the intellectual migration from central Europe of the 1930s and its impact on American intellectual culture. Historians and social scientists are of course accustomed to dealing with moving targets. But in the forced migration of ideas after 1933 we are faced with the task of locating the inherently evasive concept of intellectual emigration within four further kinds of process: (i) the intellectual development of individual émigrés; (ii) the changeable traditions of central European scholarship or science in which these thinkers were formed; (iii) the evolving American intellectual culture into which they were plunged; and, finally, (iv) the intellectual production and practices that were stimulated by the interaction of each of the first three elements. It is around (iv) that most accounts of post-1933 intellectual migration are organized, for this is where the outcomes of the interaction of (i)–(iii) are registered. Yet it is also in this realm where the ideological positions adopted by the émigrés played a major role in shaping the kind of work that emerged from their encounter with America. If they emphasized the wrenching experience of exile, then one found works of resistance like Minima Moralia, or, as was sometimes the case, the abandonment of intellectual life altogether. [6] By contrast, those who found a continuity between their own interests and those of their American hosts could blend their work into that of extant traditions - as was the case with Paul Lazarsfeld’s quantitative methods of social research - or otherwise engage American concerns in a serious dialogue, as Thomas Mann and Hannah Arendt, among others, were able to do.
 These irreducibly complex dynamics at work in the intellectual migration of the Nazi period have not always been acknowledged. Some of the earliest works on the topic - notably Laura Fermi’s Illustrious Immigrants and Fleming and Bailyn’s The Intellectual Migration - relied on what Mitchell Ash has called ‘a discourse of loss and gain’. [7] Focussing on the texts and scientific theories that the émigrés produced in exile, these early commentators imagined the migration as a zero-sum game in which the United States reaped the scientific and scholarly harvest that would otherwise have been gathered by Germany and Austria. The subjects of such studies were invariably the luminaries of European intellectual culture. Subsequently, a number of historians and sociologists have challenged the dubious assumptions on which this account rests. Zeroing in on the processes of cultural transfer, they have rejected the claim that ‘later achievements by émigrés in their new places of residence’ could straightforwardly represent ‘precisely what was lost to... German-speaking science and scholarship ’ (Ash, 2003: 246). Nor does the concentration on a handful of big names - Einstein, Arendt, Lazarsfeld - allow for recognition of the full spectrum of success and failure experienced by the 1100 or so intellectual émigrés who sought refuge in the United States (Geiger, 1986: 241). Even the intellectual migration itself, these revisionists have argued, is not sui generis but rather ‘one particularly important episode in a larger drama - the geographical circulation of intellectual elites and the resulting deor multinationalization of knowledge in the twentieth century’ (Ash and Söllner, 2003: 6). The new historians of the intellectual migration, taking a lead from Franz Neumann and Lewis Coser, have shown most interest in those émigrés who tried to affect a synthesis of European and American traditions in their respective scholarly enterprises (Platt, 2003: 17). [8] Such attempts at integration have formed the backdrop, so it is argued, to what has variously been called the ‘deprovincialization’, the ‘ denationalization ’, and the ‘de-localization’ of American science and scholarship. [9]
 Despite their welcome destruction of the mythology that surrounded the intellectual migration, many revisionists display an alarming tendency to reduce historical explanation to the hunt for transhistorical independent variables. Particularly among the sociologists, there remains a commitment to producing a normative theory of intellectual migration that could cover, e.g., the German emigration after 1933 and the flight of refugees in the wake of the Hungarian uprising of 1956. [10] These studies try to isolate the factors that determined an immigrant’s impact on the host country. But in fact these attempts to generate normative assessments more often yield cautions as to what precepts to avoid rather than synthetic frameworks of analysis. And this is so because they quickly find themselves confronted by the problematic conceptual frame of forced intellectual migration (Platt, 2003: 8–16).
 My own suggestion is that we should take the volatility of the phenomenon of forced intellectual migration as our starting point, eschewing attempts to construct a normative theory, and to look instead for the reversals, inversions, and unintended consequences that obtain in the vortex of exile and emigration. In his epic record of the antifascist emigration, Weimar in Exile, Jean-Michel Palmier has demonstrated the impossibility of providing a general description of the émigré experience. The seemingly endless lists of names, relief organizations, and career paths that Palmier so diligently compiles bear witness to the judgment he expresses throughout his book: ‘There were almost as many different types of resettlement and development as there were émigrés’. [11] One major implication of this acknowledgement is that if we wish to understand the intellectual migration of the 1930s and its long-term consequences, we must deal, first and last, with case studies. But in doing so, we must raise the case study above the merely exemplary and into a first-order form of interpretation. There is no general theory or overarching narrative to which we can return once our inquiry into a particular case is finished. There are only other case studies. Umberto Eco has captured the implications of this situation in another context: ‘What we are... faced with is an expanding galaxy and no longer a planetary system for which fundamental equations can be supplied ’ (Eco, 1999: 2). The primary principle of relation between cases studies is then perhaps heuristic: we should seek to pull those cases together that make one another stand out in full relief.
 II
 On this basis, a comparison of the post-migration careers of Leo Strauss and Rudolf Carnap would seem to be an obvious choice, for it is hard to find two thinkers with more divergent trajectories. Strauss’s disdain for positivism, which he regarded as inferior even to an invidious historicism, is well known (Strauss, 1964: 92). In one memorable sideswipe, Strauss sarcastically suggested that the purportedly ‘unprecedented political situation ’ touted by the champions of the ‘new political science’ might call for ‘a judicious mating of dialectical materialism and psychoanalysis to be consummated on a bed supplied by logical positivism’ (Strauss, 1962: 312). Strauss’s low opinion of the philosophical programme expounded by Carnap was clear. And the feeling was mutual. In his classic essay ‘The Elimination of Metaphysics Through Logical Analysis of Language’, Carnap argued that once it was understood that meaning could be attributed only to those propositions that could be reduced by definition to words that occurred in testable observation sentences, then the ‘verdict of meaninglessness’ had to be pronounced on ‘all philosophy of norms, or philosophy of value, on any ethics or aesthetics as a normative discipline’. By these lights ‘natural right’ would be consigned to the same category as terms such as ‘principle’ and ‘God’: these were emotive and evocative terms that expressed not truth or falsity but a certain general ‘attitude towards life’ (Carnap, 1959).
 Aside from the frisson of intellectual contempt, however, there are more substantive motives for contrasting these two figures. It makes good historiographical sense to approach the issue of Strauss’s impact on American intellectual life through the example of Carnap because of the large volume of case studies of the Americanization of the Vienna Circle, of which Carnap was of course one of the leading members. Much of this work has emerged from the revisionist school of historians of the intellectual migration of the Nazi period (Platt and Hoch, 1996: 140–1; Hoch and Platt, 1993). Richly empirical studies have also been produced by a vibrant group of historians of philosophy of science, who have sought soberly to reconstruct the ideological changes that swept over logical empiricism as it moved from Vienna and Berlin to Los Angeles and Chicago. [12] The literature on Strauss’s reception and influence in the United States has tended to be inflected by partisanship and polemic. [13] By orienting our thinking about Strauss in America toward the more technical, detailed, and less contentious scholarship on Carnap and the Vienna Circle, we can continue the recent trend toward a more analytical approach to Strauss and the Straussians. [14]
 Perhaps the strongest motive of all for making this contrast is that it illustrates the benefits of conceiving of forced intellectual migration as a cultural space of curious inversions and counterintuitive outcomes. Although the logical empiricism of Carnap is generally viewed as one of the success stories of the migration, to the extent that the Vienna Circle are claimed by some to have exerted a virtual stranglehold on American philosophy during the 1950s and 1960s, recent studies have emphasized that the distinctive cultural aims of the Vienna Circle were comprehensively frustrated in the United States, despite the considerable resources of their exponents. [15] The Circle’s commitment to the reform and rationalization of Western culture on the basis of unified science, a commitment that belonged to the modernist, socialist, and cosmopolitan culture of interwar Vienna, has in recent years received renewed emphasis. [16] But this project slowly fell apart after the emigration. By contrast, as Alfons Söllner has pointed out, students of Strauss’s legacy ‘have to cope with the paradox that a scholar who did not at all deny his origin in the tradition of the “ German Mandarin”... had such lasting influence on the most modern country in the Western world’ (Söllner, 1995: 137). In other words, we have to understand how a hermitic scholar who seemed to be, as Irving Kristol put it, ‘from another planet’ (Kristol, 1995: 7) had a considerable impact on American political culture, whilst, conversely, a group of publicist-scholars with a significant amount of cultural capital and access to a range of academic media found their political programme for scientific thought gutted and put to mandarin uses. Here we find at work the baroque cultural logic of forced intellectual migration.
 Clearly, no general theory or narrative can cover these two cases. But there are some interesting lessons to be drawn from Carnap and Strauss’s experiences. Consider first of all their relative positions and spheres of influence during the 1930s and 1940s. At first blush, Carnap seems to have had every opportunity to expound to an American audience his vision of the sciences unified by logical syntax; on the other hand, when Strauss arrived in the United States in 1938 he was a largely unknown figure, and remained, even during his years in Chicago, a marginal presence within the American political science community. When Carnap began teaching at the University of Chicago in the autumn of 1936, he already had a reputation among American philosophers. His two major works up to that point, Der logische Aufbau der Welt (1928) and Logische Syntax der Sprache (1934), although not yet translated into English, had already caused a stir among American logicians and philosophers of science. An English translation of the Logische Syntax appeared in 1937. More importantly, Carnap had been publishing in English since 1934. From its inception in that year, Carnap had been a guiding light of the influential American journal Philos ophy of Science ; he published the lead article in its first issue (Carnap, 1934). He was also involved from the beginning with the Journal of Symbolic Logic, which was established in 1936. As the Second World War drew to a close he appeared frequently in flagship Anglophone philosophical periodicals such as Mind, Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, Philosophical Studies, and the Journal of Philosophy. [17] Even more importantly, he was able to bring to Chicago much of the apparatus of the Unity of Science movement. Although Otto Neurath in England remained the driving force behind the movement until his death in 1945, the banner project of the group, the International Encyclopedia of Unified Science, was taken up by the University of Chicago Press, where it came under the direct influence of Carnap and his Chicago colleague Charles W. Morris (Reisch, 2003b; 2005). At the same time, the annual International Congresses for the Unity of Science began to be held at key American institutions, notably at Harvard in 1939. In the same year, the movement’s journal, Erkennntnis, was reborn as the English-language Journal of Unified Science. After the war, and under the influence of another Vienna Circle émigré, Philipp Frank, attempts were made to reconstitute the Circle in the short-lived Institute for the Unity of Science in Boston. [18] Finally, Carnap had the support of eager young American advocates of logical empiricism, including ambitious philosophers such as Charles Morris, Ernest Nagel, and W.V. Quine. [19]
 Strauss had nothing like these resources to call on. Prior to his arrival in the United States he had not held a teaching position in a university and had only one publication in English: his book on Hobbes of 1936. Although he had the effusive backing of R.H. Tawney, [20] Strauss’s early English language publications after joining the New School were concentrated in marginal journals, such as The Review of Religion and Social Research, the house organ of the Graduate Faculty at the New School in which he published an avalanche of reviews and articles during the 1940s. [21] As the main philosophy and political science periodicals turned more towards behavioural approaches after the war, Strauss’s publications in these disciplines were limited to maverick titles such as Lovejoy’s Journal of the History of Ideas and Paul Weiss’s Review of Metaphysics, or to the few political quarterlies that still paid attention to political philosophy, such as the Journal of Politics. Only in the late 1950s, when he was firmly established at Chicago, did Strauss publish in the American Political Science Review, the organ of the American Political Science Association. And only in 1970 did he follow Carnap’s strategy and become involved with a new journal on the ground floor, as it were, with the appearance of Interpretation.
 How, then, did it come to pass that Strauss left a significant imprint on American political and intellectual culture whilst Carnap’s name no longer resonates outside the discipline of philosophy of science? A number of suggestions have been made in both cases. Carnap scholars have claimed that logical empiricism was consciously or unconsciously depoliticized in the United States, either as a result of the professionalization of philosophy or of the repression of academic radicalism during the McCarthy era (Reisch, 2005). Some students of Strauss’s thought have pointed out that his critique of modern liberalism synthesized the concerns of incipient neoconservative thinkers who felt in the late 1960s and early 1970s that Democratic Party-liberalism was crumbling in the face of the New Left and the counterculture (Halper and Clarke, 2004). Alfons Söllner has also pointed to ‘the simple sociological fact that as a charismatic representative of Teutonic learnedness in the very different American academic milieu [Strauss] knew how to gather around himself a more or less sworn community of “Straussians”’ (Söllner, 1995: 136).
 Each of these explanations has some weight, but they need to be extended further. Carnap’s attachment to the apparatus of the Unity of Science movement, it turns out, militated against the wider diffusion of his ideas in the United States in two distinct ways. First, in so far as the cultural programme of the Unity of Science was transformed into technical philosophy of science and philosophical logic, as one sees, for example, in the work of Willard Quine and Ernest Nagel, Carnap became identified with disciplines that had little impact on the wider academic public. It has not been noted often enough that philosophy itself had become a marginal discipline in America in the late nineteenth century, when the social sciences had stolen the march on the philosophers and organized themselves into professions with genuine social and political importance. [22] The ‘philosophization’ of logical empiricism therefore entailed its marginalization. Moreover, Philipp Frank’s bold attempts to reorient the Unity of Science movement toward postwar American developments in general education and multidisciplinary, federally-sponsored, science research had the effect of weakening the cultural wing of logical empiricism yet further. Just what the ‘unity of science’ involved had in fact been a source of disagreement among logical empiricists since the early days in Vienna. But the transformation of the relationship between the sciences during the war, along with the emergence of new sciences like cybernetics, had left Carnap’s logical syntax programme for unification looking obsolete, if not, as Horace Kallen pointed out in 1946, authoritarian. [23] Moreover, the attitude of Carnap himself towards the American philosophical scene restricted the impact of logical empiricism. Carnap seems to have found enough congenial company to satisfy his desire for common research on logic and ‘exact philosophy’. At Harvard, the University of Chicago, and the Institute of Advanced Study in Princeton - the institutions where he spent much of his time after emigration - Carnap found colleagues who shared his interest in scientific philosophy. He was heartened to find that ‘[m]odern logic, almost unknown among philosophers in Germany, was [in the United States] regarded by many as an important field of philosophy and was taught at some of its leading universities’ (Carnap, 1963: 39–40).
 Yet, these satisfactions, along with a foreigner’s sense of modesty in the face of a different culture, appear to have precluded Carnap from mounting a sustained attempt to disseminate his views across the American philosophical establishment. In his intellectual autobiography, Carnap noted his frustration with the ‘metaphysical’ preoccupations of some of his colleagues at Chicago, many of whom indulged the University’s predilection toward the study of classical texts at the expense - as Carnap saw it - of addressing genuine philosophical problems. He recalled:
 In some philosophical discussion meetings I had the weird feeling that I was sitting among a group of medieval learned men with long beards and solemn robes... I might imagine that the colleagues who were sitting around me were not philosophers but astronomers and that one of them proposed to discuss the astrological problem whether it was more favourable for a character or the fate of a person if the planet Mars stood in Taurus or in Virgo at the hour of his birth (Carnap, 1963).
 Rather than marshal all the resources he could to deflate the obscurities of these philosopher-theologians, as he and Neurath had done in Vienna, Carnap’s response tended toward fatalism. He voiced to the Chicago astrologers ‘a humble doubt’ regarding their concerns, but ‘told [himself] not to be too impatient. It was clear anyhow that for thousands of years philosophy had been one of the most tradition-bound fields of human thinking... I could often see also the brighter aspects of the picture’ (Carnap, 1963: 42–3). There is a glimmer of the exile’s reticence in these remarks, in which the émigré may simply withdraw and allow history to take its course and create the intellectual situation they desire. Carnap’s attitude goes some way to explaining why, in this case at least, logical empiricism’s connection with American intellectual culture is less direct than has often been supposed.
 Strauss’s position, by contrast, was somewhat more promising than it appeared in 1938. Plunged into the heart of the behaviouralist revolution in political science at Chicago, Strauss could turn the adversity he faced to his advantage. He was in a discipline that held a much firmer grip on the academic public and political elites than philosophy. And he arrived already equipped with a powerful narrative of the history of political philosophy that could emplot the behaviouralist revolution as the culmination of an extended modern crisis of political science. [24] As discontent with the behaviouralists grew, Strauss was well placed to attract support. [25] More importantly, Strauss’s oft-remarked preservation of German mandarin traditions of teaching and scholarship found a receptive audience in the American university. His emphasis upon the seminal texts of the Western tradition, from Plato and Aristotle to Machiavelli and Vico, chimed in with the ‘great books’ programme nurtured by Robert Maynard Hutchins at Chicago. Moreover, as Karen Greenberg has pointed out, academic refugees won approval from the American academy by playing upon the latter ’s century-long engagement with the German ideal of scholarship. Like many others, in his writing and his teaching Strauss suggested that the United States had inherited the intellectual and scholarly traditions that had fled from European shores. [26] Pedagogically, Strauss’s insistence on unmediated and intense engagement with the canonical texts of the political tradition introduced American students to a norm of thinking about politics as foreign as it was alluring. Few are the remembrances of Strauss that fail to mention the revelatory experience of his seminars. If Strauss was able to tap into antecedent cultural ideologies through his teaching, he also hinted in his writings that the United States occupied a unique position in a West recently reduced to nihilistic war and despotism. Famously, in Natural Right and History, Strauss had suggested that the Declaration of Independence continued to connect the American nation to the venerable tradition of natural right thinking, even as the historicism and relativism of ‘German thought’ had taken over the American social sciences (Strauss, 1953: 1–2). This presentation of American natural rights thinking as in some sense an ancestor of classical Natural Right doctrine (even though Strauss could not wholeheartedly endorse American-style liberal democracy) encouraged his students to devote their scholarly attention to the United States as a placeholder for liberty and equality in the modern world. [27]
 Perversely, then, Carnap’s reformist agenda for philosophy consigned him to relative obscurity, whilst Strauss’s mandarin image allowed him to make a significant impact on American intellectual culture. There are few better illustrations of the way in which intellectual exile occupies an indeterminate and unsettling cultural space. Where the life of the mind is involved in forced emigration, a variety of ideological relations to one’s situation are possible, with consequences for the fate of an intellectual project in a host society. This instability was evident as far back as the Ad Helvium, which was by turns optimistic and desperate, aloof and acutely sympathetic. We should therefore not be surprised to find in the record of the emigration from Nazi-controlled Europe to America a multiplicity of fates, unimaginable at the time and arresting in retrospect.
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 10. Why We Remain Jews
 Anne Norton
 Introduction
 The title I give this piece echoes a talk Strauss gave at Hillel, at the invitation of a rabbi, in 1962. [1] Hillel is a foundation for Jewish student life. It holds services, offers counselling, sponsors talks. In my time it offered dining facilities to students who kept kosher; before ordinary student dormitories offered that same accommodation. It is also the site of the famous Latke-Hamenstaschen symposia at the University of Chicago. In these, learned and celebrated scholars debate (in the elevated terms of their particular specialities) the merits of two traditional Jewish foods. [2] Hillel is, in short, a very Jewish place that has for many years been part of what it means to be a scholar at the University of Chicago. It marks the possibility of inclusion without assimilation. More radically, it suggests the possibility that the goyim might, in some respects, on some occasions, in some places, and for some purposes, become Jewish: that a learned, practiced, and affectionate regard for Judaism might become central to their understanding of themselves. This possibility informed not only life at the University of Chicago, but in the life of the United States in the twentieth century. In the end, it is not Strauss’s Judaism which is in question, but ours.
 America becomes more Jewish as Jews become unquestionably American : included socially as well as politically, comprehended in a more capacious American understanding.
 I
Strauss did not title the talk he gave at Hillel on that occasion; he was given the title by Rabbi Pekarsky. He was, he told his audience, repelled by it, shocked by it. He does not say why. He does, however, go on to say something quite frank, and given the occasion, rather shocking, on his own behalf. Rabbi Pekarsky had attached the subtitle ‘Can Jewish Faith and History Still Speak to Us?’. Strauss disavows this subtitle. He will not, he says, speak of faith or divinity. ‘No flights of fancy’ he says ‘no science fiction, no metaphysics will enter’ (Strauss, 1994: 43).
 We who know Strauss’s affectionate regard for Spinoza, for Maimonides, for al Farabi, will not be startled by Strauss’s reference to the divine as ‘ science fiction’, Asked, by a singularly daring interlocutor, if he was a Jew, Strauss famously responded ‘I am a Jew as Maimonides was a Jew’. One of his students is said to have introduced Strauss as ‘the man who taught us Maimonides was an atheist’.
 Yet if Strauss dismisses the divine as science fiction, if he identifies with figures regarded in their time and ours as heretical, even (perhaps) atheistic, he also marks himself, again and again, as a Jew. If Strauss taught his students that Maimonides was an atheist, he and they knew that Maimonides was also Rambam, author of the Mishneh Torah. If they knew that Spinoza had been cast out of the Jewish community, they also knew that Spinoza remained ‘the Jew’ to philosophers from Kant to Schmitt. If they knew that al Farabi and Maimonides were regarded with suspicion by men of faith, they also knew Strauss saw his attention to these philosophers as that which had set him apart from a Christian, all too Christian philosophy. It was his attention to Arab and Jewish philosophy, Strauss wrote in Persecution and the Art of Writing that had enabled him to see what had been hidden from others (Strauss, 1952).
 But Strauss did not speak of philosophy before the small audience at Hillel. Instead he cast himself as a social scientist and turned to politics, or to brute facts, perhaps we should say, to bare life. He remembered meeting the survivor of a pogrom.
 Strauss recalled ‘when I was about five or six years old, in some very small German town, in a village, I saw in my father’s house refugees from Russia after some pogroms’. He continued ‘at that time it could not happen in Germany’ (Strauss, 1994: 44). We hear those words as Strauss’s audience did: echoing in the void left by war and holocaust. Once Strauss was in a place, in his father’s house, where he received refugees, heard them, and thereafter carried their words within him, written on his inmost parts. He knew, the audience at Hillel knew, we know, that he would become a refugee, bearing the sign of the Jew and forced to flee.
 Strauss came to my country, to America, as the refugees came to his father’s house, bearing witness to the dark. The Jew, the receiver of the refugees, the one who offers hospitality, the one who cannot imagine that it could happen to him, in his own country, would become the Jew who isa refugee, who must accept hospitality, to whom the unexpected has happened. It was Strauss himself who was forced to flee, bearing this history, these words, into another time. He would become the Jew, the American, refugee and the receiver of refugees, who bore a double witness to the dark. In this talk, we meet Strauss at the site of his childhood where we are called to hear, to bear the knowledge, to bear witness, to receive the other.
 The first answer Strauss gives to the question ‘Why do we remain Jews?’ is ‘Because we must’. This is a double answer, a text to be read twice, perhaps more, but it is a text of open rather than esoteric meanings. While anti- Semitism remains, we too must remain Jews. Jews must remain Jews, loyal to one another. The people of the nations must join them, taking the refugee as their own, pinning on the yellow star. In this respect, as Strauss observed in another context ‘The patriotism of the prophets is nothing but universalism’ (Strauss, 1983a: 242). But there is another imperative present here.
 Judaism is, for some, an inheritance, an ascription, a burden, and an interpellation. Perhaps one could say, it is a calling - in the Althusserian sense (Althusser, 1971). One may be called to be a Jew, by the police, not by God, and be obliged to answer. One might ask, as Strauss does, why one is obliged to answer, if one might not turn and run from the police; pass, as we say in the United States, or evade, like an outlaw, a rebel or the maquis, this unjust pursuit. Strauss quotes Heine, ‘Judaism is not a religion, but a misfortune’ and observes that ‘the conclusions from this premise are obvious. Let us get rid of Judaism as fast and as painlessly as we can’ (Strauss, 1994: 44). Yet Strauss turns from this course. The answer to the hailing of the state is not the submission of Socrates, who takes his death at the hands of his state because of his love for the city and its laws. Socrates submitted to the laws because he willed his belonging to Athens. Strauss accepts the calling Cohen called ‘a thought of the boldest and world-political courage ’; [3] the rejection not only of paganism, but of nationalism, the Jewish testimony that ‘the highest of any nation was nothing and an abomination’. [4] The Jews were not to be ‘as the nations’.
 Strauss’s Judaism was not limited to performing what honour and decency demand of every human being. Nor was it prompted by admiration for what Nietzsche called the ‘coldest self-possession and steadfastness in dreadful situations’ though Strauss’s admiration for Jewish steadfastness runs fierce and clear through the essay. [5] In naming himself a Jew, Strauss assumes the burden of history. ‘It is necessary to accept one’s past.’ That acceptance appears in Strauss as a matter not of faith, but of history, and something more.
 History calls in the policeman’s voice. One is called to stand with the Jews, asa Jew. Strauss writes of the Crusades ‘One has only to read that history as a Jew to be satisfied with the fact that one is a Jew’ (Strauss, 1994: 55).
 One has only to read that history as a Christian to be dissatisfied with the fact that one is a Christian. Sometimes, as Foucault observed, one must refuse what one is. In our time, when the Crusades are called again, we are called to ‘read that history as a Jew’ and disavow it. That should not be too hard for us. The rejection of the Christian role in the Crusades has a long history in the United States, perhaps longer in the West. The rejection of established churches and the establishment of the secular state were attended by some with a reading of history that reversed the cultural identification with Christian crusaders. John Randolph of Roanoke, recalling his youthful reading, wrote of his passionate identification with the Muslims in the taking of Constantinople. The reading of the Crusades as Jews, will alter (that is to say, improve) our Christianity, but it may put faith in doubt. As it draws the children of Abraham closer, it makes their points of likeness and difference more visible.
 Strauss connects the Crusades with the ‘one difference’ between Christians and Jews ‘which was never, never taken back. The Christian assertion that the redeemer has come was always countered by our ancestors with the assertion that the redeemer has not come’. The Crusades are evidence both against the presence of redemption and the ‘Godman’ that Jews rejected as they rejected the ‘manlike God of the Greeks and Romans’. Both positions ally Jews with Muslims, as opponents of shirk, idolatry. [6]
 Strauss gives himself three genealogies in this essay, each entailing obligations, each having a certain revelatory power, each going back to Abraham. The first belongs to the child who listened to the stories of the refugees, who would live to flee a greater pogrom. This genealogy belongs to a history of martyrdom: to the pogroms, to the trials of the Marranos, to the Crusades. ‘One only has to read that history as a Jew to be satisfied with the fact that one is a Jew.’ Strauss is moved by the capacity of the people, all the people, men and women, old and young, to endure in the face of suffering, in the face of what Strauss calls ‘a simple orgy of murder of Jews’. This genealogy obliges Strauss to act in a manner he regards as bekavod ; that is to say, ethical or honourable. Honour required him to name himself a Jew. This first genealogy links Strauss to Isaac and the defining hazard of the holocaust.
 Strauss is moved not by courage in the usual sense, but by something darker. (I must warn you that it is very dark indeed, something to be faced with fear and trembling.) What Strauss admires is the capacity of Jews, when faced with annihilation, to take their deaths into their own hands. He reads to his audience of students at Hillel, an account of the diaspora taken from Yizhak Baer. Baer tells how violence and death would come unsought to groups of Jews, how they would gather as Rumanian Jews gathered for the Shabbos meal, recited the opening and closing grace, recited the Shema, the prayer that Jews say in the face of death, and then gave themselves that death. As Baer writes, ‘they carried out the terrible act of sacrifice that was renewed again and again, generation after generation ’. The rabbis remembered those sacrifices, Baer writes, the ‘ritual of voluntary mutual slaughter’ and ‘glorified it in poetry modeled after the sacrifice of Isaac’. [7] For that too, was voluntary mutual slaughter, giving oneself a death. [8]
 In this moment of wilful death, Athens and Jerusalem meet. This is the death of Socrates, given him by the Athenians, but also embraced by him, willingly, wilfully. This is the Binding of Isaac, the moment of Abraham’s willingness to erase the extension of his life, the life of his son, the progeny promised by God, the promised future, all by his own hand. This is Strauss’s first genealogy, in the death that couples Socrates and Abraham, Athens and Jerusalem.
 Strauss’s coupling of Jerusalem and Athens should have particular resonance for our times. Strauss closes his essay of that name with two stories, one from Samuel, one from Xenophon, in which the prophet and the philosopher rebuke the tyrant. The indirect rebuke comes from philosophy. Xenophon reports that the criticisms of Socrates were reported to the tyrant Critias. The prophet rebukes the tyrant directly. ‘And Nathan said to David, thou art the man’ (Strauss, 1983b: 172–3).
 The second genealogy is through the text: ‘The rock bottom of any Jewish culture are the Bible, Talmud and Midrash’ (Strauss, 1994: 52). Yet Strauss does not speak, as George Steiner did so eloquently, of ‘Our Homeland, the Text’ (Steiner, 1996). Rather, Strauss regards these texts as ones ‘meant to be ultimately “from Heaven”’. Though he indicates that he cannot ‘Return to the Jewish faith, to the faith of our ancestors’ he is nevertheless bound to a political theology. [9] Though reason and revelation might stand in constitutive opposition, Luther’s division of the world into sacred and secular was a sundering of the Christian world. Though the mind held in the body might lose faith or turn from revelation to reason, the word, ‘the word meant to be from Heaven’ remained inscribed on the body. The body carrying the word remained the son of the covenant, the descendant of Abraham.
 The third genealogy is one familiar to any reader of Strauss, it runs through Spinoza to Maimonides. Both figures, and Strauss’s beloved al Farabi with them, contend for the divinity in reason. We are accustomed, especially those of us schooled in the Straussian tradition, to thinking of reason and revelation as poles, to seeing al Farabi, Maimonides and Spinoza as (to borrow Yirmiyahu Yoval’s apt phrase) the Marranos of reason (Yoval, 1989). If one is a Jew as Maimonides is a Jew, then one belongs to what Maimonides and al Farabi called the city of speech. Perhaps there is, in some times, in some texts, in some philosophers, another bridge from Jerusalem to Athens.
 Strauss strove, with some considerable success, to bring Spinoza back, not within the covenant, but within the canon of political philosophy. Perhaps in bringing Spinoza into the canon he also offered houseroom to the divine. Sheltered in Spinoza’s text, in the tabernacle of the individual, immanent in the world, in the mundane, there might be that which Strauss seems to deny: the presence of God.
 Spinoza marks a point of departure for Jews, for Europeans. He offered a political theology in which the conception of the present, immanent divine drove out the unworldly, and brought forth the individual. One might place the origin of the individual earlier, reading Abraham through Hegel, but that possibility opens later.
 Abraham is marked as the father not only of the Jews, but of Muslims and Christians. In his lectures on theology, Hegel gives Abraham to us as something else, the father of the modern man. Hegel gives us Abraham as an individual. Abraham, Hegel writes, ‘tore himself free altogether from his family’ to be ‘a wholly self-subsistent, independent man’. Abraham owned property, made contracts small and great. He travels, he changes. He becomes what he is. He is an individual: a part from the world and a part of the world. He refused communal bonds and the bonds of friendship, keeping only the household that belonged to him and finally refusing this to stand alone before God (Hegel, 1975: 185–6). Abraham becomes what he is. He is an individual: a part from the world and a part of the world, father of the modern man. Despite the high regard in which he - and Arendt - held the Ancients, Strauss knew himself as a modern man. There is an often repeated anecdote in which a young Straussian, enthralled by Strauss’s teaching of Platonic political philosophy, confronted the distinction between Ancients and Moderns and asked plaintively ‘But Mr. Strauss, aren’t we Moderns?’, ‘Yes’, Strauss is said to have replied, ‘but we are not merely modern’.
 Strauss came to the United States as part of what Americans came to call the ‘University in Exile’. Those who came were seen as bringing to the New World an intellectual heritage the Old World had abandoned or disdained. Refuge was given not simply to the exiles, but to the learning they carried within them. Strauss, Arendt and their compatriots continued the series of exiles and importations that had made German philosophy at home in America.
 Strauss knew himself as a bearer of another, Eastern, all too Eastern, knowledge. He carried the teaching of Muslim and Jew. [10] These teachings were bound together for Strauss, they were one teaching which could stand as a vantage point of critique and serve as a supplement to a philosophic canon that had forgotten all but the Christian world. They represented a common heritage. We who have been taught to regard the Muslim and the Jew as archetypal enemies may be surprised and should be chastened by this. I will recall that knowledge today, and the manner in which Strauss bound it together, to recapture a point of resistance to Christian Europe and American Empire.
 II
 I have said I would subject the questions Strauss answered ‘Why do we remain Jews?’ to what Nietzsche called ‘the critique of the nymph Echo’. I cannot claim that the echoing of the text is any doing of mine. The question echoes in the void the holocaust made in history, in the space of the particular death, in a certain philosophic aporia; in the interval between one time and another (and another). These echoes return the question to us. Why do we remain Jews - we who are modern, we who are individuals, we who are Western? Why do we remain Jews, we Americans?
 We are Jews, we moderns, because we are individuals, we insist on an interior freedom. We are individuals as Hegel’s Abraham was an individual : leaving the bonds of kinship willingly, travelling, seeking to become ‘wholly self-subsistent, independent’ (Hegel, 1975: 185–6).
 We are moderns as Edmund Burke’s Jews were modern. Burke, following the course of one of the great democratic revolutions, and resisting it every step of the way, wrote in the Reflections on the Revolution in France that the Revolution had been fomented - and was being spread to England by those he called ‘the Jews of Change Alley’. He referred to the English partisans of the French Revolution as ‘the Old Jewry’, ‘literary caballers and intriguing philosophers’. Burke gave the name of Jew to every partisan of the revolution, to all those who spoke for the Rights of Man. This was not, I think, mindless anti-Semitism. Indeed, someone with more revolutionary sympathies than Burke might well regard it as high praise indeed. [11]
 We remain Jews, we who still have sympathy for the old revolutions, because we are people of the book, philosophers committed to abstract, sometimes utopian, theories, and to hope. We remain Jews, we await the messiah. We practice what Derrida called messianicity without messianism. We remain Jews, we partisans of the Rights of Man, for we acknowledge a covenant, and a brotherhood within it. We remain Jews, we who still warm our hands and fire our hearts at the embers of the old revolutions, for we would like to see an accounting - and we long for redemption.
 The individual, the modern who looks forwards into the neuzeit, the uncharted, aporetic avenir, moves like the Jews in the desert, going forth into an uncertain, unforeseeable future.
 This is why we remain Jews.
 One might, however, turn the question around, as an Echo is wont to do, and ask, ‘How did we become Jews?’; or more precisely, how did we (we Christians, we secularists), who worked so hard to forget that we were Jews, who saw the Jew and the Muslim as the alien, the enemy at the gates, the other, come to remember ourselves as Jews?
 One commonly speaks, in considerations of assimilation, as if this were a process in which the immigrants, the newcomers, the previously alien, lose that which marked them out and become one with the nation that enfolds them. Perhaps this occurs, but I think it happens much more rarely than we have thought. When one people finds itself at home with another, when one people takes another to its heart, then things are otherwise. Not only the newly enfolded people, but the nation that enfolds them is altered. The enfolding nation must become another nation, one that understands itself in terms of those it now takes to its heart. This is how, as a nation, one becomes what it is. This is how we have become Jews.
 The old story of Abraham, the story in Genesis, linking Christians to the text of the Tanakh and a common lineage, precludes the Holocaust. In that story, Abraham’s hand is stayed as he raises his knife over his child, over the promised future, over the many lives to come from this one. Isaac is the sacrifice that God does not demand, the unnecessary death, the gate that remains open. Many have sought to close it since. The holocausts of Auschwitz and the Inquisition sought to close that gate. Each particular death, each loss of a world, whether it came in a pogrom or a back alley brawl was a blow against a future in which the Jews would be ‘as numerous as the stars’. Each sought to rewrite a divine narrative in which Isaac was spared. There are, in these repeated holocausts, deaths that we - like Kierkegaard gazing at Abraham - see with fear and trembling. Yet in our history, the history of the West, Isaac is spared, Jews remain, and the text is carried forward generation after generation. In this reading, we remain Jews because we can. But this is not the only reading.
 The Muselmanner, the Jews of the camps brought to naked humanity, are sacrificed in the search for another ending to the Abrahamic covenant. [12]
 III
 Why do we remain Jews, we Americans?
 America is Western. America is the child of Europe. But America is also Western in an entirely different sense. America is, as Hegel observed, the abendland, the land of the future, the land of the dead. America is the site of the unknown, the aporetic territory, and in this space the dictates and declarations of Europe echo and die away. America is another country.
 America (Americans believe) is not as the nations. When Israel was a nation, not a state, chosen by God and bound to a text, Americans (like the seventeenth century Dutch before them) saw themselves as Jews. We were to be (those English Americans declared) the New Jerusalem, God’s chosen people. In the void left by the Holocaust, in the aporetic American space, these ancient professions of national faith took on a new resonance.
 America’s relation to the Jews is grounded in memory, in the memory of the Holocaust; in the memory of our own, American, anti-Semitism. There are two thoughts, two hopes, two promises born of that memory: first that what happened in Europe will never happen again, and second, that America will not be as the nations. These inner covenants have impelled both the refusal of anti-Semitism and the American alliance with Israel.
 America, Americans have hoped, was to be the salvation of those individual Jews, landless, stateless, surviving, who found their way to our shores. They were among ‘the huddled masses yearning to breathe free’ and they would be welcomed. They came, like the characters in Israel Zangwill’s ‘Melting Pot’ with varied conceptions of what it meant to be a Jew (Zangwill, 1924). They would hold to orthodox beliefs and abandon them, intermarry and refuse intermarriage; praise America and regard it with a tired and rueful scrutiny, and they would all find a home here. That was not, however, enough to prove the commitment of one chosen people to another. Americans in the twentieth century came to see their fulfillment as a nation in the establishment, advancement and protection of the state of Israel. Through this alliance, America would show its commitment to democracy and to religious freedom properly understood. Through this alliance, America would give evidence that it was not as the nations. Europe killed Jews; America was to make them at home. Europe herded Jews into ghettos. In America Jews are free to go where they will. Europe sought to annihilate Jews as a people. In America, a nation of immigrants, people look back to other lands as the homelands they may love or refuse. If Jews wanted a homeland, a past, to love, refuse or return to, the United States would recognize the nation of Israel. Jews in America are able to be, to be Jews, to be a nation. This has been, for many (perhaps for all) Americans the proof that America is not as the nations, that the New World has surpassed the Old.
 There is, however, a darker side to our decision to remain Jews. The affirmation that we are not as the nations, that we embraced those Europe had sought to annihilate, wards off more troubling memories. The liberation of the camps veiled the memory of the reservations. The liberation of the camps compensated (or so it might appear) for the internment of the Japanese. In the period following World War II, Americans embraced Jews first reluctantly, then more readily, but they continued to resist - with laws and dogs, policemen and Klansmen - the inclusion of African -Americans. The inclusion of Jews veiled continued discrimination against African-Americans.
 The defence of the Israeli democracy was more - and less - than the defence of a Jewish state. It was part of America’s democratic evangelism: the mission to spread democracy among the nations. Here too, an American virtue was coupled with a peculiarly American vice. The evangelical impulse made democracy the apology for empire and in a perverse logic, substituted the defence of Israel for the spread of democracy. Israel was democratic, hence protecting Israel was protecting democracy: however undemocratic the actions required, however undemocratic the regional consequences. Securing Israel was to achieve the much vaunted object of a new and more democratic order in the Middle East. Perhaps. Perhaps, on the contrary, securing Israel would substitute for the achievement of democracy and veil the undemocratic means we (and the Israelis) have employed.
 For some, the commitment to the state of Israel is a matter not of democracy or human rights, but of hastening the work of divine Providence. This conception sees in the commitment to the state of Israel as America placing itself in the service of God. The particular variant of apocalyptic Protestant evangelicalism that has given us both the Left Behind series and Bush’s second Inaugural Address sees America as the providential nation, called by God to do his work in the world. This is troubling enough, but it has also given us Islam as the providential enemy. [13]
 In the early years of the war on terror, the Bush administration made significant efforts to preclude identification of Muslims as the enemy. Bush’s ill-advised characterization of the war on terror as ‘crusade’ might have seemed an anomaly, were it not for the direction of political discourse within the administration and among its allies on the American right. David Frum and Richard Perle’s apocalyptically titled An End to Evil: How to Win the War Against Terror made it clear that in the view of these veteran Republican staffers, the enemy was Islam (Frum and Perle, 2003). Their portrait of evil implicated the moderate Muslims less bigoted neoconservatives had endeavoured to protect. [14] Frum and Perle’s portrait of Islam as a religion of terror characterized by the abuse of women amplified familiar themes in American popular culture. The passage of time and the loss of the last election has done little to mute the crusading providentialism of the right. The crusade against Islam and Muslims has been continued, with growing vociferousness, by a slew of bloggers and rightwing radio hosts. [15]
 This vociferous hatred of Muslims and the Islamic world was echoed by their allies on the right - and left - who adopted the term ‘ Islamofascism ’. The term, which might have differentiated one set of Muslims from all others, served instead as a characterization of an ostensibly essential Islam. In it, Islam was linked to Nazism, a linkage made easier by the culturally prevalent identification of Muslims as, like Nazis ‘enemies of the Jews’. Frum and Perle wrote ‘There is no middle way for Americans: it is victory or holocaust’. But whose will be the holocaust?
 Scholars familiar with the language of anti-Semitism will find the discourse of ‘islamofascism’ ironically reminiscent of older, long dishonoured texts. The careful fabrication, the language of blood libel, the calls for violence in the name of defence, all are present here.
 Once it was another set of Semites who could not be trusted, whose primary loyalties lay elsewhere, who needed to be given a clear message about what was expected of them. At the beginning of the twentieth century, it was the Jewish anarchist and the Jewish communist who were portrayed as agents of global terror. Now it is Muslims who are involved in shadowy global conspiracies, Muslims who have ‘fellow travellers’. The old language of anti-Semitism has found another target. The tactics of anti-Semitism are now employed on a broader theatre, in a wider war. In the nineteenth century, pogroms were assaults on another neighbourhood, another village. In the twenty-first, pogroms are conducted abroad.
 There are many ironies, many tragedies, in the chiliastic project of interpretation. Let me mention only one, not the least of these, the perverse interplay of Old and New World anti-Semitism.
 Europe, Gil Anidjar and Amnon Raz-Krakotzkin observe, has understood itself against an iridescent, oscillating other, ‘the Jew, the Arab’ the Semitic alien, the dark threat (Anidjar, 2004; Raz-Krakotzkin, 2007; Norton, 2009). In this reading, the Jew, the Arab, the Muslim has stood at the horizon of identity. Europe, an all too Christian Europe, marked itself off from these, the children of the first covenant, who bear on their bodies the sign of an earlier contract with the divine. The Turk at the gates of Vienna, the Muslim in the burning banlieux, are turned away to wander with Ishmael. This is the understanding that animates the capacious anti-Semitism of those of the French right who serve pork soup to the ‘ deserving ’ poor and chant ‘we are all pig-eaters’ at political rallies.
 American anti-Semitism operates according to a different logic, with a different mythic geography, in a different temporality. European anti-Semitism enhances the American identification with Jews and with Israel, and licences acts against Arabs and Muslims done in the name (though not always in the best interest) of Israel. As American discourse increasingly identifies Israel with Jews and Jews with Israel, Jews are made the targets of animosity directed against Israel and America. Strauss, who saw Judaism as distinguished by the ‘boldness and world-political courage’ of rejecting nationalism with idolatry would answer this with a more biting wit and a harsher judgment than I can supply.
 IV
 Why do we remain Jews?
 We remain Jews because we must.
 We remain Jews, we theorists, ‘as Maimonides was a Jew’ unpersuaded of the divine, perhaps, but devoted to learning, to philosophy.
 We remain Jews as Spinoza was a Jew, at once a part of and apart from our people. We remain Jews because we are modern and individual, the creation of a long process that, if Hegel is right (and he so very often is), began with Abraham.
 We remain Jews for we have ‘placed the ideal, which is opposed to all past and present reality, not beyond time, but in the future’ (Strauss: 1983a: 242). We remain Jews to rebuke tyrants.
 Let me now put before you what may seem to be a conundrum. We remain Jews, in an all too Christian Europe, and all too Christian West, in solidarity with Islam. We remain Jews, we of the West, in solidarity with Muslims, countering the construction of the West as merely Christian. We remain Jews because we must.
 We recall, with Strauss, the Jews of the pogroms. We recall, with Strauss, the Jews of the Holocaust. We have seen photographs of the Muselmanner of the camps. We have read of their suffering. We have seen photographs of the Muslims of our own camps, in Guantanamo and Abu Ghraib. We have read of their suffering. If we are to remain Jews, like Strauss, because we must, then we must stand with the Muselmanner. We must become Muslim. It would not be bekavod to do otherwise.
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 1 The text of the talk, transcribed from a tape recording, appears in Deutsch and Nicgorski (1994:43–79).

 2 These have been collected by Ruth Fredman Cernea (2005).

 3 Hermann Cohen, quoted in Strauss (1983a: 242).

 4 Strauss (1994: 54). Strauss follows this with a biting anecdote about Ben Gurion. Strauss’s views on Zionism and the state of Israel have a particularly tragic quality in the present historical context.

 5 Strauss reads a long quotation from Nietzsche’s Dawn of Day, aphorism 205, in which this phrase appears (Strauss, 1994: 56–8).

 6 Strauss (1994: 54–5). Strauss’s argument is particularly striking in light of the emerging construction of a ‘Judeo-Christian’ identity opposed to Islam.

 7 Yitzhak Baer, Galut, quoted in Strauss (1994: 55-6).

 8 Derrida (1996). The Koranic account of Abraham’s sacrifice makes this dimension more pronounced for in that account, Ishmael knows he is to be sacrificed and consents to it.

 9 Strauss (1994: 52). ‘From Heaven’ is in quotation marks in the original. As the text is the transcription of a talk, it appears that Strauss’s tone suggested a certain distance from that phrase.

 10 Strauss’s understanding of himself as a bearer of these teachings is perhaps most evident in Persecution and the Art of Writing (Strauss, 1952: 7–21).

 11 Burke, Reflections on the Revolution in France. I discuss Burke on Judaism at greater length in Norton (2002: 71–9).

 12 The figure of the Muselmanner, the one reduced to bare life, unites two forms of the alien, the other, who is nevertheless one’s own. On the question of the Muselmanner, see Andijar (2004).

 13 Schmitt (1996). The providential enemy was not simply to be defeated. The providential enemy must be destroyed.

 14 The speeches of Paul Wolfowitz, for example, consistently eschewed the identification of Islam as the enemy.

 15 Michelle Malkin, Michael Savage, Roert Spencer, Daniel Pipes, Debbie Schlussel, Ann Coulter, for example.





 Part Four
 Strauss, The Straussians and Neoconservatism in the United States

 11. Man of Peace: Rehearing the Case Against Leo Strauss
 Rob Howse [1]
 Introduction
 Was there a coherent foreign policy doctrine or a philosophy of world politics behind the United States decision, along with its allies, to make war on Iraq and destroy the regime of Saddam Hussein? If so, is there a view about international law, either explicit or implicit, in this doctrine or philosophy?
 A range of media commentators and academics have suggested that the decision to go to war was prepared and decisively influenced by a perspective on world politics derived from ‘Straussianism’, a school of thought that developed around the teachings of Leo Strauss, a twentieth century German-Jewish philosopher who is well known as a critic of liberalism, and whose diagnosis of the spiritual and intellectual crisis of modernity led to an attempted recovery of pre-modern philosophical perspectives on thought and politics, as a way of understanding the crisis and perhaps also as an alternative to ‘nihilism’ and to the political implication of nihilism - fascism.
 Much has been made of Strauss’s hostility to liberalism, but to the extent he criticized liberalism this hostility is largely based on liberalism’s embrace of relativism and positivism, the separation of morals from law and politics, which Strauss saw had rendered Weimar liberalism impotent to counter the extremists with effective arguments and counter-strategies. One cannot underestimate the impact on Strauss of the collapse of the moderate centre in German politics, and the spectacle of the Weimar as ‘justice without a sword or of justice unable to use a sword’, incapable of standing up to fanaticism: Strauss witnessed these events with his own eyes in his formative years as a Jewish scholar in Berlin. [2] Contrary to some critics of Strauss, however, the failure of Weimar democracy did not lead him to conclude that liberal democracy is necessarily weak or unable to maintain good public order. He noted that ‘there were other liberal democracies which were and remained strong’ (Strauss, 1968: 225) through the economic crises and instability of the 1920s. While drawing some general lessons about the vulnerabilities of liberal democracy as a form of government, his explanation of the failure of liberal democracy in Weimar focuses on the specific political history and pathologies of German civilization.
 Strauss notoriously attracted students who were conservatives and even reactionaries. This was not only because of his critique of liberalism (which does not necessarily imply an endorsement of conservative thinking ), but because of the potential for the recovery of ‘classical’ thought to legitimate all kinds of prejudices which had become disreputable as ‘ elitism ’, ‘sexism’, and so forth. Did the ancients not believe in slavery? Did they not regard giving citizenship to women as unthinkable? Just as the Nazis had invoked Nietzsche as a ‘great mind’ to give philosophical weight to their prejudices, Strauss might have opened up the possibility for American conservatives and reactionaries to invoke Plato and Aristotle for purposes of giving intellectual respectability to positions generally viewed as crudely ‘redneck’, as dark superstitions of the bad old days.
 But Strauss did not present Plato and Aristotle as apologists or ideologists for conventional Greek politics; instead, according to Strauss, the distinctiveness of ancient political philosophy emerges through its critique - indeed a radical critique - of the adequacy of the Greek city as against the standards of perfect, or rational, justice.
 According to Strauss, the unqualified rule of wisdom as presented in Plato is merely a theoretical construct for understanding the nature and limits of justice; its practical lesson is that the desirable form of political ordering is, as Strauss puts it, a mixture of wisdom and consent, a mixed regime that gives a proper place both to popular will and to the role of educated political, legal, and military elites:
 The political problem consists in reconciling the requirement for wisdom with the requirement for consent... According to the classics, the best way of meeting these entirely different requirements - that for wisdom and that for consent or for freedom - would be that a wise legislator frame a code, which the citizen body, duly persuaded, freely adopts... [T]he administration of the law must be entrusted to a type of man who is most likely to administer it equitably, i.e. in the spirit of the wise legislator, or to ‘complete’ the law according to requirements that the wise legislator could not have foreseen (Strauss, 1953: 141–2).
 What differentiates this from the modern liberal idea of separation of powers and checks and balances is that Strauss, following the classical political philosophers, does not believe the mixed regime can work as a balance of self-interested powers checking each other; it depends also on the character of those who exercise power, the kind of education they receive, and especially their capacity to believe in a common good and their respect for the rule of law.
 Be that as it may, a number of students or followers of Strauss have become prominent figures in American conservatism, especially neoconservatism, Irving and William Kristol being the most famous examples.
 The Indictment [3]
 In a long and much cited article in the New Yorker in May 2003, the famed investigative journalist Seymour Hersh purported to unearth the fact that a closely knit group of Straussians in or near to the Bush Administration, most prominently Paul Wolfowitz, had essentially plotted the war against Iraq, seeking to gain public acceptance for the war through the fabrication or distortion of intelligence about WMD. According to Hersh, these Straussians were inspired by Strauss’s view (as expressed by one of them, Abram Shulsky) that ‘deception is the norm in political life’. Strauss apparently taught that politics is best practiced by a king (or tyrant) advised by a small circle of elite counsellors, always willing and able to deceive or trick the people into going along with what they want.
 While such apparent teachings of Strauss could explain the alleged use of deception with respect to intelligence on WMD, they obviously go only to means and not ends, and thus do not appear to illuminate why the goal of making war against Iraq would itself be justified or rationalized by a Straussian moral outlook. Hersh himself noted, ‘Strauss’ influence on foreign-policy decision-making (he never wrote explicitly about the subject himself) is usually discussed in terms of his tendency to view the world as a place where isolated liberal democracies live in constant danger from hostile elements abroad, and face threats that must be confronted vigorously and with strong leadership’ (Hersh, 2003: 48).
 If this is the Straussian outlook on foreign policy, and if Hersh is right that the Straussians in the Administration knew that Saddam did not possess the threat of WMD, then it would have made no sense in a dangerous world to stretch and deplete crucial US military resources in defeating a non-dangerous enemy, given all the real threats which one might need to respond to by calling on those resources. A ‘constant danger from hostile elements abroad’ requires a very judicious use of weaponry and personnel. Moreover by ‘crying wolf’ (no pun intended), the Straussians would undermine the capacity to persuade the public of the need to respond with force to real threats in the future.
 These difficulties with the notion that Straussianism was the outlook behind the Iraq War did not diminish the influence of Hersh’s article; instead he merely provoked others, attracted by the idea of blaming Iraq on the Straussians, to fill in the gaps, by suggesting why Straussianism was not only as behind the supposed deception involved in the case for war, but also why Straussianism made the invasion of Iraq an attractive goal.
 In her book Leo Strauss and the Politics of American Empire, Anne Norton claims that both Strauss and Schmitt endorsed permanent war or threat of mortal conflict because of a fear of world government as a degradation of humanity. Referring apparently to Schmitt’s works on international law and his invocation of a conception of ‘European’ international law that both allows and constrains war at the same time, Norton suggests that Strauss or the Straussians went farther than Schmitt in approving the absence of any normative constraint whatever on the use of force. Strauss and his disciples are ‘proponents of war without limits’ (Norton, 2004: 123, 148, 144). According to this view, Strauss was able to criticize Schmitt for retaining a morality of war even while attaching a positive moral value to war or the possibility of war; Schmitt therefore remained within the horizon of liberalism, and was unable to become a perfect anti-liberal. What seemingly allowed Strauss to be such an anti-liberal, was what another prominent journalist, James Atlas, asserted in the New York Times to be Strauss’s endorsement of ‘the natural right of the stronger’ (Atlas, 2003).
 The natural right of the stronger was precisely the position taken by the Melian generals in the famed dialogue in Thucydides’ Peloponnesian War, an important element of the outlook of Athenian imperialism as presented by Thucydides, on whom Strauss wrote a very long essay in The City and Man. But is the position taken by the Athenian generals the core of the teaching that Strauss derives from Thucydides? Strauss’s interpretation is remarkable for its emphasis on aspects of Thucydides’ work that have often been neglected by interpretations focused on the power politics of the Melian dialogue. The statements of the Athenian ‘dove’ Diodotus, in his plea for clemency for the people of a city that unsuccessfully revolted against Athenian imperialism, including Diodotus’s radical suggestion that the compulsion of the oppressed to rebel against domination is as natural as the compulsion of the strong to dominate, are suggested by Strauss to be truer to Thucydides’ own teaching, and truer simply, than the position of the Athenians at Melos.
 It has been claimed that Strauss endorsed or inspired by his thinking a modern version of this kind of idealistic imperialism, which underpins the mindset of those who advocated and planned the Iraq War. According to Alain Frachon and Daniel Vernet, writing in Le Monde, the neocon Straussians are ‘idealistic and optimistic, convinced of the universal validity of the American democratic model’ and prepared to impose it by force, through regime change; they extol the virtues of ‘militant democracy’ (Frachon and Vernet, 2003: 12–3). In the New York Times, Atlas points to a statement by Strauss in the introduction his book-length statement of classical political philosophy, The City and Man (a study which begins with Aristotle, proceeds through Plato, but culminates with Thucydides, who is given a treatment half as long again as that devoted to Plato’s Republic ): ‘to make the world safe for Western democracies, one must make the whole globe democratic, each country in itself as well as the society of nations’. Immediately after quoting this statement, Atlas draws his conclusion that ‘There’s a reason that some Bush strategists continue to invoke Strauss’s name’. [4]
 Long before the attempt to link Straussian ideas to the Iraq war, Strauss’s thesis that the philosophers of the past wrote so as to dissimulate the unorthodox nature of their thought created considerable enmity and suspicion among mainstream scholars. [5] This thesis was based on Strauss’s historical claim that, generally speaking, philosophy has been subject to persecution in most societies where it has existed, ranging from ruthless suppression to the mildest form, ostracism (Strauss, 1952: 32–3). The historical argument might not have been so hard to swallow by mainstream liberals, had not Strauss also given the impression that, at least for the ancient philosophers, the point was not only to avoid oppression of free thought but to protect society against dangerous truths that could be destructive of a relatively healthy or decent social order.
 Strauss believed he had witnessed as a young scholar the way in which ideas of philosophical origin prepared the outlook of fascism, and indeed Nazism itself - the destruction of a liberal democracy. I myself do not see his advocacy of caution in expression, based in a sense of the social responsibility of intellectuals, as illiberal. He simply understood that one must balance the possibility that philosophical critique of society will be contribute to emancipation from tyranny against the possibility that such critique could be abused by demagogues or false prophets, i.e., used as a basis for mass delusion, in the aid of new forms of ideological control. But there is more. Strauss appeared to teach that no society is completely rational. Every society requires for its ordering the acceptance of some myths and conventions, a sort of civil religion, which allows for trust between citizens and thus a politics of citizenship, which is characterized by open debate and deliberative decision-making under the rule of law. Thus,
...every political society that ever has been or ever will be rests on a particular fundamental opinion which cannot be replaced by knowledge and hence is of necessity a particular or particularist society. This state of things imposes duties on the philosopher’s public speech or writing which would not be duties if a rational society were actual or emerging; it thus gives rise to a specific art of writing (Strauss, 1968: viii).
 In most liberal democracies, there exist a range of particularist rituals and conventions that are connected to the building of public trust or public spiritedness, most of which today fall somewhere between compulsory invocation of divinity and purely secular symbolism. An example is the use of oaths for court witnesses and public office holders. The predominant tendency in modern liberal thought is to dismiss the importance of such devices: as guarantees against fraud, corruption and abuse of power in legal and political institutions, oaths and the like seem almost ridiculously ineffective compared with checks and balances, separation of powers, judicial review, a free and independent press, and so forth. Strauss’s response, I believe, would be that, ultimately, these latter devices themselves depend on the character of those individuals who serve in legal and public offices, their sense of the sanctity of the public trust, and belief in a common good that unites the entire political community. Civic piety - for some rooted in belief in a religious orthodoxy, for others of us based in a natural intuition of conscience, or a reverence of our ‘own’ institutions, or even a deeply felt Kantian Achtung fürs Gesetz - builds character, and, moreover, sustains it under the pressures of public and professional life.
 But the necessity of some kind of civic mythology assumes that each political community will remain bounded - while certain varieties of liberalism propose the answer to this problem as the world state, a cosmopolitan order. What then of Strauss’s rejection of a ‘world state’, of cosmopolitanism? As for cosmopolitanism, Strauss’s judgment is complex and subtle. Cosmopolitanism is not simply wrong in seeking a universal human common ground, a humanity that transcends differences of culture, nation, race, and so forth.
 Strauss’s views on the world state come into sharpest relief in his debate with the Hegelian Marxist philosopher Alexandre Kojève, presented in a book entitled On Tyranny (Strauss, 1999). In On Tyranny Strauss psycho-analyses, as it were, the tyrant and the wise man as characters or human archetypes. At bottom, the deepest needs or desires of each cannot be satisfied in the sphere of the political: they cannot complete one another or answer each other’s neediness, because each is in a different way a cosmopolitan, seeking a different kind of satisfaction that is transpolitical: each is not satisfied by political life but not for the same reasons. The tyrant wants to be loved by everyone and is for this reason inherently dissatisfied by the constraints of the political community; the wise man seeks admiration and friendship of others who are wise, regardless of whether they are citizens or foreigners - a different motivation for being dissatisfied with the limits of the closed political community.
 It is this analysis of the echec of the tyrant/wise man relationship that sets the stage for Kojève’s brilliant reply to Strauss. According to Kojève, the implication of Strauss’s analysis is not that an alliance between the wise and the tyrant is not possible or satisfying, but rather that both must aim in their alliance for a truly universal goal, one that transcends the limits of the Greek city - the closed or bounded political community: this goal is the ‘world state’, the universal and homogenous state.
 Alexander the Great, the student of Aristotle, already saw how it would be possible to ‘go beyond the rigid and narrow confines of the ancient City’ (Kojève, in Strauss, 1999: 170). On the basis of the universalism or cosmopolitanism of the philosophers, Alexander was able to imagine a truly universal state as the outcome of an empire ‘in which conqueror and conquered are merge’ and all become equal citizens: through mixed marriages and the merging of laws and customs, the prior particularist ties of ethnicity and religion are eroded and transformed into universal ‘ civilization ’ or ‘culture’ (Kojève, in Strauss, 1999: 170–1).
 In reply, Strauss claims that the world state, even if based on ‘universal agreement regarding the fundamentals’ would not be stable, because such agreement would have to be accepted on faith by the majority of people, who are not able to work through philosophically the basis for such agreement. And, according to Strauss, every faith, or ideology, gives rise to a counter-faith or ideology, with its own counterclaim to universality. The diffusion of knowledge by the wise ( Aufklärung ) will not solve the problem because ‘knowledge inevitably transforms itself into opinion, prejudice or mere belief’ (‘Restatement’ in Strauss, 1999: 193).
 But this leads to the more fundamental critique by Strauss of the world state, which is that, even if realized, it would not lead to the universal ‘ satisfaction ’ claimed by Kojève. Having argued that man humanizes himself through violent struggle and work, how can Kojève claim that man will be fully satisfied as man in a state where, as Kojève claims there is no need for further violent struggle, and men will work less and less, as technology increases the possibilities of leisure?
 For this reason, it is likely there will be dissidents or resisters to the world state. ‘There will always be men ( andres ) who will revolt against a state that is destructive of humanity or in which there is no longer a possibility of noble action and of great deeds’ (Strauss, 1999: 209). Thus, the world state will in fact need to be coercive. In order to be effective as a basis for governing a vast, indeed global, administrative space, the philosophy on which the world state is based will necessarily have to be disseminated to lawyers, judges, civil servants, administrators in such a way that it becomes ideology or prejudice, or mixed with prejudice. But since it is this philosophy that justifies the universalism of the world state, it must be defended by the ruler(s) against critique or attack, even when it degenerates into a ideology tainted with prejudice or particularistic belief. This requires the suppression of free thought, and is in turn a threat to philosophy. The diversity of political regimes preserves freedom of thought; for in the world state there is no other political community to which the persecuted philosopher can turn for exile, either physical or spiritual. Ultimately, then, Strauss objects to the world state, not in the name of Schmittean warrior ethics but in the name of freedom - for much the same reason as the liberal or proto-liberal Kant objects to it in the Perpetual Peace. [6]
 This brings us to Strauss’s view of the role of law among nations in war and peace. Strauss’s rejection of the idea of a world state, and his pessimistic view that the possibility of war among states or political communities was therefore unlikely to ever be abolished, did not - as is often assumed - lead him to reject the idea of international law as a constraint on conflict. There is today a cosmopolitan utopian narrative that supposes that international law’s purpose is the construction of a universal, global order, a cosmopolitan constitution. And there is a counter-narrative that, based on some of the same observations that Strauss made, argues that actual power relations between states are the predominant force in international relations, and will always be so - international law may function as a useful coordination mechanism when it is in the self-interest of states to cooperate but it is naïve to view international law as a meaningful constraint when conflict between states escalates or has the potential to escalate to war. As against both of these narratives, Strauss asserts the indispensable role of international law in maintaining the peace over a significant period of time, even if such an order, subject to the realities of power politics, may eventually break down if the power imbalance between states becomes too great, and the temptations of empire, and resistance to empire too strong. Strauss also asserts the humanizing role of international law in dark or extreme situations. But, again, unlike the rather polarized perspectives in contemporary debate, he asserts both the importance of legal restraint, but also how problematic it is to operate effectively such restraint, given the exigencies of war.
 If Strauss’s motivations for rejecting the world state have nothing to do with an attachment to a warrior ethics demanding the permanence of violent conflict between states, nevertheless passages in Strauss’s later writings appear to endorse - or present the ‘classic’ perspective as endorsing - a liberation from normative constraints in dealing with the enemy. The difference with Schmitt is that the endorsement by the classics is quiet, somewhat ashamed, and reluctant, rather than loud, enthusiastic, and unhesitating. But are these merely differences of tone or do they point to differences of substance?
 Consider the following statements in Natural Right and History : ‘not even despotic rule is per se against nature’; ‘No law, and hence no constitution, can be the fundamental political fact, because all laws depend on human beings’; ‘Let us call an extreme situation a situation in which the very existence or independence of a society is at stake’; ‘societies are not only threatened from without. Considerations that apply to foreign enemies may well apply to subversive elements within society’; ‘it is not possible to define precisely what constitutes an extreme situation in contradistinction to a normal situation. Every dangerous external and internal enemy is inventive to the extent that he is capable of transforming what, on the basis of previous experience, could reasonably be regarded as a normal situation into an extreme situation’; and, most importantly:
 A decent society will not go to war except for a just cause. But what it will do during a war will depend to a certain extent on what the enemy - possibly an absolutely unscrupulous and savage enemy - forces it to do. There are no limits which can be defined in advance, there are no assignable limits to what might become just reprisals (Strauss, 1953: 160).
 One need not be pre-disposed against Strauss and Straussians to read these passages and see a link between the teachings of Strauss and the abuses at Abu Ghraib. The idea that the inventiveness and cruelty of the enemy simply does not permit the definition of any limits in advance to how one may justly respond seems, at first glance, fatal to the laws of war. Moreover, while Strauss limits the applicability of this observation to the ‘extreme situation’ he appears to agree with Schmitt that one cannot determine in advance, by rules, what is an ‘extreme situation’ and therefore one cannot insure by the rule of law or laws that normative constraints are only jettisoned in a genuine ‘extreme situation’, i.e., where the self-preservation of a society justifies actions that would otherwise be contrary to natural justice.
 On a closer examination, however, a different possibility emerges. In speaking of the impossibility of defining limits in advance, it turns out that Strauss is referring to the kind of limits that are stated as absolute rules that permit of no exception. These rules do not allow for any discretion, or the balancing of military necessity for instance against humanitarian imperatives in the battleground. Yet many of the rules of international law, including the laws of war, are expressed precisely in terms that require such balancing by the commanders in the field. Concepts such as proportionality and necessity are crucial to the operation of these laws; and what is legal can only be assessed based on the facts as they are known to those who have to make the decision on the ground at a given moment. Ken Anderson notes, with respect to the fundamental norm of minimizing collateral damage to civilians:
 Every day, every night, Air Force lawyers and planners must consider possible targets and weigh what they think the military value might be, in the future course of war, against the best intelligence data on how many civilians might be killed or injured, or how much civilian property destroyed. It is a thankless game of guesswork. By their nature, such judgments involve factual evaluations and guesses that cannot be legally challenged, unless something approximating willful, intentional gross negligence can be shown (Anderson, 2003).
 For Strauss the difficulty of making such tradeoffs on the ground on a case by case basis does not imply that ‘in war law is silent’ or that those who make the decisions must be given the benefit of the doubt. On the contrary, just because the decisions in question cannot be pre-determined by general rules, but require situational judgment, in no way excuses those who make the decisions from ex post accountability: ‘the objective discrimination between extreme actions which were just and extreme actions which were unjust is one of the noblest duties of the historian’ (Strauss, 1953: 161). If ‘objective discrimination’ of this kind is possible for the historian, it is a fortiori possible for independent tribunals and commissions, with their power to collect evidence and summon witnesses.
 This being said, could the various legal positions taken by the Bush Administration on the laws of war and related restraints be rationalized on the basis of what Strauss describes as the flexibility needed to respond on the spot to an enemy that is not only ‘savage’ and ‘unscrupulous’ but also ‘inventive’ - for example, able to exploit existing legal constraints to its advantage by using ‘human shields’? Neither friends nor critics of the Bush Administration will like what I would consider the approach to this problem that is most in keeping with the spirit, and letter, of Strauss’s thought. In the Straussian approach, in considering the loosing of legal constraints in time of war, one would need to consider the character of those making the decisions. Are the individuals in question likely to be overly cautious and be easily exploited or tricked by the enemy, if they do not feel a freer hand? Or are they persons of a character such that they would see such a casual or permissive view of legal constraint as a mandate, to use a line from a Cole Porter song, ‘to take the brakes off’ and ‘ misbehave ’? What happened at Abu Ghraib suggests that what was fatal to humanity was a combination of a casual or permissive view of legal constraints with inattention or even wilful reckless disregard to the character and education of those in charge.
 Strauss does not provide an answer as to whether in principle it is better to have absolute rules - ‘torture is never permitted’ - which in an extreme situation may be violated but with the possibility of the violator being ‘excused’ ex post or not prosecuted, based on the extreme or exceptional nature of the circumstances, or on the other hand flexible rules that can be manipulated and adjusted in light of the situation. Much may depend on what we assume about human character in extreme situations, and tractability of that character to education and training.
 Thucydides and Democratic Imperialism
 It is above all to Thucydides that Strauss turns when he seeks to examine the question of human character in extreme situations. [7] Since Thucydides’ account of the Peloponnesian Wars directly engages the question of justice and power in international relations, and the role of interest vs. principle in decisions of war and peace, it is no wonder that the Straussian view of Thucydides should play a prominent role in the debate over whether Straussianism is the intellectual cause of the Iraq war. According to Anne Norton the predominant Straussian reading of Thucydides has changed over time from an interpretation that presents Athens’ downfall as a rightful punishment for its hubristic imperial ambition (a ‘pro-Spartan’ reading ) to a reading that suggests, instead, that the Athenians failed because they did not pursue imperial war boldly enough, giving too much not too little slack to the reckless Alcibiades (Norton, 2004: 200). The Athenian people proved too fickle and fearful to allow their leaders to pursue intransigently the strategy implied by the speech and conduct of the Athenian generals on Melos - the natural right of the stronger, or the proposition that there is no justice between the weak and the strong. Though there are a number of allusions in her book to the Straussian interest in Thucydides, Norton never actually considers what Strauss himself had to say about the readings of Thucydides in question, though she seems to view the neocon reading as Strauss’s own interpretation.
 Before proceeding to consider Thucydides’ teaching, Strauss makes the observation that: ‘Today, not a few people believe that Thucydides, far from being opposed to democracy, was in sympathy with the imperialism that went with Athenian democracy or that he believed in “power politics ”; accordingly, they hold that Thucydides’ comprehensive view is stated by the Athenians in their dialogue with the Melians’ (Strauss, 1964:145). [8] In response to the Melians’ claim that having submit to Athens as a colony is an injustice, the Athenian generals state that there is no justice between the weak and the strong: the strong take what they can and the weak bear what they must. This is an iron law of politics - the generals dare to suggest that even the gods, the divine, support the right of the strong to aggress and to dominate. The Melians fail to yield to the Athenian demands, and in the result the male population is killed and the women and children enslaved.
 Strauss observes that Thucydides’ silence concerning his own judgment of the Athenian position on Melos can no more be read as an endorsement of that position than as a rejection of it. He notes that ‘perceptive’ contemporary interpreters of Thucydides observe the presence in Thucydides’ work of that which transcends power politics, which Strauss calls ‘the humane’. The question then is how Thucydides’ teaching reconciles or balances the ‘power-political’ and the ‘humane’.
 On one view, Thucydides’ judgment of Athens’s bold, ‘power political’ imperialism, and its claimed ‘right’ of the powerful as expressed on Melos, is contained in his narrative of the disastrous fate that Athens suffered with the plague and the Sicilian Expedition:
 The city can disregard the divine law; it can become guilty of hubris by deed and by speech; the Funeral Speech [of Pericles] is followed by the plague and the dialogue with the Melians is followed by the disaster on Sicily. This would seem to be the most comprehensive judgment which Thucydides silently conveys (Strauss, 1964: 153).
 Thucydides prefers Spartan moderation and caution to Athenian ambition and daring. He is a critic of Athenian imperialism and a severe critic of the Athenian claim to unlimited or unrestrained imperial expansion. Such is the view of Thucydides that Anne Norton claims was passed down by her Straussian teachers at Chicago, presumably in Strauss’s name - only eventually to be usurped by a different, neocon Straussian teaching, according to which Athens’s failures can be attributed, on the contrary, to the inability to pursue its imperial project with enough boldness and resolve, Athenian democracy precluding the strong authoritarian leadership required for victory in war (Norton, 2004). Norton, while in some respects exonerating Strauss himself for the effects of Straussianism, suggests that when it comes to Thucydides, the neocon teaching is in the Straussian original:
 Neoconservative foreign policy begins, for [Irving] Kristol, with Thucydides as Leo Strauss and Donald Kagan taught him. Read the theses that Kristol marks as central to American neoconservatism: patriotism, zealously cultivated; a fear of world government and the international institutions that might lead to it; and finally, and most revealing, the ability ‘to distinguish friends from enemies’ (Norton, 2004: 178–9, emphasis added). [9]
 True, Strauss’s Thucydides rejects, as do the Athenian generals on Melos, the notion of divine law guaranteeing of the triumph of the just and legal over the unjust and lawless; but this rejection is not a rejection of the meaningfulness of moral and legal standards in war and empire. These standards come not from ‘divine law’ but are instead a matter of the human or the humane; lacking the guarantee that comes from divine providence, the humane necessarily has a certain fragility and contingency. At the same time, justice from humanity has a superior nobility to justice that is practiced from fear of punishment, which is the typically Spartan kind of justice. Justice from humanity, as Strauss puts it so eloquently, comes from the gentleness and generosity of the soul (Strauss, 1964: 217). In the case of Sparta, fear of divine punishment did not prevent the Spartans from (in their own interpretation) breaking the peace treaty; it simply meant that, having (again, in their own eyes) broken the treaty, the Spartans were timorous in pursuing the war in its first phase, lacking confidence in their cause. If there were moments where humanity gave way to anger, hatred and brutality among the Athenians, it is also true that according to Thucydides, the Spartan sense of divine restraint did not prevent the Spartans themselves from committing atrocities when it was in their self-interest to do so (Strauss, 1964: 216–7). Far from seeing the necessities of war as licence for all manner of inhumane conduct, Strauss echoes and indeed magnifies Thucydides’ moral judgment: referring to Thucydides’ account of the massacre of Mycalessus Strauss uses expressions such as ‘murderous savagery’ and ‘senseless slaughter of women, children and beasts’. Such language would be altogether unwarranted if the situation of war entailed the wholesale suspension of moral choice and moral judgment.
 International Law
 The relevance of international law is where Strauss’s judgment of the ‘power political’ implications of Thucydides differs most clearly from that of the neocons, and indeed from all ‘realist’ theorists of international relations. Strauss defends the relevance of international law as an important factor in maintaining peace. In a brilliant stroke he explains exactly why the principle enunciated by the Athenians on Melos is consistent with an important role for international law: the right to limitless imperial expansion is ‘perfectly compatible’ with ‘fidelity to covenants’: ‘it is only incompatible with covenants that would limit a city’s aspirations for all future times; but such were not the covenants with which Thucydides had seriously to be concerned’ (Strauss, 1964: 191). This statement echoes Strauss’s rejection of the ambition of post World War II international law to outlaw war forever, a rejection clearly stated in the preface of The City and Man. International law does not have a solution to the factual inequality, the relative power of states - the Athenians on Melos are correct to that extent. At the same time as the necessarily hegemonic striving of a superior power cannot be fully checked by international law, Strauss states that international law - in particular, peace treaties - were essential to Greek civilization and may be essential for the development or progress of any civilization. To understand the position that international law is necessary to civilization, yet insufficient to save civilization from war and indeed from reversion to barbarism, we need to examine Strauss’s articulation of the theory of history that Thucydides sketches in the ‘archaeology’ that introduces Thucydides’ account of the Peloponnesian War, and to which Thucydides averts in many subtle ways throughout the book.
 This theory of history is based upon the interplay of ‘rest’ and ‘motion’. In order for civilization to develop out of barbarism, out of a primitive state where there are no arts and sciences, nothing of refined beauty in human life, one needs long periods of ‘rest’ where there is an absence of generalized insecurity or conflict. Even imperial ambition itself only develops on the basis of ‘rest’ that brings into being civilization. But civilization is inherently unstable; it is not the product just of ‘rest’ but of a certain interplay of ‘rest’ and ‘motion’; civilization imposes its own kind of violence (this Foucauldian/Freudian insight is teased by Strauss out of the speaker in Thucydides with whom he most identifies, Diodotus).
 Civilization is inherently destabilizing, or self-destabilizing - in the long term. Yet while it lasts it is responsible for the goods that make human life worth living: freedom, beauty, and philosophy. International law helps it last, by constraining aggression and conduct that could provoke aggression. Since even a hegemonic power needs ‘rest’ and cannot sustain its own strength and greatness under conditions of constant insecurity and conflict, even a hegemonic power has good reason to accept the rule of international law, at least most of the time. Strauss puts it this way:
 Neither rest and Greekness nor even war is possible without treaties among cities, and the treaties would not be worth keeping in mind if the partners could not be presumed to keep them; this presumption must at least partly be based on past performance, i.e. on the justice of the parties. To that extent, fidelity to covenants may be said to be by nature right (Strauss, 1964: 178–9).
 Judging the Project of Democratic Imperialism



 As we have noted, in his remarks on the Melian dialogue, Strauss made the extraordinary observation that imperial ambition, even if not intrinsically limited or bounded, may still be compatible with respect for treaties. Acceptance of the compulsion to empire or domination by the powerful as a universal rule of state behaviour does not lead to the conclusion that such behaviour cannot or should not be held in check by law. The question is in the name of what, and through what counterweights, it should be held in check.
 We must begin from Strauss’s own suggestion that there is at least one kind of legal justice that is possible between weak and strong states, and that is the respect for treaty norms. This means that treaty norms do not necessarily respect or require the equal right of all states to self-determination. And in fact the ‘thirty-year’ treaty did limit this right in the name of stability, by constraining the capacity of allies of one or other of the imperial powers to switch their allegiances. But, in the long run, according to Strauss no system of international law can itself be stable, if it does not fulfil the principle of legal equality among states: this is because the longing for freedom from external domination, the anticolonial impulse, is as permanent and inexorable a principle of state behaviour as the impulse to empire and domination (Strauss, 1964: 239). A system of law that stabilizes the balance of power between the strong, hegemonic states through consecrating the status quo ante, the existing division of the world between hegemonic states, will never appear legitimate to the colonized. [10]
 If the natural or inexorable longing for self-determination creates a tension between imperialism and international law (a tension that can be managed, however, for long periods of time even, but not permanently resolved), it equally creates a tension between imperialism and democracy. According to Strauss, ‘the Athenian democracy was a special kind of democracy, an imperial democracy exercising quasi-tyrannical rule over others’ (Strauss, 1964: 169). Can the internal principles of democracy, freedom and equality be made compatible with imperial (i.e., undemocratic) rule over others - rule which denies equality and freedom as principles of interstate relations? Is it possible that democracy has to be sacrificed to empire or vice versa? As Strauss explicitly notes, the incompatibility of democracy with empire is raised in Thucydides by Cleon, a notoriously violent Athenian demagogue who aims at preserving empire and who has contempt for democracy.
 Central to this problem is what Strauss sees in Thucydides as the impossibility of solving the tension between the internal values of democracy and empire through deception - exactly the contrary understanding to that of Strauss’s critics. This emerges in the debate in the Athenian assembly over the fate of the Mytileneans, [11] a colony that has revolted against Athens. Once the revolt is put down, the Athenian assembly votes to punish Mytilene by putting to death all the adult men and enslaving the women and children. However, there are second thoughts as to the humanity of this harsh sentence, and the matter is put again to the assembly. The alternative is to punish only the leaders of the revolt, not the people, who quickly surrendered to Athens.
 Thucydides presents the chief speakers before the assembly as the ‘ violent ’ (hawkish) Cleon and the gentle and philosophical Diodotus. Cleon tells the assembly that it should distrust eloquent speakers and hold true to its first instincts of vengefulness. Diodotus counters that the effect of this kind of distrust (sowed by demagogues such as Cleon), is that even good, i.e., publicly interested leaders, will be required to deceive the assembly. But Strauss indicates why Diodotus’s suggestion cannot solve the problem of distrust:
 [Diodotus] simultaneously indicates the fact that citizens who are not wise cannot distinguish between good and bad advice but must identify good advice with advice convincing them or appealing to them, and leaves in the ark the fact that a speaker whose proposals are frequently approved by the assembly cannot fail to be regarded as wise and hence to gain prestige (Strauss, 1964: 232).
 In other words, there is no reason to believe that the lies of the good and wise would be any more likely to persuade the assembly than the lies of successful demagogues like Cleon. To lie more effectively than the unwise, or to overcome the distrust of the people, the wise would have to appeal more effectively than the unwise to the emotions of the people; there is no reason to think this is likely to be the case, and many reasons to believe the opposite.
 It is true that Diodotus, who Strauss suggests is ‘wise’, is credited with Strauss with a subterfuge in his own argument in favour of saving the Mytileneans. Diodotus claims that the assembly should view the issue of punishing the Mytileneans only from the perspective of Athens’s self-interest not that of justice. Diodotus pretends to be more hawkish than even Cleon, or more hardheaded at least. Diodotus argues that killing the entire Mytilenean population will not deter rebellion in the future, because it is in the nature of human beings to rebel against domination. At the same time, it will give people who rebel every incentive to hold out until the bitter end, since they know that failure means certain death. Diodotus suggests that by punishing only the leaders and sparing the people Athens will make it easier to quell rebellions in the future, by giving the people an incentive to break with the leadership when things are not going to well (i.e., the people will assume that if they surrender they will be spared). The subterfuge is this: in fact, the considerations that Diodotus adduces, namely that rebellion is a natural and inexorable compulsion and the distinction between those who rebel and fight to the end and those who rebel but then repent and surrender, mitigate the guilt of all the Mytileneans and certainly remove the guilt of the majority of the Mytileneans. Therefore, according to Strauss, while purporting to appeal only to Athenian self-interest, Diodotus also appeals to justice. But if Diodotus were to appeal explicitly to considerations of justice, or pity or compassion for the involuntary element in revolt, rather than to hardheaded national interest, he would not be trusted by the assembly.
 On the one hand, the Athenians decide to save the Mytileneans. On the other hand, Strauss does not tell us that Diodotus’s subterfuge was the key factor in the assembly’s gentler verdict. And even if the wise Diodotus’s strategy of subterfuge was successful in this case, Strauss’s pointing to this subterfuge does not diminish his suggestion that in general the preparedness of the wise to lie to the assembly will not solve the problem of democratic distrust. Cleon was an influential figure in Athenian foreign policy; Diodotus’s sole appearance in Thucydides is on behalf of the Mytileneans.
 Strauss claims that Thucydides puts more of himself into Diodotus than into any other speaker. It is Diodotus who states clearly that freedom from foreign domination and empire are the ‘greatest things’ (Strauss, 1964: 239). The normative implications of the power political dimension in Thucydides must be drawn from this duality, or dichotomy: the impulse to dominate by the strong is no more natural or less than the impulse of the weak to resist domination. Therefore, the recognition of the impulse to dominate by the strong does not imply the natural right of the strong to empire or domination. The resistance to the domination of the strong by the weak cannot be dismissed or despised in Nietzschean fashion as ressentiment or ‘slave morality’, if freedom from domination is among the greatest things, and as great as empire itself.
 Conclusion
 At the end of the Cold War, some conservatives imagined the possibility that America’s military supremacy could afford it a utopian isolation from the troubles of the world: a foreign policy of independence, not interdependence, certainly not the kind of interdependence that involves international law and multilateral institutions. The lesson that Strauss draws from Thucydides suggests that sucha hope was alwaysa delusion. America ’s might would necessarily provoke resistance, for supreme power leads to (not unreasonable) fear that power will be used for domination and since rebellion against or resistance to domination is natural, no power, however apparently supreme, obviates the need for interdependence, the need to be fully engaged in the world. A foreign policy bent on maximizing autarchy is fruitless. On the other hand, an international order characterized by treaties of peace and norms of cooperation can, for periods of time, succeed in stabilizing or moderating hegemonic ambition, even the frankly limitless ambition of a power like imperial Athens, at least when it is backed by some kind of rough power balance or deterrent sanctions, or a sense of mutual interest in preserving for a period of time a state of ‘rest’. Moreover, even when in the service of a global common good, or the right cause, the exercise of power by the powerful is likely to be resisted by the less powerful: one should not have expected the Iraqis to have cheered when they were liberated from Saddam Hussein’s brutal tyranny, because the liberation came from outside, it was an exercise of foreign power.
 In as much as he rejected or put into doubt some of the fondest, progressive hopes of liberal cosmopolitans - for the abolition of war and of persecution for all times - Strauss could be described as a conservative. Strauss could be understood as providing a warning and caution to those wanting to preserve humanity about the fragility and vulnerability of peace, order and justice. But the emphasis on the limits and vulnerabilities of liberal political order and the rule of law could be abused by those with anti- liberal belligerent intent. Strauss encouraged hard and bold thinking about the extremes, and human dilemmas in extreme situations. He did so in full recognition of the danger that hard and bold thinking might be misused. Did Strauss himself violate what appears to be his counsel of caution to public intellectuals, to philosophers, albeit a counsel wrongly understood as an endorsement of deception in the service of political power rather than to prevent its abuse of ideas?
 Strauss wrote of Nietzsche whose thought had been distorted and used for their own purposes by the Nazis, that he was not guilty of fascism, but not entirely innocent of the misuse of his ideas. As he explained in his essay ‘What is Political Philosophy?’:
 ‘[Nietzsche] used much of his unsurpassable and inexhaustible power of passionate and fascinating speech for making his readers loath, not only socialism and communism, but conservatism, nationalism and democracy as well. After having taken on himself this great political responsibility, he could not show his readers a way toward political responsibility. He left them no choice except that been irresponsible indifference to politics and irresponsible political options (Strauss, 1959: 55).
 While Strauss did not use his own passionate and fascinating speech to breed contempt for democracy, for peace and for law, he did expose or highlight with great virtuosity the limits, internal tensions, and vulnerabilities of responsible political options. He held that what was most admirable in man, the capacity for thoughtfulness and urbane civil life, was at the same time fragile and permanently exposed to the danger of destruction or even self-destruction. Someone of Strauss’s obvious seriousness and experience as a young Jewish thinker witnessing the destruction of German culture and its fall into genocidal anti-Semitism, could talk about these grave matters with a spirit of intellectual openness and frankness, without one would think any reason for suspicion of actually sympathy for the forces of darkness. But was it unpredictable or unpreventable that such discussion might attract students of a very different character and with very different motivations - and find its way into public discourse serving opposite purposes to those intended?
 That the way thinkers and scholars express themselves has political and social consequences for which they must expect to be accountable was one of Strauss’s most important teachings. However we judge Strauss himself, the importance of such accountability should be evident to us all in the legal academy after the sorry spectacle of the torture memos.
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 3 As is occasionally indicated in what follows many of the accusations against Strauss can be attributed to sloppy, incompetent or even mendacious interpretation and intellectual history. An extensive account of such criticisms and a sustained and cogent response is to be found in Peter Minowitz, Straussophobia: Defending Leo Strauss and Straussians Against Shadia Durry and Other Accusers (Lexington Books: Lanham, MD, 2009). The present essay is however mostly concerned with responding to readings of Strauss that could plausible based upon competent scholarship and that have some credible basis in explicit statements in his works. The focus therefore is on a more adequate understanding of the relevant texts of Strauss rather than the exposure of incompetence and bias on the part of certain critics.

 4 Strauss (1964: 5). As will be explained later of this essay, the statement that Atlas quotes is in fact a paraphrase by Strauss of a position that he went on to criticize.

 5 Howse (1999: 60), from which parts of this section are freely drawn.

 6 Of course, this argument presupposes that the world state cannot tolerate the questioning of its ‘ideology’, even in light of the true philosophical teaching on which that ideology is based. Thus, this argument of Strauss presupposes the prior argument that many non-philosophers will not be ‘satisfied’ by the world state, to the point of rebelling against it in such a way that the tolerance of intellectual critique becomes dangerous and destabilizing. I am far from sure that Kojève is not right that the rebels can be adequately handled by the police and the psychiatric system if their rebellion is irrational. If it is rational - that is, if they rebel because in fact they do not receive the recognition of free and equal citizens, the recognition that should lead to satisfaction along with recognition through work and family life - then this means that the world state is as yet imperfect in its social and economic justice.

 7 ‘On Thucydides’ War of the Peloponnesians and the Athenians’, in Strauss (1964).

 8 The Melos episode can be found in Thucydides at 5.84–116.

 9 Norton further does not believe that these ideas can be gleaned from a correct reading of Thucydides. See Kristol (2003) ‘The favorite neoconservative text on foreign affairs, thanks to professors Leo Strauss of Chicago and Donald Kagan of Yale, is Thucydides on the Peloponnesian War’.

 10 This notion of international law as entrenching the division of the world between Grossraume was advocated by none other than Carl Schmitt in his post-World-War II work Nomos der Erde. See Howse (2006).

 11 This is found in Thucydides at 3.36–49.



 12. Neoconservatism and the Strauss Connection
 Alexandra Homolar
 Introduction [1]
 New intellectual movements often seek legitimacy by laying claim to the intellectual inheritance of earlier thinkers. The rise in the political influence of contemporary neoconservatives during the administration of US president George W. Bush revived interest in neoconservative thought, and stimulated renewed controversy over the intellectual roots of neoconservatism in the work of the political philosopher Leo Strauss, a German-Jewish émigré who taught at the University of Chicago between 1949 and 1967. Some neoconservatives as well as their critics have claimed that Strauss - whose adversaries described him as a foe of modernity and enlightenment as well as an anti-democrat, while admirers portrayed him as a crusader against inhumanity - is the intellectual father of the ‘neoconservative persuasion’ (Anastaplo, 1999: 5–7; Smith, 2006: 2–3, 12, 87; Kauffmann, 1997: 28–30, Zuckert and Zuckert, 2006: 3–20). Others have argued that neoconservative ideas ‘show little influence of and certainly do not derive from Strauss’s political thinking’ (Zuckert and Zuckert, 2006: 266). Through focusing on the reinterpretation of morality in neoconservative thought, this chapter demonstrates that both views are only partly correct.
 Neoconservatism is an attitude, tendency, or persuasion. Despite the conventional wisdom in much of contemporary International Relations scholarship, it is neither a homogeneous school of thought nor a unified intellectual movement (Wilson, 1980: 509; I. Kristol, 2003; 1995: 40). For example, while the original neoconservatives shared the common experience of a gradual but sharp shift to the political right and their activist anti-Communist identity rather than a set of core principles, most of the younger neoconservatives never undertook the journey from the left to the right of the political spectrum and therefore lacked the formerly defining characteristic of the ‘new conservatives’, which had justified the prefix ‘neo’ (Boot, 2004: 47; cf. Blumenthal, 1986: 122–3; Fukuyama, 2006). Another important intergenerational difference within neoconservative thought is the greater emphasis that contemporary neoconservatives place on foreign policy rather than domestic concerns. Apart from a vigorous stance against Soviet communism, foreign policy considerations had only played a minor role in early neoconservative writings. Instead, neoconservatism began as an intellectual protest against the radicalism of the New Left and the failed social experiments of the federal government, and in particular Lyndon B. Johnson’s Great Society programme (Guelke, 2005: 98).
 From its origins in the 1940s to the present day there is only one common thread of continuity, and that is the central place of morality in neoconservative thinking - a belief that it is not possible to view society from a value-neutral perspective, and that politics should be understood in black and white terms as an ongoing tension between ‘good’ and ‘evil’. This is visible throughout early neoconservative writings, which largely focused on American domestic policy, as well as in the foreign policy recommendations of contemporary neoconservatives that are now so prominently associated with the misadventures of the Bush administration. Yet while the reinterpretation of morality in neoconservative thought forms a nexus that links neoconservative foreign policy goals to a domestic agenda for political change, [2] this chapter demonstrates that the neoconservative moral agenda in the United States is also a sine qua non for understanding the connection to the political philosophy of Leo Strauss. This chapter shows that although neoconservatism today, and in particular its approach to foreign policy, departs significantly from Strauss’s philosophical ideas ( cf. Homolar-Riechmann, 2008), Strauss’s concepts played an important role in the development of early neoconservative thought.
 The chapter is divided into two main parts. The first section provides an overview of early neoconservatism’s critique of modern liberalism and American democracy. In addition, the section illustrates how original neoconservatives’ attempts to reverse the effect of political atheism and moral relativism have moved away from an initial focus on American democratic culture towards the establishment of a permanent Pax Americana as a moral obligation of the United States. Section two contrasts these aspects of neoconservative thought with the philosophical-political ideas of Leo Strauss. The chapter concludes that a ‘Strauss connection’ exists in original neoconservative writing, especially that which criticizes modern liberalism and contemporary American democracy for both the moral relativism they exhibit and their neglect of the importance of morality for society.
 Modern Liberalism and American Democracy: A Neoconservative Critique
 A standard textbook on ideology defines neoconservatism as a ‘modern version of social conservatism that emphasizes the need to restore order, return to traditional or family values or revitalize nationalism’ (Heywood, 1998: 334). At the same time, neoconservatives are commonly believed to share a strong passion for the merits of modern American liberal democracy. As such, neoconservatism would appear to be rather unique among contemporary conservative modes of thought, which tend to exhibit an overt scepticism towards the efficacy of modern democratic government (Wolfson, 2004: 231; cf. I. Kristol, 1983: 76). It would also call into question the very formation of a heterogeneous group of former Leftist thinkers under a common banner as ‘new conservatives’. A closer look, however, reveals that the original neoconservatives were comfortable with modern American democracy only up to a certain point (I. Kristol, 2003). As ‘ liberals mugged by reality’ (I. Kristol quoted in Gerson, 1997: 126), the original neoconservatives were primarily concerned with domestic policy rather than international affairs, and submitted both modern liberalism and the democratic culture of the United States to rigorous criticism (Lipset, 1997: 194; Glazer, 2005: 17; Devigne, 1994: 78–118).
 Modern Liberalism
 Original neoconservatives did not endorse the achievements and principles of modern liberalism. Rather, early neoconservatives’ arguments and political positions can all be seen as a reaction to the central ideas of modern liberalism (Stelzer, 2004: 15). In contrast to modern liberal principles, original neoconservatives championed ideas associated with classical liberalism, or, more specifically, the republican virtue tradition, which emphasizes ‘that political liberty requires the moral foundation of a virtuous citizenry’ as well as ‘a concern for the common good’ (Gerson, 1997: 9–11; cf. I. Kristol, 1983: 51). At the same time, they commonly criticized modern liberalism for both the moral relativism that they believed it gave rise to, and its neglect of the importance of morality for society ( cf. I. Kristol, 1983: 75–7, 40, 209). This is based on their assessment that a liberal society requires a moral foundation as precondition for the stability of its social order, which they regarded as quintessential for both liberty and justice (Kirkpatrick, 1973: 60).
 Original neoconservatives believed strongly that an unstable society opens up a window of opportunity for political radicalism and ideological absolutism, which risks giving rise to tyranny and oppression. They therefore regarded the stability of the social order as a primary goal. The original neoconservatives argued that in order to achieve this goal the mere realization of legal and political equality is not sufficient, because political institutions are fragile and human nature is imperfect ( cf. I. Kristol, 1983: 75). Rather, they argued this would require establishing a ‘just’ society, which institutes a balance between the exercise of individual freedom and the advancement of the common good, and thereby keeps both the autonomy and rights of individuals within the due bounds of the wider public good ( cf. Bell cited in Walzer, 1979: 5). Furthermore, such a just society would have to align personal virtues and the way in which power, privilege and property are distributed, while laws, standards, political processes, and institutions should reflect the moral values of the citizenry as well as to uphold and advance them (I. Kristol, 1996a: 109, 112–3). Instead of individual freedom, for original neoconservatives the preconditions of a just and stable liberal society were a moral code promoted by the state, the embodiment and maintenance of this established set of shared moral values in its social conventions and institutions, and a virtuous citizenry. The stability of such a ‘just’ liberal society was believed to depend upon its capacity to reinforce this moral foundation on an ongoing basis.
 Different traditions of political thought contain distinct visions of ‘the good state’ (see Lawler, 2005). In addition to its importance for the stability of social order, original neoconservatives also believed that the moral code of a society that is bound together by a common moral sense as well as the moral quality of its institutions and its citizens defines the character of the state. For the original neoconservatives, the good state is one that cultivates the moral character of its citizens through public policies, institutions, and education in line with the republican virtue tradition (Homolar-Riechmann, 2009: 182). Here, although the original neoconservatives’ conception of morality did not prescribe or justify a restricted set of moral values, original neoconservatives stressed the importance of Judeo-Christian and ‘ compassionate humanist’ moral qualities (Novak, 1991: 50; cf. Wilson, 1996: vii–xiii) for the good character of the state. Through reinforcing the right set of moral values, neoconservatives argued, a society could become stable, just, and good (Homolar-Riechmann, 2009: 182; cf. I. Kristol, 1981: 414; Bennett, 1993: 11–22).
 According to the original neoconservatives, modern liberalism had three chief weaknesses; namely: (1) a refusal to make moral judgments; (2) a denial of the importance of civic virtue; and (3) the privileging of individual rights and freedoms over the common good. They argued that this endorsement of diverse and individualistic lifestyles and personal preferences over the wider public good had promoted unconditional moral and cultural relativism as an end in itself, which disconnected liberal society from its moral foundation and could lead to its self-inflicted collapse ( cf. I. Kristol, 1996a: 108–9; Kozodoy, 1993: 72). This is because modern liberalism ’s refusal to differentiate between the tolerable and the intolerable exposed society to forces hostile to both liberalism itself and to the existing social order, which could give rise to the kind of political extremism witness in Europe during the 1930s (Homolar-Riechmann, 2009: 183; Decter, 1996; cf. I. Kristol, 1996d).
 In addition to rejecting the central tenets of modern liberalism because they were believed to undermine the good character of the state and threaten social stability, original neoconservatives also criticized modern liberalism for its belief in the possibility of successful large-scale social engineering ( cf. I. Kristol, 1983: 40, 75–7, 209). For the original neoconservatives, the project of modern liberalism is dismissed as the ‘ management of social change by an elite’ who claim to understand ‘the verities of social structure and social trends’ (I. Kristol, 1983: 39), but who in fact fail to comprehend the complexity of the social world. Because neoconservatives view the qualities of human beings as essentially unequal in their perfection, the proclivity of modern liberals to use state action to level the playing field in an attempt to ‘perfect’ society is doomed to fail. In addition, this will also lead to negative societal consequences through generating perverse individual incentives that undermine the moral foundations of the social order. Such attempts on the part of modern liberals to perfect individuals through social engineering were therefore regarded as little more than naïve utopianism. For original neoconservatives, the different forms utopianism can take, such as utopian rationalism (i.e., modern liberalism) or utopian romanticism (i.e., socialism), ‘established their hegemony as [an] adversary culture over modern consciousness and the modern sensibility’ (I. Kristol, 1983: 39).



 American Democracy and Pax Americana
 Based on their critique of modern liberalism with respect to the stability of society, original neoconservatives also submitted the modern democratic culture of the United States to rigorous criticism. They focused in particular on what they perceived as steady moral decline in American democratic and societal culture - along with a militant secularism pervading it. At the same time, they championed a democratic form of government founded on Judeo-Christian moral principles and that advanced bourgeois virtues, which they saw reflected in the foundational principles of liberal American democracy (I. Kristol, 1996a: 108–9; Winchell, 1991: 3–4; Friedman, 2005: 115; Himmelfarb, 1988: 54–8).
 According to original neoconservatives, in the early days of the United States society had still respected conscience, affection and the importance of religion and agreed that there was a strong correlation between certain personal virtues and the way in which power, privilege, and property were distributed. In modern liberal America, they maintained, individuals ’ lives were now primarily organized around the pursuit of narrow material interests rather than the pursuit of good character and human virtue (I. Kristol, 1996a: 107–13; cf. Devigne, 1994: 199–231; Ehrman, 1995: 36). As a result, as Irving Kristol (1996a: 108–9) argued, [‘f]rom having been a capitalist, republican community, with shared values and a quite unambiguous claim to the title of a just order, the United States have become a free, democratic society where the will to success and privilege was severed from its moral moorings’. Original neoconservatives thus believed that modern American society had abandoned its moral basis and thereby its very foundation. Instead of advancing liberty, republican virtues, and moral values, American society now subscribed to the moral relativism enabled and promoted by modern liberalism and its consequent neglect of the importance of morality for society.
 Original neoconservatives regarded the New Left as the exemplar of modern liberalism’s excessive individualism. After they had begun to shift to the right of the political spectrum, many of the original neoconservatives already identified the Left as presenting the most serious risk to the bourgeois liberal social order (see Ehrman, 1995, Guelke, 2005). They increasingly devoted their writings to critiquing the emergence of the ‘permissive society’ and the social alienation in the form of the ‘ counterculture ’ that modern liberalism had, in their view, given birth to. From the early 1960s onwards, the original neoconservatives began to condemn the New Left, which they saw as the political expression of the counter-culture and as an extreme version of modern liberalism ( cf. Kirkpatrick, 1973: 60). They regarded the policies and principles of the New Left as utopian, relativist, and illiberal, which were in direct conflict with the ‘liberal values, liberal caution, [and] liberal virtues’ of the past (Howe, 1968). In short, the original neoconservatives argued that the political ends of the New Left - and their preferred means to achieve those ends - would lead to ‘the destruction of any free and civil society’ (Glazer, 1969: 52).
 Following from their critique of modern liberalism, the state of American democracy, and the political ends and means of the New Left, the original neoconservatives focused on the establishment of the good state ; that is, the restoration of bourgeois virtues, moral values and the pursuit of the common good in modern American society. To achieve this, they articulated a moral defence of capitalism and argued for wider acknowledgment of the relevance of religion in the public sphere. At the same time, they made a strong case for the importance of the voluntary sector for the provision of public goods and of civil society as a check on state power (i.e., ‘ mediating structures’, see Berger, 1986; Neuhaus and Berger, 1996). They also promoted a limited and discriminatory welfare state that is firmly grounded in classical liberal ideas about individual merit, which incorporates the original neoconservatives’ conception of morality (I. Kristol, 1996a: 109, 1996b: 209–12, 1996c: 283–8).
 With the end of the Cold War and the demise of the Soviet Union, however, the focus on domestic concerns declined in neoconservative thinking and was replaced by a new preoccupation with foreign policy issues. The shift in the neoconservative focus towards foreign policy was so far-reaching, and was articulated so vociferously, that neoconservatism today is primarily identified with the foreign policy of the United States ( cf. Dorrien, 2004: 14–8). Yet the much-maligned neoconservative foreign policy agenda did not simply emerge with the election of President George W. Bush in 2000, nor did it originate in reaction to the Clinton administration’s conduct of US foreign policy during the 1990s. The roots of the contemporary neoconservative project in the United States can instead be traced back to the earlier critique articulated by the original neoconservatives from the 1940s onwards, the common thread between them being a paramount concern with re- establishing a moral basis for American public policy. While the original neoconservatives’ critique was initially levelled at the loosening of the traditional moral foundations of American society and government with the rise of modern liberalism and the New Left, contemporary neoconservatives have directed their critique of moral confusion toward US foreign policy rather than the stability of the domestic social order per se, and focused on promoting a muscular US foreign policy agenda that is intimately linked to the establishment of a moral international order (Homolar-Riechmann, 2009: 188; cf. Bennett, 2002: 16, 46–61, 158). Correspondingly, neoconservatives’ attempts to reverse the effect of political atheism and moral relativism have moved away from an initial focus on American democratic culture towards US behaviour in the international arena.
 Despite all its present flaws, neoconservatives argue that the moral foundations of the United States - as expressed in American culture and civilization as well as in its way of life - are both intrinsically good and superior ( cf. Ledeen, 1996: 147; Bennett, 2002: 47–8). They claim that America is the ‘most successful experiment in human freedom’ (Ledeen, 1996: 3), and argue that the United States has enabled an unparalleled expansion of individual freedom, equality, and prosperity, as well as bringing ‘more justice to more people than any nation in the history of mankind’ (Bennett, 2002: 150–1). They have insisted that the active support of American values abroad, in particular freedom and capitalist democracy, or even the establishment of a permanent Pax Americana is a moral obligation of the United States (Krauthammer, 2004; Ledeen, 2000: 36; Kirkpatrick, 2004: 236; cf. W. Kristol, 2003; Homolar-Riechmann, 2009: 184–8). Contemporary neoconservatives have also criticized US policy makers for following a ‘policy of moral neutrality’ in the international arena, which fails to differentiate between democracies and tyrannies, between free people and terrorists (Himmelfarb, 1994: 70; cf. Kirkpatrick, 1979; Kristol and Kagan, 2004). It is this conception of the importance of morality in fostering democratic government, regime stability, and reducing the likelihood of war that neoconservatives believe justifies the use of American military might in pursuit of the greater good - both for the United States and, by extension, the international community as a whole (Homolar-Riechmann, 2009). However, the overarching success in establishing the intellectual hegemony of neoconservative domestic policies across the political divide in the United States has not been repeated in the neoconservative project to advance a ‘moral’ American foreign policy.
 Leo Strauss and Neoconservative Thought
 Like neoconservatism itself, the work of the political philosopher Leo Strauss has led to numerous controversies, and his political ideas have often had a polarizing effect. The reason why his critics, his followers, and his students disagree so virulently on significant aspects of Strauss’s philosophy (Kauffmann, 1997: 32; see the debate between Jaffa, 1984: 14–21; and Pangle, 1985: 18–20) can partly be located in the ambiguity inherent in his own work. For example, the following three characteristics have enabled different interpretations of Strauss’s political ideas. First, Strauss never developed a genuine political philosophy. Instead, he expressed his views through his study, documentation, and analysis of the history of philosophy, while failing to make explicit his own philosophic-political ideas (Smith, 2006: 4–10). Second, Strauss is frequently assumed to have exercised the art of exoteric/esoteric writing. This refers to the concept of the ‘hidden meaning’, that is the two-facedness of pre-Enlightenment texts. In short, exoteric and esoteric writing can be understood as the art of writing in conformity with the requirements of the author’s time, while at the same time disguising the ‘true’ content of the text by making it accessible only to a limited audience that is potentially able to extract it (Meier, 2000: 30–3; Orr, 1995: 8). Finally, the ambiguity inherent in Strauss’s work is exaggerated by what is sometimes referred to as ‘pedagogical reserve’ - Strauss’s withholding of the full scope of some of his interpretations or conclusions as an educational method (Zuckert and Zuckert, 2006: 135–6). As a consequence, although the focus of this section is not an in-depth investigation or discussion of Strauss’s work but can only be a summarized account of how some of his philosophical-political ideas relate to neoconservative thought, the following interpretation of Strauss’s writings will not escape their ambiguity.
 Modern Liberalism
 Strauss’s critique of modernity is often referred to as the most influential part of his legacy, and is central to understanding his attitude towards liberalism and liberal democracy. To a large extent, attack on the modernist project can also be regarded as a precursor of the neoconservative critique of modern liberalism. In Strauss’s view, modernity regards itself as superior to the past and is characterized by historicism, positivism, and relativism, along with the neutralization of ‘the political’ and the depoliticization of human life. While one of Strauss’s core problems with modernity lies in his assertion that it both deemed philosophy irrelevant and made it impossible in a world dominated by science and history, he also argued that with the advent of modernity and the modern liberal state, the design of politics was no longer rooted in an independently existing source of morality but in human freedom as an end in itself (Strauss, 1989a: 23–4, 1989b: 82, 1989c: 101–8, 119–24).
 Strauss argued that to achieve a political compromise over how to exercise individual freedom as part of the modernist project’s attempt to change the human condition for the better, contestation over issues that tended to be deeply divisive of the morally pluralistic and fragmented citizenry was neutralized. Through this neglect of men’s most central questions, their alternatives and related conflicts, in a modern liberal state people are constrained to the pursuit of their material interests such as security and prosperity, while in Strauss’s view the fundamental objectives of human life diminish with the pursuit of human excellence and virtue no longer valued as worthy aims. In short, government has become morally neutral on the very issues that matter most to people, such as the choice between different ways of life and over what gives value to life. Rather than helping to foster a moral society, the state therefore leaves it to individuals to determine for themselves what constitutes the ‘good life’ ( cf. Zuckert and Zuckert, 2006: 34–6; Smith, 2006: 113; Kauffmann, 1997: 86–7). Strauss consequently stressed that ‘the crisis of modernity reveals itself in the fact, or consists in the fact, that modern western man no longer knows what he wants - that he no longer believes that he can know what is good and bad, what is right and wrong’ (1989b: 81). The liberal state’s moral neutrality trumps all other social goods and undermines the conception of the good life and good society while at the same time abandoning their classical meaning, which represents, according to Strauss, the crisis of liberal democracy ( cf.  Deutsch and Soffer, 1987: 2; Strauss, 1989b: 81; Friedman, 2005: 77). Through its political and moral atheism, as well its failure to recall the centrality of the common good, liberal democracy undermines its own foundations: a dedication to civic virtues, patriotism, and religion. As a result, Strauss regards modern liberal democracy as simply incapable of providing a stable and just order: the good society of liberal democracy has therefore become a society open to radical individualism (cf. Strauss, 1989d: 154–5; 1989e: 176–7; 180, 1989f: 249–310). Strauss’s attitude towards liberal democracy was fundamentally influenced by the collapse of the Weimar Republic. Emphasizing that ‘freedom as a goal is ambiguous, because it is freedom for evil as well as for good’, he argued that it was liberalism’s exaggerated tolerance and moral disarray that gave rise to the totalitarian regime of the Third Reich, and therefore shared significant responsibility for the Holocaust (Strauss, 1989b: 98; 1989a: 35).
 This brief account of Strauss’s critique of the modernist project and mo dern liberalism d emonstrates that Strauss a nd original neoconservatives present their criticism of its weaknesses and failures in similar terms. Liberalism is attacked for its inability to offer a moral basis for choosing between various ways of life, and for its radically subjective assertions about the line between good and evil and between right and wrong. Both Strauss and the original neoconservatives also acknowledge that a conflict exists between the necessity of protecting individual liberty and the pursuit of a meaningfully just society (Deutsch and Soffer, 1987: 13). In this respect, modern liberalism is criticized because it regards individual freedom as the highest goal, resulting in a justification for state neutrality as the only public safeguard of individual freedom and prioritizing the maintenance of this neutrality above all other social goods (Deutsch and Soffer, 1987: 2, 13; Strauss, 1989b: 81; Friedman, 2005: 77).
 American Democracy and Pax Americana
 Strauss’s view of American democracy also shows similarities to original neoconservative writings. Despite the fact that the United States is a state largely shaped by ideas which emerged within the first wave of modernity, Strauss regarded American democracy as built on low but solid ground. This is owing to the fact that the Declaration of Independence drew inspiration from modern natural rights theory, pre-modern beliefs in the Judeo-Christian God, and classical republican virtues (Arkes, 1995). It thus reflected an older tradition that spoke of moral ‘truths’ grounded in the nature of human beings, connected to both classical philosophical ideas and to the Biblical tradition. The founding principles of the American state might have been modest achievements, but for Strauss they deserved to be celebrated and revered (Strauss, 1989d: 166; Deutsch, 1999: 52; cf. Zuckert and Zuckert, 2006: 78).
 According to Strauss, the United States commitment to modern natural rights has led to a growing emphasis on relativism and the corresponding loss of a moral compass. Like other liberal democratic regimes, Strauss argued the United States failed to develop standards of political morality, and he saw the premises of individual freedom as the absolute value as jeopardizing public spiritedness (Weinstein, 2004: 210; Deutsch and Soffer, 1987: 2; Deutsch, 1999: 51–4). Because contemporary American liberal democracy abandoned its pre-modern tradition, namely the classical meaning of the good life and good society, for Strauss it had lost its original sense of purpose. It was, like liberalism itself, entering a modern condition of crisis (Weinstein, 2004: 210; Deutsch and Soffer, 1987: 2; Deutsch, 1999: 51–4). The lesson to be learned for American democracy was to defend its original conception (Strauss, 1989a: 37).
 The broader context for Strauss’s analysis of liberal democracy was what he understood as the crisis of modernity, partly stemming from the rejection of both Greek antiquity and biblical religion in the name of the new sciences of nature and politics. Although Strauss emphasizes the difference between faith and reason (i.e., between religion and philosophy), he recognizes religion’s contribution to the question of how human beings should orient themselves in life. In his analysis of the defects of modern liberalism and the crisis of the American democracy he was thus critical of the continuing process of secularization. Because modern liberalism rejects any overarching morality and fosters individualism, Strauss argues, it facilitates precisely those characteristics that lead to instability within society (Strauss, 1965: 74). For Strauss, religion offers a firm basis for moral choices - as does Socratic philosophy (Jaffa, 1999: 45–6; Tanguay, 2007; cf. Zuckert and Zuckert, 2006: 129–54; Smith, 2006: 10–30). Like Strauss, the original neoconservatives also emphasized that some of the major problems of modern liberalism had their roots in its rejection of a religious dimension to politics. Some even see the constitutional division of church and state as the most serious error made by the American founding fathers (I. Kristol, 2003; 1995: 146).
 The principal difference between Strauss and the writings of original neoconservatives was the link that neoconservatives made between their intellectual positions and contemporary public policy. Whereas Strauss’s ideas were clearly philosophical, the original neoconservatives engaged extensively with the political debates of their time and made specific policy recommendations. These gradually became so widely incorporated into ‘mainstream’ American conservatism that today it seems virtually impossible to disentangle the original neoconservatives’ domestic policy goals from the contemporary domestic policy platforms of both the Republican Party and the Democratic Party ( cf. Blyth, 2002). This led Norman Podhoretz (1996), one of the most influential original neoconservatives, to write an obituary for the neoconservative project. Larry George (2006: 404), in turn, commented that:
 Strauss’s less intellectually sophisticated followers fatally reinterpreted his understanding of political philosophy from the quest for true knowledge about political matters into a crude conviction that such foundational knowledge not only existed but also had been found and was ready to be put to use by Strauss-quoting neo-conservative policy advisors with access to the ears of the powerful (George, 2006: 404).
 A second key difference between Strauss and neoconservative thought can be located in contemporary neoconservatives’ approach to US foreign policy that includes democracy promotion and regime change through the use of US military might as well as establishing a permanent Pax Americana, which were so prominently associated with the misadventures of the Bush administration. Strauss might have regarded American liberal democracy as the best regime feasible today, and some neoconservatives have argued that he saw the United States as only hope for the world (Weinstein, 2004: 207–9; Strauss, 1989a; Deutsch and Soffer, 1987: 51–4; cf. Homolar-Riechmann, 2003). Yet he did not endorse either the spread of modern democratic regimes or American predominance in the international arena that have become key elements of contemporary neoconservatives ’ agenda for a ‘moral’ US foreign policy, which has attempted to establish American values as a new ‘standard of civilization’.
 Strauss (1964: 4) pointed out that in order to ‘make the world safe for Western democracies’ the democratic community of states would have to be expanded to span the whole globe, because the existence of a ‘ prosperous, free, and just society in a single country or in only a few countries is not possible in the long run’. Yet he did not support a process toward ‘a universal league of free and equal nations’ ( ibid. : 4). First, Strauss regarded a progression towards a universal regime - a single and universal empire in whatever incarnation - as undesirable. This is based on Strauss’s argument that this would endanger the philosopher and his way of life per se because ‘[t]hanks to the conquest of nature and to the... terror for Law, the Universal and Final Tyrant has at his disposal practically unlimited means for... extinguishing, the most modest efforts in the direction of thought’ (Strauss, 1991: 211). Thus, the (pre)dominance of one state - or a universal rationalist state - might coincide with modern tyranny. Strauss stressed that a single type of regime may not fit all communities, and he regarded the preservation of a multiplicity of regimes as an important safeguard and prerequisite to the exercising of philosophy (Strauss, 1991: 211; 1965: 140; cf. Zuckert and Zuckert 2006: 50, 72–6, 261). Second, Strauss’s rejection of progress directed towards increasing the community of democracies is rooted in his critical view on modernity in general. Following from his critique of the modernist project, the end of this progress would simply mean the triumph of those outgrowths of modernity that he sought to ‘reverse’: positivism, relativism and historicism ( cf. Zuckert and Zuckert 2006: 72–3). As a consequence, contemporary neoconservatives’ focus on establishing a new standard of civilization based on American moral primacy as well as the worldwide spread of the democratic form of government runs directly counter to Strauss’s concern for the possibility of philosophizing and the protection of philosophy.
 Conclusion
 Judged by the numbers of articles published in leading political science journals over the past quarter of a century, there has been a lack of attention paid to the study of modern American conservatism and the underlying ideas of the ‘conservative project’ in the United States (Ricci, 2009; cf. McGirr, 2001). The disinterest in understanding the intellectual history of the ‘modern’ American Right extends to neoconservative thought. As a consequence, despite the attention focused on ‘the neoconservative moment’ in US foreign policy by scholars, political opponents, and media commentators, no other intellectual movement in recent history has been so easily misunderstood. For example, the ‘moral’ content of contemporary neoconservatives’ foreign policy goals has frequently been portrayed as simply masking the pursuit of narrow national interests or the expansion of American ‘empire’ (Cox, 2007, 7; Drury, 2005; Norton, 2004). At the same time, original neoconservatives’ ‘moral philosophy’, which forms both the basis of their approach to US foreign policy and the nexus linking neoconservative foreign policy goals to a domestic agenda for political change, has generally been underappreciated or even ignored (Guelke 2005: 98; Devigne, 1994: 78–118).
 Likewise, the neoconservative connection to the philosophy of Leo Strauss has frequently been either neglected or discredited, distorted, and overstated ( cf. Zuckert and Zuckert, 2006; Drury, 2005). This chapter has shown that while contemporary neoconservatism’s approach to foreign policy departs significantly from Strauss’s philosophical ideas, neoconservatism in its early days clearly bore strong resemblance to Strauss’s political philosophy. As discussed above, an important aspect of both Strauss’s and original neoconservatives’ critique of modern liberalism is its inability to provide a moral foundation for society, ways of life, and personal actions, and for valuing the pursuit of individual freedom over achieving other social goods or the common good. Like Strauss, the original neoconservatives also emphasized that some of the major problems of modern liberalism had their roots in its rejection of a religious dimension to politics. An additional similarity between Strauss’s philosophy and the writings of original neoconservatives can be located in their diagnosis that modern American democracy had abandoned its superior moral foundation and was therefore in a condition of crisis and moral decline. Similar to Strauss and his students, original neoconservatives attempted to explore the crisis of liberal democracy, the original intentions of the framers of the US constitution, and the pervasive character of relativism in modern America ( cf. Deutsch and Murley, 1999: xi). Overall, a ‘Strauss connection’ exists where original neoconservatives criticized modern liberalism and contemporary American democracy for the moral relativism they exhibit and their neglect of the importance of morality for society.
 Yet whereas Strauss avoided giving final answers, advancing specific political orthodoxies, and making detailed policy proposals, original neoconservatives have intentionally linked their intellectual positions to American public policy and engaged in the political debates of their time in their attempts to re-establish the moral foundation of US society and democracy and reverse the failed social experiments of the federal government. Through these specific policy recommendations, original neoconservative thought has - at least in the area of domestic policy - ‘colonized’ mainstream US conservatism and rescued it from the intellectual poverty that had pervaded it ( cf. Nash, 1996). Furthermore, although some of the phrases and categories employed by contemporary neoconservatives still echo original neoconservatives’ connection to Strauss’s philosophy, their praising of America’s moral superiority as well as the establishment of a permanent Pax Americana and universal democratization as part of their foreign policy agenda are in stark conflict with Strauss’s concern about the possibility and preservation of philosophy. Overall, despite the common caricature, neoconservatives are not ideological purists. Instead, they are eclectics who base their policy positions on a range of ideas from across the political spectrum, including classical liberalism, conservatism, liberal internationalism and democratic peace theory, and as this chapter has demonstrated - to a surprising degree - the anti-modernism of Leo Strauss.
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 13. The Da Vinci Code Effect: Leo Strauss, the Neoconservatives and the Paranoid Style
 Nathan Abrams
 Introduction [1]
 From 11 th September 2001 until the end of the George W. Bush presidency, the image of the neocons loomed large (and for some, menacingly) behind the machinations of the Bush administration, and behind the neocons loomed the (shadowy) figure of Leo Strauss. The fascination with the neocons and Strauss was certainly high: a Google search at the time of writing for the terms ‘neoconservative’, ‘neo-con’, ‘neo-conservative’, ‘neocon’, and ‘Leo Strauss’ brought up a combined total of 7,342,000 hits. Although this interest had pre-9/11 antecedents, there was a veritable explosion thereafter producing wild Da Vinci Code -esque fantasies of cabals of neocons stalking the corridors of power. By not taking the influence of the neocons or of Strauss, or the link between them, as axiomatic, this chapter critically examines the actual level of influence the neocons had and, in turn, what influence Strauss had on the neocons. In doing so, it seeks to explain why they became such marked cultural phenomena in the wake of 9/11, to what ends they were put and why.
 The Myths
 The first strand of this mythology was that Bush was a puppet of the neocons who ‘hijacked’ his administration. Bush therefore adopted, or was forced to adopt, a consistently neocon foreign policy. The 2003 documentary The War Party stated: ‘They call themselves Neo-conservatives, rightwing thinkers whose dreams of a new American century have become George Bush’s foreign policy’. In another documentary, The Power of Nightmares (2004), similar sentiments were aired: following 9/11, ‘the neoconservatives became all-powerful’. The New York Review of Books observed that the neocons ‘are largely responsible for getting us into the war against Iraq’. Newsweek declared, ‘The neocon vision has become the hard core of American foreign policy’. The New York Times wrote, ‘They have penetrated the culture at nearly every level from the halls of academia to the halls of the Pentagon’, and added that ‘they’ve accumulated the wherewithal financially [and] professionally to broadcast what they think over the airwaves to the masses or over cocktails to those at the highest levels of government’. The National Journal revealed, ‘Long before George W. Bush reached the White House, many of these confrontations [with other nations] had been contemplated by the neoconservatives’. Le Nouvel Observateur described ‘les intellectuals neoconservateurs’ as the ‘ideologues of American empire’. [2] Finally, Stephen Walt and John Mearsheimer (2006) opined, ‘[w]ithin the US, the main driving force behind the war was a small band of neo-conservatives, many with ties to Likud’.
 As the last quote shows, the second strand argued that neoconservatism was simply a cover for hardline Zionism. The War Party reported as fact such gossip as, ‘By now we’d picked up a recurrent theme of insider talk in Washington. Some leading neo-cons, people whisper, are strongly pro-Zionist and want to topple regimes in the Middle East to help Israel as well as the US’. As evidence, a 1996 report intended as advice for incoming Israeli Prime Minister Benyamin Netanyahu, which called for a clean break with the peace process, rolling back Syria and removing Saddam Hussein from power, was cited.



 It was then posited that all neocons were Jewish. Adbusters, for example, asked the question, ‘Why won’t anyone say they are Jewish?’ (Lasn, 2004) when, in fact, the opposite was true - the neocons’ critics were quick to point out their ethnicity/religion at almost every turn. A glaring example of this appeared in James Mann’s book Rise of the Vulcans : ‘Zakheim, an Orthodox Jew, doesn’t drive on Saturdays, so while the other visitors stayed in a hotel, [Condoleezza] Rice, attentive to detail made special arrangements for him to stay on campus within walking distance of her home’ (Mann, 2004: 252). Not only is the subject’s ethnicity/faith irrelevant here, but his level of observance even more so. Surely it was only mentioned because it neatly fitted into the post-9/11 neocon mythology.
 Finally, it was claimed that Leo Strauss, who was Jewish, was the prime influence behind neocon foreign policy. This link between Strauss and the neocons became one of the cast-iron tenets of post-9/11 political discourse ; indeed, one wag even dubbed them the ‘Leocons’. ‘Who runs things?’ the New York Times asked, concluding that ‘it wouldn’t be too much of a stretch to answer: the intellectual heirs of Leo Strauss’ with whom the Bush administration was ‘rife’. The Boston Globe claimed that ‘we live in a world increasingly shaped by Leo Strauss’, while Le Nouvel Observateur described Strauss as the neocons’ ‘Mentor’. Other terms used in the European press to characterize the relationship between Strauss and the neocons were ‘guru’, ‘inspiring figure’, ‘founder’, ‘historical father’, ‘intellectual godfather’, ‘Karl Marx’, ‘maestro’, and ‘ maitre ’ (Tzogopoulos, 2006). The Power of Nightmares stated that Strauss’s ‘ideas would also have far-reaching consequences, because they would become the shaping force behind the neoconservative movement, which now dominates the American administration’ and one of the neocons’ ‘main influences were [sic] the theories of the philosopher Leo Strauss’. In Tim Robbins’s play about the war in Iraq, Embedded (2003), Strauss was the villainous mastermind whose portrait hovered over the stage. Anne Norton’s Leo Strauss and the Politics of American Empire asserted, ‘Straussians shape policy at the Department of Defense’ (Norton, 2004: 17). This ‘urban legend’ is summed up by Catherine and Michael Zuckert:
 (1) Strauss supposedly influenced a large body of students, who (2) either became or influenced the group called neoconservatives. These neoconservatives (3) entered government and influential media in large numbers and (4) either made policy themselves, or influenced those in the Bush administration who did. Among the policies they devised or promoted are (5) the Iraq War and the broader new strategic doctrine announced in the document ‘The National Security Strategy of the United States of America,’ issued in September 2002 over the signature of President Bush. Thus, by a chain of transitivity we arrive at the conclusion: Leo Strauss caused the Iraq War (2006: 8).
 The Reality
 Is it even worth dignifying these claims by refuting them? Yes, because this mythology has grown to such an extent that it must be re-evaluated. Furthermore, these myths were not confined to some fringe group but, as indicated by the range of media above, were shared across the political spectrum from far left to far right and incorporating the moderates and the mainstream both in the United States and Europe.
 It is fair to say that, on the surface, neoconservatism experienced a new lease of life in 2001. Following the election of Bill Clinton as president in 1992, the neocons reorganized and refined their political vision. They reinvented themselves, realizing that ‘the foreign policy issue was the key to their identity and political future’ (Dorrien, 2004: 2). They forged alliances with Old Right conservatives like Dick Cheney and Donald Rumsfeld. The result was the Project for a New American Century (PNAC), formed in June 1997, and dedicated to promoting US global hegemony. Many prominent neocons signed its ‘Statement of Principles’. Significantly, the group also included new allies like Jeb Bush, Cheney, I. Lewis Libby, Rumsfeld and Paul Wolfowitz. As a result of such alliances, once Bush was in office in 2001, those erstwhile neocons that had been largely dormant during the Clinton administration were restored once again to the centre of government. In turn, the neocons sensed a moment of opportunity to be exploited and which they grabbed eagerly with both hands.
 But the perception of the neocons’ influence is way out of proportion to their actual influence. Certainly, in the period before 9/11, the neocons had a minor role to play. Because they had supported Bush’s primary opponent Senator John McCain during the 2000 election campaign (Podhoretz even wrote a neocon defence of the Clinton Administration), they ‘had to battle for access to Bush’ as he was not automatically predisposed toward their agenda (Foer, 2002: 13). Even once Bush was in power, ‘until September 11, the neoconservatives were the junior members of the Bush team. Only about twenty of them found their way into the administration in 2001’ (Micklethwait and Wooldridge, 2005: 200). Gerard Baker and Stephen Fidler pointed out that ‘they are not as numerous as often depicted and are often defeated by internal opponents’ (2003: 17). Indeed, it was the Old Right conservatism of Vice President Cheney and Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld, as well as National Security Advisor Condoleezza Rice, Secretary of State Colin Powell (a particularly prominent neocon opponent) and Karl Rove that trumped the neocons; and Bush was certainly no neocon. ‘We were really ticked off with the direction the administration was taking’, Gary Schmitt, executive director of PNAC, said (quoted in Baker and Fidler, 2003: 17). Bush’s lack of support for Israel and his non-confrontational policy toward Russia and China particularly disturbed them. As James Mann (2004) put it, ‘The neocons did not control the Bush administration’s first-term policy toward China or Russia, which conformed to the classic realist principles of former Secretary of State Henry Kissinger and former National Security Advisor Brent Scowcroft’. In early 2001, Cheney dismissed the neocons, saying: ‘Oh, they have to sell magazines; we have to govern’ (Cheney, quoted in Baker and Fidler, 2003: 17).
 The neocons also suffered considerable reverses. They conspicuously failed to persuade the administration to adopt their regime-change policy toward Iran, Syria, the PLO, Lebanon, Saudi Arabia, and Egypt. Indeed, against their wishes, the Bush administration adopted a multilateral approach during its second term and, much to their annoyance, spoke about pushing the Middle East Road Map, with Bush telling European leaders that he would make a serious effort to try to resolve the conflict. Thus, when the president addressed the neocon think-tank, the American Enterprise Institute, in 2003, his speech outlining the case for a viable Palestinian state was greeted with stony silence. The lengthy process of nominating John W. Bolton as Under-Secretary of State for Arms Control and International Security affairs demonstrated that getting neocons into the Bush administration was no ‘walk in the park’ (Halper and Clarke, 2004: 115). In addition, at least two prominent neocons resigned from the Bush administration.
 Another flaw in the mythology was its denial of agency to the administration ’s key players. The prime movers were Cheney, Rice, Rumsfeld, Rove (who was almost never mentioned), and Bush. These people were not neocons but simply ‘advocates of a strong national defense’, who were ‘capable of making up their own minds’ (Friedman, 2005: 223). If anything, Bush’s foreign policy, particularly in the Middle East, was driven more by the demands of the Religious Right, in particular evangelical Protestantism, than the neocons. Hiding behind accusations of a ‘Jewish lobby’, the neocons’ detractors (and others) failed to spot ‘the development of a crucial relationship between evangelicalism and foreign policy in the United States... with the election of George W. Bush, it is evangelical Protestantism that has had the greatest impact’ (Durham, 2004: 145).
 Ironically, a stronger case can be made that the neocons helped to influence the Bush administration’s domestic policy, but this is not often put. In terms of supply-side economics, school vouchers, faith-based initiatives, the erosion of the constitutional wall separating church and state and bioethics, the neocons had a significant influence. But then again, if the Bush administration adopted the domestic neocon line, it is because these ideas became those of mainstream conservatism. In 1995 leading neocon tactician, Norman Podhoretz, announced that the last difference separating conservatives and neocons - the latter’s attachment to the welfare state - had disappeared. Since neoconservatism no longer could or should be distinguished from US conservatism as such, he wondered aloud out if it was time to retire the ‘neo’ permanently:
 The ‘neo’ (meaning of course ‘new’) has no longer seemed applicable to those of us who broke ranks with the Left a quarter of a century ago or more. For another thing, the distinctive characteristics that originally distinguished us from the old Right (as represented, say, by William F. Buckley, Jr.) faded as we gradually moved farther to the Right than at the start, while the conservatism of the Old Right became less radical than it had been in the 50’s. At some juncture - it is hard to fix a precise date - we met somewhere to the right of center. Differences have remained, but they are matters more of emphasis and tone than of substance (Podhoretz, 1995: xiv).
 Its abandonment was manifested in neocon support for Newt Gingrich, Dick Armey and Phil Gramm in their efforts to enact the anti-regulatory and anti-labour agenda of corporate America. The neocons adopted an agenda that was markedly Old Right: free market capitalism, supply-side tax cuts, pro-life, the erosion of the wall separating church and state, the promotion of school prayers and creationism in public schools, support for the Religious Right and the dismantling of the New Deal. Neoconservatism, in its original form as the continuation of the New Deal and vital centre liberalism, was dead. Instead, as Foer (2002) reported, ‘the neocons are no longer a wing of the conservative movement, they are the conservative movement. Supply-side economics, Israel, welfare reform, vouchers - all the old neocon pet causes have become enshrined in conservative conventional wisdom’. If neoconservatism appeared to be influential it was because mainstream domestic conservatism had become indistinguishable from neoconservatism.
 Arguably, even the term ‘neocon’ is no longer relevant. Apart from a pro-Israel and (Theodore) Rooseveltian foreign policy, the traces of the ‘neo’ are long gone. And if neocon foreign policy thinking is just selective interventionism based on the principles of realism, there’s nothing inherently ‘neo’ about it. What many of the so-called (but in reality, ex-) neocons won’t admit to is that they are essentially conservatives who have been taken over by the Old Right/paleoconservatives and the Religious Right. The actuality is that 9/11 revived a neocon foreign-policy posture but the new species of neocon that exists today differs from that which emerged in the 1970s and ‘80s (which, if we insist on using the term neoconservative to refer to the present generation, is probably more accurately labelled as ‘paleoneoconservative’). Where the neocons were once receptive to large-scale welfare programmes, those today labelled as neocons now share the general conservative hostility toward the welfare state and its assumptions about social engineering. Even in foreign policy, where neocon opinion is thought to be uniform, it is a broadish church (or ‘ synagogue ’ in the minds of its detractors). In the late 1990s a split developed between the Wilsonians and the realists, a fight that assumed greater prominence after US actions in Iraq and Afghanistan. As David Brooks put it, ‘In truth, the people labeled as neocons... travel in widely different circles and don’t actually have much contact with one another’ (2004: 41).
 Genuine neoconservatism, in its original form, is dead, and a new ideological variant, one of moralistic, post-utopian, post-modern, post-puritan social engineering, had emerged in its place. It has been given names such as ‘neo-imperialism’, ‘Pax Americanism’, ‘unipolarism’, ‘neo-Reaganism’, ‘neo-Manifest Destinarianism’, ‘democratic imperialism’, ‘Straussianism’, and ‘liberal imperialism’. This new, neoor postor ersatz neoconservatism is being pushed by a younger, second generation (often referred to, only half-jokingly, as ‘minicons’) which, in contrast to their forebears who were primarily men and women of letters, is composed of politicians and lawyers and predominantly foreign-policy-oriented ones at that. Unlike their parents, many of them did not grow up on the Left, were not Trotskyites or otherwise, were not in the Democratic Party and held no attachment to the welfare state. Rather than seeing themselves as ‘neo’ they saw themselves simply as conservatives.
 As for the next myth, that neoconservatism is merely thinly-veiled hawkish Zionism, it is no secret that a key tenet of neoconservatism that distinguished it from Old Right conservatism (known as ‘ paleoconservatism ’ or ‘paleo’ and ‘paleocon’ for short) and made it ‘neo’ in the first place was its strong pro-Zionist stance. However, what was overlooked was not only that the neocons did not hide their pro-Israel allegiances, but also that they argued the ‘strategic asset’ line: that policies good for Israel were good for the United States.
 Likewise, with regards to the fourth myth, it was no great revelation that many neocons were Jews. The series of developments behind the emergence of neoconservatism that began in the late 1960s with the events surrounding the Six-Day War and its repercussions in the United States and abroad, followed by the Democratic nomination of George McGovern as presidential candidate in 1972, and then capped by the Carter presidency of 1977–81, led some Jewish Democrats to feel that their party had become a home to anti-Zionists and anti-Semites and, concluding that it was no longer a safe haven for Jews, crossed over to the Republicans. Yet, the presence in the neocon movement of high-profile gentiles including Robert Bartley, William Bennett, John Bolton, Max Boot, Frank Gaffney, Jeane Kirkpatrick, Glenn Loury, Daniel Patrick Moynihan, Michael Novak, George F. Will, James Woolsey and many others, was virtually ignored. Indeed, what is significant here, as the above example I quoted from James Mann shows, is the (seemingly irrelevant) highlighting of the Jewishness of the neocons either by stating their religion if they are Jewish, and/or by their pro-Israel stance if they are not.
 The final myth links Strauss and the neocons. One of the first and major sources for this theory is Irving Kristol, the self-styled ‘godfather’ of neoconservatism, who wrote that Strauss was one of the thinkers that had the ‘greatest subsequent impact’ on his thinking (1995: 6). Furthermore, he said, ‘these students of Leo Strauss, in turn, have produced another generation of political theorists, many of whom have relocated to Washington, D.C.’ (Kristol, 1995: 7). Superficially, this seems pretty solid evidence. But what Kristol actually wrote was: ‘The two thinkers who had the greatest subsequent impact of my thinking were Lionel Trilling in the 1940s and Leo Strauss in the 1950s’ (1995: 6; my emphasis). It is interesting to note that Trilling, who also significantly influenced a number of neocons, most prominently Podhoretz, is never mentioned in the same fashion as Strauss. Furthermore, Friedman pointed out that, ‘If Strauss was a seminal figure for conservatives in the 1950s, Will Herberg was their “rabbi” and that Strauss’s influence was on conservatism in general rather than neoconservatism in particular’ (Friedman, 2005: 41). Clearly, then, there were several candidates for elevation to the position of prime thinker behind the neocons.
 Claims of a link between Strauss and the neocons are dubious at best. Catherine and Michael Zuckert assert, ‘there is little evidence that the reporters and columnists have “done their homework”, that is, that they have read much of Strauss at all’ (2006: 3). Likewise, Stephen B. Smith states, ‘The association of Strauss with neo-conservatism has been repeated so many times that it leaves the mistaken impression that there is a line of influence leading directly from Strauss’s readings of Plato and Maimonides to the most recent directives of the Defense Department’ (Smith, 2006). (Incidentally, he added, ‘Nothing could be more inimical to Strauss’s teaching’.) He continued to call these ‘elaborate intellectual genealogies ’ ‘fanciful’ because ‘On their own admission very few, if any, of these journalists had ever read the work of Strauss; instead they relied on the work of other journalists already making the same claim’ ( ibid. : 2, 184, 185). Ivo H. Daalder and James M. Lindsay described these efforts to link Strauss and the neocons as resembling ‘the parlor game “Six Degrees of Kevin Bacon”’, which give ‘too much credit to the author of obscure books’ (2005: 46). Dorrien says that many neocons ‘were mistakenly called Straussians’ (2004: 132).
 Much of this speculation centred on the figure of Paul Wolfowitz. The basis for this was that Wolfowitz took two political theory courses with Strauss (Dorrien, 2004: 44). Norton argued that Wolfowitz may only have taken two courses but ‘if he ate lightly of the main dish, there were others at the table’ (2004: 59). She meant that Wolfowitz was taught by and close to other prominent Straussians, such as Strauss’s student, Allan Bloom, who popularized Strauss’s ideas, influencing Wolfowitz, who then ‘went onto introduce Cheney to his ideas’ (Halper and Clarke, 2004: 66, 67). Dorrien countered that, ‘[c]ontrary to much of what has been written about Wolfowitz, however, he was never much of a Straussian’ and ‘paid little attention to political theory’ (Dorrien, 2004: 44). Whom do we believe here? Dorrien? Or three openly partisan writers, two of whom, when they make their claim for the Straussian-neocon link, erroneously write that Werner Dannhauser ‘left academia to take on editorship of Commentary after the retirement of Podhoretz’ (Halper and Clarke, 2004: 67)? In fact, Dannhauser joined in 1964 and left in 1968; Podhoretz retired in 1995 and Neal Kozodoy succeeded him as editor. It is possible, then, that Wolfowitz denied Strauss and other Straussians’ influence because he wasn’t one? After all, he wrote his doctoral dissertation under Albert Wohlstetter’s supervision and he was neither a Straussian nor particularly close to Strauss.
 The Agendas
 If, then, these myths are untrue then why were they circulated so widely and consistently? The first answer must surely be laziness - a convenient device for explaining all that has happened since 9/11. In doing so, the neocons provided a handy scapegoat. Close examination of the language in which the neocons were written about clearly betrays this ideological and/or partisan agenda. Motivated by classic anti-Semitism, the far Right attacked the neocons and Strauss because many were Jews. Some of this was also shared by the Far Left (as we shall see). For their part, the paleocons never liked the neocons. They perceived them as latecomers, usurpers, outsiders and interlopers, who had overrun the Old Right, hijacked conservatism, and used it to advance a neocon agenda, exerting disproportionate influence within the US conservative intellectual movement so that it came to be considered synonymous with neoconservatism. They did not consider neoconservatism as authentic or genuine conservatism because it was insufficiently indistinguishable from welfare-state liberalism and emphasized progress too much. (Where the neocons did not reject modern state planning and still defended the welfare state - albeit with qualifications: they wanted to trim it - the paleocons wanted to dismantle it altogether.)
 The mainstream centre-Right used the neocons as a means to blame the travails of the Bush government, such as the failure in Iraq, without attacking Bush. It wasa means of protecting Bush as well as exculpating the centre -Right for its failure to prevent the administration’s mistakes and excesses. Halper and Clarke, for example, took an openly partisan agenda to defend the Bush administration by arguing that neocons, ‘primed with a far-reaching agenda to be put in action at the first opportunity’ transformed Bush beyond all recognition by hijacking his administration’s foreign policy. The ‘misperceptions’ that rose as ‘the result of deliberate government action’ were the fault of the neocons who created or exploited (they don’t state which) ‘a weakness in the policy chain’. In blaming the neocons, the authors absolve the president and others high up in the administration (for example, John Ashcroft isn’t even mentioned [Halper and Clarke, 2004: 73, 201]).
 The neocons themselves exaggerated their own power and influence in a form of self-aggrandizement. They willingly participated in some of the deception by developing their own legends. They produced a mythology that elided their differences with the past while wildly inflating their own importance in the present. They were certainly partly responsible for writing what Michael Lind called ‘its own triumphalist’ and ‘sanitized version of history’ which ‘grossly overemphasizes the importance of intellectuals in politics’ (1996: 130). In The War Party, for example, former neocon after former neocon was paraded to attest to the strength of their influence: Richard Perle claimed that, ‘The President of the United States, on issue after issue, has reflected the thinking of Neo-conservatives’. Even Joshua Muravchik, who derided The War Party ’s claims as pure fiction, boasted: ‘A sharp change of course was required, and the neoconservatives, who had been warning for years that terror must not be appeased, stood vindicated - much as, more grandly, Churchill was vindicated by Hitler’s depredations after Munich’ (Muravchik, 2003). Tod Lindberg (2004) wrote of ‘the vindication of neoconservatism’: ‘Once again, neoconservatives were at the forefront of the new thinking. They shouldn’t shrink from this fact. They should be proud of it’. Neocons simply could not resist bragging.
 Cabals and Conspiracies
 Are there more sinister forces at work? Of course, in a ploy that has been used for decades, the neocons and their sympathizers were quick to dismiss their detractors as anti-Semites. They argued that ‘con is short for “conservative” and neo is short for “Jewish”’ (Brooks, 2004: 41). As Podhoretz put it,
 Anti-Semitic conspiracy theorists imagine that a nefarious cabal of neoconservative advisers - all of whom are Jewish ‘Likudniks’ and are also either paid or unpaid agents of the Israeli government - have seduced this fool of a President into a policy whose stated goal may be to fight terrorism and to spread democracy throughout the broader Middle East, but whose real purpose is to serve Sharon’s expansionist designs (Podhoretz, 2005).
 When former Nixon speechwriter and prominent paleocon Pat Buchanan attacked the neocons, Muravchik (1991) asked, ‘Is Buchanan attacking Jews, then, because they happen to be neocons, or is he attacking neocons because they happen to be Jews?’. And Brooks wrote, ‘To hear these people describe it, PNAC is sort of a Yiddish Trilateral Commission, the nexus of the sprawling neocon tentacles’ (Brooks, 2004: 41). He continued, ‘Still there are apparently millions of people who cling to the notion that the world is controlled by well-organized and malevolent forces. And for a subset of these people, Jews are a handy explanation for everything... Anti-Semitism is resurgent. Conspiracy theories are prevalent’ (Brooks, 2004: 42).
 But, in some instances, they do have a claim. Strauss and the neocons were used to push the anti-Semitic fantasies of neo-Nazis such as David Duke and extreme leftists such as Lyndon LaRouche. On Duke’s website, Kevin MacDonald (2005) spread ideas of an American-Jewish conspiracy behind the Bush Administration. After laying his cards out on the table - ‘Count me among those who accept that the Jewish commitment of leading neoconservatives has become a critical influence on U.S. policies’ - he claimed ‘the effectiveness of the neoconservatives is greatly enhanced by their alliance with the organized Jewish community’. It is interesting to note that when MacDonald referred to the ‘organized Jewish community’, he (deliberately?) ignored the fact that 80% of American Jews voted against Bush in 2004. Perhaps the most egregious example of anti-Semitic deployment of the neocons and Strauss, however, were the writings of LaRouche and his ilk. As its very title indicates, the document Children of Satan (2004) is a continual string of anti-Semitic canards that ‘a cabal of Strauss disciples, along with an equally small circle of allied neo- conservative and Likudnik fellow-travellers, has operated as an underground network, in and around government, for the past 30 years - awaiting the moment of opportunity to launch their not-so-silent coup’. LaRouche then wondered if Strauss was ‘actually human’, or rather the result of ‘reversed cultural evolution, into becoming something less than human’, a ‘child of Satan’ perhaps, or even Satan himself (cited in Zuckert and Zuckert, 2006: 13). Thus, in both their implications and terminology both authors intentionally betrayed the classic hallmarks of anti-Semitic discourses.
 Unfortunately, some of this terminology, which is deliberately and immoderately used by political extremists, has inadvertently spilled over into mainstream writing about the neocons and Strauss. There are two reasons for this: first, it is motivated by the desire to push the notion of a conspiracy, and second, the first conspiracy theories positing a link between Strauss and Bush foreign policy emanated from the LaRouche organization which subsequently provided the sources for further speculation (Zuckert and Zuckert, 2006: 11). The LaRouchites therefore had a disproportionate influence in shaping the writing about Strauss and the neocons: ‘Beneath or within the mainstream media treatments of the Straussian invasion of Washington lies the journalistic-political propaganda of the LaRouche movement’ ( ibid. : 15). While I would like to make it clear that I am not accusing the following authors (those mentioned immediately preceding this paragraph aside) of anti-Semitism - indeed most of what has been written was surely motivated by a discourse of conspiratorial fantasy - it has to be pointed out that in their use of particular tropes (in many cases drawn un-attributed from the anti-Semitic LaRouche camp) to push this notion of conspiracy they unconsciously replicated older discourses of anti-Semitism.
 Consequently, some writing may take on the appearance of anti-Semitism in tone if not in intent for certain terms are simply not neutral however much they might seem to be to their users and readers. The use of the word ‘cabal’, for example, is a term rich in anti-Semitic associations and connotations. A Google search in January 2006 for the terms ‘neocon cabal’, ‘neo-con cabal’, ‘neoconservative cabal’, and ‘neo-conservative cabal’ produced approximately 61,873 hits. Micklethwait and Wooldridge named a subsection of their book, ‘The Neocon Cabal’. After debunking the claims of the ‘Left (particularly in Europe)’ that ‘a ruthless cabal hijacked foreign policy from a weak president’, they then state that the ‘neocons are indeed a cabal with a mission’! (Micklethwait and Wooldridge, 2005: 205, 203). Halper and Clarke similarly write, ‘A common charge laid at the neo- conservative door is that they are an exclusive “in group” or “cabal”’ (2004: 13–14). Others use synonyms for ‘cabal’ such as ‘group’, ‘gang’, ‘band’, and so on. Although the term ‘cabal’ does not have anti-Semitic origins or meaning per se, its usage over the years has been clearly deployed within anti-Semitic contexts. [3] Usage of the term further serves to normalize the anti-Semitism and provides a cover for those who are genuinely anti-Semitic in intent.
 Talk of cabals is bolstered by references to Jewish organizations, associations, networks and webs. Halper and Clarke wrote, ‘the networks of political associations that emanate from the University of Chicago during the 1970s present a framework of interrelated biographies for many of those considered to be among the rank and file of today’s neoconservatives ’ (2004: 67). Andrew Austin observed, ‘ The Jerusalem Post has frankly and aptly described the neo-conservatives at the core of policy-making in the Bush White House as “Arik’s American Front”’ and ‘Paul Wolfowitz and Richard Perle are identified as principal members of Ariel Sharon’s organization in Washington’ (Austin, 2005: 53; my emphasis). This one sentence contains several of the current assumptions: that neocons like Perle and Wolfowitz are behind Bush’s policies, that they are (most likely Jewish) Zionists shaping US policy to suit Sharon and that Sharon even has an ‘organization’ in Washington.
 Furthermore, underlying many of these statements are implicit accusations of dual loyalties. Austin claimed that ‘Perle pursues his aggressive Middle East vision by working for countries on both sides of the Atlantic’ (Austin, 2005: 57). Buchanan asked, ‘Who would benefit from these endless wars in a region that holds nothing vital to America - save oil... Who would benefit from a “war of civilizations” with Islam? Who other than these neoconservatives and Ariel Sharon? Indeed, Sharon was everywhere the echo of his American auxiliary’ (Buchanan, 2004: 52). Again, The War Party twisted the neocons’ pro-Israel sympathies by couching it in conspiratorial language: ‘By now we’d picked up a recurrent theme of insider talk in Washington. Some leading Neo-cons, people whisper, are strongly pro-Zionist and want to topple regimes in the Middle East to help Israel as well as the US’.
 A related trope is that of shadows, secrecy and intrigue. Halper and Clarke (2004) argued that ‘this media blitz conceals - deliberately or otherwise -a less spoken-about agenda. The reticence about their true objectives introduces an important criticism of the neo-conservatives, namely that they have not come clean and are not coming clean with the country’. They go on to accuse the neocons of having ‘spun a web of deception’ and, using a particularly inappropriate metaphor, compared the formulation of post-9/11 foreign policy to ‘attaching a line of rail-road cars to a locomotive of which they were the secret drivers’ (Halper and Clarke, 2004: 67, 202, 203). Likewise, Austin wrote, ‘Thirty years lurking in the shadows, Perle, tagged by his comrades and enemies alike as the “Prince of Darkness ” has been at the forefront of foreign policy thinking about the Middle East’ (Austin, 2005: 56–7). Micklethwait and Wooldridge also referred to Perle as ‘a shadowy operator’ who ‘occupied a shadow world between government and private life’ (2005: 206, 207). The War Party described Michael Ledeen as an ‘Ultra Neo-conservative’ (a designation not recognized by any authority on the subject) and ‘a mysterious, ideological adventurer. In the 70s he was involved in the shadowy world of right-wing Italian politics’. Meanwhile, the cinematography of the programme was suggestive in its use of three-quarter profile shots and shadow and shade. As Muravchik put it:
 [V]iewers were introduced to a rogues’ gallery of neoconservative interviewees, each of them filmed at an unusually close angle with the head filling the entire screen for an eerie, repulsive effect. Freeze-frame stills of the subjects were also shown, shifting suddenly from color into the look of white-on-black negatives, while in the background one heard sound effects appropriate to a lineup on a police drama. By contrast, the interviewer, Steve Bradshaw, and a number of guests hostile to the neocons were shown mostly in appealing poses (Muravchik, 2003).
 Overall, then, in their use of various textual and visual signifiers, the post-9/11 conspiratorial discourse surrounding the neocons and Strauss is rhetorically similar to earlier and much older discourses of anti-Semitism. The reason for this is because the targets of conspiracy theories have traditionally been Jews and secret societies (Pipes, 1997: 26). In general (although, as we have seen, not always), the form of conspiratorial thinking that has gripped in the wake of 9/11 is the latter kind, that which is concerned with secret societies; however, since the members of these so-called secret societies are, in many cases, Jews, the two targets are conjoined to the effect that writing about them has taken on the appearance of anti-Semitism if not always the intent. (In order to allay charges of anti-Semitism writers need to pay more attention to the words they use.) That the neocons, Strauss and many of his students are Jewish provides the evidence, for those prepared to believe it, of a Jewish ‘cabal’ whose real aim is to defend the State of Israel over and above or even against, the best interests of US foreign policy. Certainly, it has seemed the case at times in both Europe and the United States that the terms ‘neocon’ or ‘Straussian’ are certainly used as polite synonyms at times when ‘Jew’ and/or ‘Zionist’ openly cannot be.
 The Da Vinci Code and the Paranoid Style
 Finally, there is one more factor: the fascination with the neocons and Strauss respectively can be attributed to a long-present dimension in US (and European) political culture, what Richard Hofstadter (1964) called ‘the paranoid style’: ‘The sense of heated exaggeration, suspiciousness, and conspiratorial fantasy’ that manifested itself in recurring obsessions with various internal and external enemies: Catholic conspiracies to subvert protestant America; Illuminati plots to impose a free-thinking rationalism upon its religious land; Masonic clandestine meetings of elites that threatened to undermine the democratic openness of America; and Communism ’s attempt to convert America to atheistic socialism. Hofstadter went on to describe two elements of this paranoid style from the 1960s, that with the substitution of the word ‘Communists’ with ‘neocons’ and ‘Pearl Harbor’ with ‘9/11’ would be just as apt:
 top government officialdom has been so infiltrated by Communists that American policy, at least since the days leading up to Pearl Harbor, has been dominated by men who were shrewdly and consistently selling out American national interests.
 Finally, the country is infused with a network of Communist agents, just as in the old days it was infiltrated by Jesuit agents, so that the whole apparatus of education, religion, the press, and the mass media is engaged in a common effort to paralyse the resistance of loyal Americans.
 Michael Rogin (1987) adds that Americans have a compelling need to demonize their foes. Hence it is clear that the neocons fulfil the need for some to demonize a particular group in the wake of 9/11 and some views of the neocons’ views can be fitted within a definition of conspiracy as a ‘secret plot by two or more people to reach their end... a belief held by a sizable number of people that here are influential and malevolent groups seeking more power for themselves and/or for harm to others’ (McArthur, 1995: 38). A search on Lexis-Nexis for the terms ‘neo-con’, ‘neocon’, ‘neo-conservative’, and ‘neoconservative’ confirms these suspicions, as pre-2001 there were 66 mentions, whereas after 2001, the number rocketed to 1057. And, as Richard L. Cravatts (2006) has noticed, ‘Long the thought product of cranks and fringe groups, Hofstadter’s paranoid style of politics has lately entered the mainstream of what would be considered serious, and respectable academic enterprise’.
 Of course, this obsession with conspiracies is nothing new. B.L. Keeley wrote: ‘The millennium is nigh, and with each passing year, the American consciousness is in the grip of conspiratorial thinking’ (1999: 109). Jonathan Freedland commented:
 This readiness to believe in conspiracies goes beyond the church, of course. Deep scepticism of authority, a staple of the thriller genre, is now an ingrained feature of the US landscape. It always had deep roots, but the Vietnam and Watergate experiences entrenched it. Who knows, the absence of weapons of mass destruction in Iraq might have dug that cynicism in a little further still. The result is that Americans apparently have no trouble believing that those in charge might have lied and lied, even for millennia. Like Michael Moore’s runaway hit Fahrenheit 9/11, the Da Vinci Code insists on an intense distrust of authority (2004: 19).
 Why Strauss?
 But why Strauss, a long-dead and obscure political theorist? Catherine and Michael Zuckert further point out that, ‘[n]obody is counting up the number of those in Washington who studied at Harvard with Carl Friederich or Judith Sklar or Samuel Huntington... Nobody is counting those who studied at Yale with Robert Dahl or at Cornell with Theodore Lowi’ (Zuckert and Zuckert, 2006: 265). Strauss gripped the imagination and has been resurrected from the dead to become the eminence grise behind the Bush administration because he slotted neatly into this discourse of a secret (Jewish) conspiracy. As pointed out in The Power of Nightmares, he was a ‘mysterious’ and ‘obscure’ man, who refused ‘to be filmed or interviewed’ and who ‘devoted his time to creating a loyal band of students ’. He was the only refugee scholar to succeed in attracting a ‘brilliant galaxy of disciples’ who, in turn, ‘created an academic cult around his teaching’ (Coser, 1984: 4). His students - ‘those happy few who sat at his feet’ as Kristol dubs them - were content to be labelled ‘Straussians’ (Kristol, 1995: 7). Strauss didn’t just have students he had ‘followers’, or a ‘loyal band’ among whom ‘rumours’ and ‘whispers’ circulated that there was, in the words of Larry George ‘a “secret Straussian teaching” - either guarded by some sect of his surviving disciples, or perhaps directly accessible through some kind of “esoteric reading”’ (George, 2006). Strauss’s disciples, George pointed out, wanted ‘to solve the riddle of Strauss’ “true” teaching’. George goes on to say:
 In his Persecution and the Art of Writing, Strauss describes at length both the virtues and techniques of esoteric writing: the hiding of politically controversial or dangerous interpretations, beliefs, or claims openly within a text - for example, by presenting them in specific prearranged locations, by intentionally committing amateurish ‘errors’ that signal meaningful intertextual links to other works or authors, or by providing linguistic or numerological clues or contextual references that can enable trained readers to uncover these meanings (George, 2006: 406).
 And, for the conspiracy theorists, something even better cropped up. According to a long and much cited article in the New Yorker in May 2003, the famed investigative journalist Seymour Hersh unearthed that Strauss believed that ‘deception is the norm in political life’ (Hersh, 2003), teaching that politics is best practiced by a king (or tyrant) advised by a small circle of elite counsellors, always willing and able to deceive or trick the people into going along with what they want. He thus advocated the concept of ‘noble lies’, lies that ought to be used by the elite to develop popular ideas about foreign enemies and threats ( ibid. : 44). As Stephen Smith put it: ‘People on the outside often think of Straussianism as some kind of sinister cult replete with secret rites of initiation and bits of insider information - much like a Yale secret society’ (Smith, 2006: 1).
 As has been made clear by now, Strauss and the neocons have come to fill the role of agents at the centre of a vast, international plot that has fed the appetite for conspiracy theories in the wake of 9/11. Since 9/11 this was most clearly manifested in the popularity of Dan Brown’s 2003 novel The Da Vinci Code which tapped into what Martha Ellen Stortz (2005) called ‘a deep suspicion of power and the powerful, a tendency to read everything in terms of power, and a penchant for conspiracy theories’. This same impulse motivated the fascination with Strauss and the neocons. In the pre-9/11 writings about neoconservatism, Strauss barely appeared, as the two were never identified together. Thereafter, a search to uncover the Straussian origins of neoconservatism took place. Thus, the link between Strauss and the neocons was retrospectively constructed in order to fit a certain type of discourse that emerged from the predominant political and cultural agendas of the post-9/11 period. As Wikipedia pointed out in 2006, ‘The near synonymity, in some quarters, of neoconservatism and Straussianism is a much more recent phenomenon, which suggests that perhaps two quite distinct movements have become merged into one, either in fact or in the eyes of certain beholders’.
 Conclusion
 I hope I have demonstrated that the contemporary fascination with Strauss and the neocons belies a series of (not so) hidden agendas. Indeed both the neocons and Strauss have become cultural phenomena, floating signifiers, their media images somewhat divorced from reality, into which one’s deepest fears or fantasies can be injected at will. To paraphrase Commentary of the 1950s, neoconservatism and Straussianism survived because they were kept alive and well by the fascinated fears of the media and intelligentsia. The enemies of the neocons and Strauss/ians keep them breathing because they serve extremely valuable partisan political and cultural purposes across the breadth of the spectrum.
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 14. Leo Strauss’s Squid Ink
 Larry George
 For Sheldon Wolin
 Introduction
 Near the end of Plato’s Phaedrus, Socrates explains to his erotogenic disciple how one who wants philosophy to flourish and survive from generation to generation should disseminate the seeds of dialectics. The dialectician, advises Socrates,
 chooses a fit soul [ psychen ] and sows and inseminates there words of knowledge which will stand up for [ boethein ] each other and for the sower, words which are not sterile, but bear a germ from which others may be sown in other characters [ ethesi ] granting it immortality, and its possessor the greatest possible human blessing [ eudaimonein ] (Plato,
 2005: 56–71 [276e–277a - author’s trans.]).
 Which souls did Leo Strauss consider the fittest for inseminating and disseminating philosophy today, and which modern politeia or ‘regime’ (Strauss, 1953: 135ff ) can most reliably guarantee the immortality of philosophy by cultivating such souls? Is it liberal democracy, and if so are Straussians actually liberals and democrats? Or are they merely liberal democracy’s sunshine friends and summer soldiers, perhaps even secretly disdaining democracy while holding out for some as yet unidentified, non-democratic ‘regime’ that would provide more fertile soil for the flourishing of philosophy, while keeping vigil for a flight of swallows auguring whatever higher, nobler summer Strauss had in mind when (in response to Alexander Kojève’s praise of Antonio Salazar as an illustration of a ‘good tyrant’) he observed that ‘one swallow does not make a summer, and we never denied that good tyranny is possible under very favourable circumstances’ (Strauss, 2000: 188)?
 The writings and political biographies of Strauss and his American mathetai (students or disciples) provide evidence for both views. Many who have known or worked with Strauss or his followers accuse him of being the progenitor of a politicized right-wing academic cult that has substantially moulded modern American conservatism (Drury, 1999; Holmes, 1993; Kateb, 1995; Xenos, 2008). Others - primarily Straussians themselves - depict him as a much more benign figure: a beloved teacher and scholar with no particular ideological agenda, who merely sought to recover ancient truths about politics and to protect liberal democracy from ‘relativism’ and the excesses of the extreme left and extreme right (Pangle, 2006; Smith, 2006; Zuckert and Zuckert, 2006). This chapter will argue that the debate over Strauss’s philosophical politics can only be understood through an appreciation of the fatal contradiction between Strauss’s own commitment to critical, ‘ zetetic ’ philosophy, and the anti-philosophical foundationalism at the heart of the rightist political views that he shared with most of his surviving intellectual descendants.
 The Mysterious Charade Surrounding Leo Strauss’s Political Views
 A strange masquerade surrounds the politics of Leo Strauss and his followers. Although the overall political orientation of Straussdom is not particularly difficult to map onto a conventional ideological spectrum, Straussians consistently deny, at least publicly, that there is any common Straussian worldview. While probably no academic school of thought in America today is more conspicuously ideologically homogeneous, none seems so chary of acknowledging it publicly.
 Despite Strauss’s now well-documented rightist political views, during the last half of his life he occasionally described himself and was commonly depicted by his followers as a ‘friend’ and ‘ally’ of liberal democracy (Strauss, 1968a: 24). Yet, as one prominent Straussian-trained political theorist recently put it, ‘[a] friend of liberal democracy is not the same thing as a liberal democrat’ (Smith, 2006a: 14), and no responsible commentator has ever openly claimed that Strauss actually was any kind of democrat, liberal or otherwise. To Strauss, liberal democracy was a degraded modern politeia, or ‘regime’ (Strauss, 1959: 33–40), [1] whose defining ‘character or tone’ could be identified from its idealized archetypes - i.e., from ‘what the society regards as most respectable or worthy of admiration ’ - and from the society’s exaltation of ‘those human beings who most perfectly embody the habits or attitudes’ of the regime (Strauss, 1953: 137). For Strauss, liberal democracy is not defined primarily by, for example, its individualist, rationalist, egalitarian political standards and principles, its contractual-procedural rules and norms, or its characteristic institutional structures (separation of powers, civil liberties, elections, etc.), but instead by the sorts of political subjects or ‘character types’ ( ethesi, sing. ethos ) or ‘souls’ ( psychei ) it cultivates and esteems. ‘When the authoritative type is the common man’ - as in democracy - ‘everything has to justify itself before the tribunal of the common man’ (Strauss, 1953: 136–7). For Strauss, then, to be a ‘democrat’ is to believe in and embrace ‘the superiority, the superior dignity, of those human beings who most perfectly embody the habits or attitudes’ of democracy - the ‘common man’.
 Strauss’s definition of democracy is obviously at variance with the views of most actual democrats and theorists of democracy. Pluralist democrats, for example, would characterize democracy in terms of a societal commitment to ontological diversity and to the cultivation of a variety of character types, including but not limited to what Strauss calls ‘the common man’, but without presuming that any one of these ‘types’ is ‘ authoritative ’ or ‘most perfectly embodies’ the democratic ethos. Majoritarian or populist democrats would identify democracy in terms of the extent of suffrage and the accountability and responsiveness of political institutions to the will of the popular majority or demos. Participatory democrats would stress the extent to which ordinary citizens take an active role in public affairs and actively engage in self-government. And so forth. In ordinary language, to be a democrat is simply to believe in the superiority of democratic institutions and principles, and to embrace the ethos of democracy as against those of other actual or possible ‘regimes’ or forms of political life. Thomas Paine, Walt Whitman, Barbara Ehrenreich, and Cornel West are democrats in this sense. Alexander Hamilton, Ezra Pound, William F. Buckley, and Allan Bloom are not. To be a liberal democrat, in turn, is to believe that while democracy is the best actual or possible regime, majority rule must be brought into conformity with liberal values and be limited and constrained through institutionalized procedures and legal guarantees of individual rights. Any claim that Strauss’s occasional, equivocal public endorsements of liberal democracy were more than tentative and provisional would have to demonstrate that he actually embraced such democratic and liberal values, and thus would have to account for Strauss’s manifest expressed antipathy toward the sorts of dispositions, practices, orientations, and beliefs that comprise a pluralist, populist, participatory, or liberal democratic ethos.
 If Strauss was not a liberal democrat, then, what were his political views? What form of actual or possible political system or ‘regime’ did he actually believe in and favour or prefer?
 During at least the first four decades of his life, Strauss repeatedly endorsed, both in public and privately, anti-democratic rightist political views (Xenos, 2008; Altman, 2007). He regarded the one liberal democracy he knew well - Weimar Germany - as an object lesson in the fathomless perils of liberal democracy in general, and he even viewed Nazism not primarily as a rightist ideological deviation misguidedly ushered into power by embattled conservative elites, but instead as a populist, grass roots movement of the demos. In his precocious 1932 review of Carl Schmitt’s Concept of the Political, Strauss calls explicitly for some ‘horizon beyond liberalism ’: i.e., for moving political thought beyond the concepts and categories delimited by the parameters of the debates between liberal modernity and its critics (Meier, 1995: 119). He was personally involved with the right wing of the interwar German Zionist youth movement (Strauss, 2002: 3–49, 63–137; Sollner, 1995; Sheppard, 2006a–b; Smith, 2006b–d), and sought to build relationships with a number of prominent anti-democratic, anti-liberal, right-wing thinkers, including Vladimir Jabotinsky, the Ultramontanist (and rabidly anti-Semitic) French clerical fascist Charles Maurras (Sheppard, 2006: 54–67), and identified intellectually with at least three influential pro-Nazi intellectuals - Carl Schmitt, Ernst Jünger, and Moeller van den Bruck (Sheppard, 2006: 97). [2] In 1941, he even wrote sympathetically about the right-wing German ‘Nihilist’ movement that had inspired many younger Nazi intellectuals (Strauss, 1999; Sheppard, 2006: 95 ff; Altman, 2007). Strauss was regarded by his fellow Jewish exiles, including Karl Löwith and Hannah Arendt, as personally sympathetic with the interwar German far right, and even with the overall Weltanschauung of the National Socialist movement (although obviously not with the anti-Semitic doctrines of Hitler himself). Such an assessment is supported by recently published historical documentation, including a now-infamous 1933 letter to Löwith in which Strauss insists that any protest against Hitler’s anti-Semitism must reject liberalism, and be based instead on what Strauss explicitly refers to as ‘the principles of the right: fascist, authoritarian, imperial principles’ (Strauss, 2001a: 625, my translation).
 Reactions to the accumulating evidence of Strauss’s far-rightist political views have varied. One self-described Straussian acknowledged recently that ‘[i]t’s certainly fair to say that Strauss was flirting with fascism, but there’s also evidence that he changed his assessment’. [3] Very few other Straussians have been willing to address the matter directly, and when they do have tended to dismiss the more shocking revelations regarding Strauss’s politics either as reflections of his political immaturity or as an excusable overreaction to a chaotic and confusing historical moment during which Strauss, like many Germans on both the left and right, was desperately seeking some viable alternative to both the collapsing Weimar democracy and the emerging Nazi regime (Minowitz, 2009: 154–63). Other commentators have been less forgiving. Some have concluded that Strauss never shed his early hostility towards democracy and attraction to the far right, but simply sought to conceal these views during his years in exile in the United States (Xenos, 2008; Sheppard, 2006). Eugene Sheppard’s thorough study of Strauss’s early exile writings, for example, concludes that 
[i]t is not surprising that Strauss steadfastly attempted to erase or obscure any incontrovertible evidence of his real position on what he considered to be the crucial issues of his times. This obfuscation is one reason why certain articles and lectures... did not get reprinted in later collections, and may even be considered as suppressed works: they may have revealed too much of Strauss’s genuine views (Sheppard, 2006: 112).
 Steven Smith, a political theorist trained in part by Straussians, rejects this account, insisting instead that Strauss’s post-emigration political views had ‘more in common with cold-war liberals of his generation - Isaiah Berlin, Lionel Trilling, Walter Lippmann, and Raymond Aron, for instance - than with any of the major conservative, anti-liberal thinkers of the same period’ (Smith, 2006a: 15). [4]
 Strauss’s Attitude Towards Liberalism And Democracy
 It is true that during his Cold War-era exile in the US, Strauss occasionally appeared to publicly commend certain features of American-style liberal democracy, as a provisionally tolerable regime shaped at least in part by what he called the ‘modern natural right’ tradition. But was this merely an ‘exoteric’ rhetorical concession to the hegemony of liberalism in the US, or did Strauss, as he grew older, actually come to believe in and embrace democracy, if only in the reluctant and conflicted way that his contemporaries like Arendt, Berlin, Einstein, Jaspers, Morgenthau, Orwell, or Russell did? And - more germane to the larger questions surrounding contemporary Straussian politics - would Strauss’s even tentative endorsement of liberalism and democracy likely have survived the dramatic developments in liberal and democratic political life and thought during the decades since his death? [5]
 Scanning the horizon of contemporary political thought, Strauss would likely have found much to admire in the writings of such contemporary anti-liberal, non-Straussian, political theorists as Samuel Huntington, Alasdair MacIntyre, Jean-Francois Revel, or Charles Taylor. Contemporary American public figures whose writings and public rhetoric ring with Straussian themes include pundits like Alan Keyes, William Kristol, or George Will, and public officials like Orrin Hatch, Antonin Scalia, Clarence Thomas, and other prominent socially conservative but non-populist Republicans. While he would likely have derided populist-libertarian ‘Tea Party conservatism’, Strauss might well have reacted positively to the ‘ traditional values’ conservative populism represented by Ronald Reagan and George W. Bush, and which galvanized so many of his followers. He may even have found much to agree with in the anti-liberal writings of such ‘communitarian’ thinkers as Robert Bellah, Jean Bethke Elshtain, Christopher Lasch, Michael Sandel, Stephen Carter, or Robert Putnam, [6] who, like the ‘liberal’ Straussian William Galston, have been influential in Clintonian Democratic Party politics (Galston, 1999; 2005). [7] Ultimately, and notwithstanding the uproar among Straussians regarding her recent book, Anne Norton’s (2004) sympathetic characterization of Strauss’s late political views as a sort of twentieth century American version of elitist, paternalistic, Burkean or Oakeshottean counterrevolutionary conservatism may mark the outside limits of plausibility regarding the mellowing of Strauss’s politics in the wake of his youthful and middle-aged ‘ flirtation ’ with fascism.



 What kind of a ‘friend’ of liberal democracy all this leaves Strauss remains rather unclear. Liberal democracy is hardly free of internal contradictions -liberals, after all, distrust unfettered democracy and many democrats chafe against liberal institutional constraints on majority power, popular mobilization, and direct action. But there are not very many ‘friends of liberal democracy’ who despise both liberalism and democracy as much as Strauss did. The ferocity of his attacks on even moderate liberal democratic thinkers like Eric Havelock (Strauss, 1968b) and Isaiah Berlin (Strauss, 1989a) leave little doubt that Strauss would have detested (as do many Straussians today) the broad mainstream of current liberal democratic theory influenced, for instance, by Benhabib, Habermas, Rawls, Rorty, or Walzer. And, given his lifelong crusade against ‘relativism’, ‘historicism’, internationalism, and egalitarian political ‘levelling’, Strauss would almost certainly have abhorred the ideas of such non-liberal, but broadly democratic political theorists as Giorgio Agamben, Arjun Appadurai, Alain Badiou, Ammiel Alcalay, Jean Baudrillard, Zygmunt Bauman, Hakim Bey, Wendy Brown, Judith Butler, Stanley Cavell, William Connolly, Gilles Deleuze, Jacques Derrida, Thomas Dumm, Roberto Esposito, Michel Foucault, Felix Guattari, Michael Hardt, Bonnie Honig, bell hooks, Luce Irigaray, George Kateb, Ernesto Laclau, George Lakey, Claude Lefort, Chantal Mouffe, Antonio Negri, Anne Norton, Edward Said, Michael Shapiro, Paul Virilio, Cornell West, Bernard Williams, Sheldon Wolin, or Slavoj Zizek, to name but a few. To the extent that theorists such as these represent important currents within contemporary democratic theory, and participate in the shaping of at least the outer edges of current democratic political practice, it is difficult to imagine Strauss (or many of his Straussian followers) embracing these trends.
 Strauss’s works, and those of his followers, do, on the other hand, lend philosophical and rhetorical support and credibility to a broad spectrum of conservative and rightist thought and practice on such matters as human nature and natural right, political theology and civic religion, constitutionalism, political leadership and ‘statesmanship’, political violence and war, and empire. The attitudes of many such theorists towards liberal democracy range from lukewarm acceptance to begrudging sufferance, at best, and not infrequently open hostility. Consider, for example, how Strauss’s political-theological summoning of an authoritative grounding for modern political life buttresses the fashionable ‘Constitution in Exile’ and ‘original intent’ views of judicial fundamentalists like the ‘movement judges’ affiliated with the Federalist Society, and animates the call by contemporary Straussians and other social conservatives to ‘return’ the US to ‘traditional Judeo-Christian American values’, while encouraging other, similar efforts to sacralize a domain of consecrated foundational texts, patriotic symbols, and creedal beliefs, effectively exempting these from critical interrogation. Or how the Platonist Straussian approach to taming the demos - by rendering it dutiful, obedient, and politically compliant through officially sanctioned public religion, patriotic myths, the naturalization of socially constructed institutions, the designation of collective existential enemies, and other pseudoi gennaioi (high-minded lies) - informed so many Republican administrations. Or how Strauss’s and his followers’ excessively narrowly construed conception of the ‘political things’ and his ‘scepticism (if not contempt) for the effects of unguided public exchange of opinions’ (Sheppard, 2006: 67) denigrates the sorts of participatory democratic political action and constituent political power theorized by Hannah Arendt (or more recently by Sheldon Wolin in his suggestive notion of ‘fugitive democracy’, or in William Connolly’s agonistic democratic politics of ‘pluralization’), and delegitimizes precisely those forms of natalist political action through which so many of the core progressive and democratizing reforms in American history have been successfully advanced.
 Strauss’s critics (Holmes, 1993; Kateb, 1995; Connolly, 2005; Xenos, 2008) have always insisted that his virulent attacks on liberal values, cultural standards, beliefs, and institutions were not merely ‘friendly’ constructive criticisms, but in reality reflected both his personal hostility towards democracy itself and his implicit yearning for some other, unnamed, but presumably stronger, more energetic, decisive, authoritarian, hierarchical, and elitist political ‘regime’. In a 1946 letter to Karl Löwith, Strauss bashfully confessed ‘I really believe that the perfect political order, as Plato and Aristotle have sketched it, is the perfect political order’. [8] Strauss, of course, obviously detested at least some kinds of autocratic regimes - above all egalitarian communist totalitarianism and populist, anti-Semitic Nazism. But while he was philosophically critical of tyranny as a general ‘regime’ type, he (along with most of the twentieth century American and European right) was not in fact opposed to all tyrannies, and indeed sought to recover what was lost in what he regarded as Machiavelli’s misguided launching of modernity’s refusal to discriminate morally and politically between different forms and types of authoritarian, non-consensual government (Strauss, 2000). (He sought, for instance, to sustain a distinction between Caesarist tyranny and other forms, and indeed he does not typically even refer to Caesarism as tyranny.)
 Strauss’s specification of such potentially good, or at least necessary, instances of tyranny reflects his underlying ideological biases. While such acceptable tyrannies certainly excluded left wing or communist tyrannies, it is far from clear that Strauss categorically opposed all right wing authoritarian regimes and tyrannies, including perhaps even certain kinds of fascism. Strauss rarely mentions fascism or rightist authoritarian tyranny explicitly, but in the few places where he does, his carefully worded remarks, telling omissions, allusions, ambiguous uses of parataxis, and other rhetorical stratagems can often be interpreted as suggesting that at least some twentieth century rightist tyrannies were not necessarily and in all cases inferior to liberal democracies. [9] Given this, and given his chronic fear of a repetition of Weimar, it is not hard to imagine that Strauss - again like the twentieth century right generally - would have been predisposed towards strong authoritarian governments of the right, at least wherever the congenital ‘debilities’ of liberal democratic institutions might threaten to enable totalitarian - or even non-totalitarian leftist - governments to come to power, even if through democratic means. [10] Did Strauss, then, regard modern rightist tyrannies, including even some forms of fascism, as acceptable, modern forms of Caesarism, and perhaps even as preferable in at least some circumstances to liberal democracy?
 Socratic Philosophy vs. Straussian Conservatism
 Even Strauss’s otherwise commendable effort to shield philosophy from political repression involved an intellectually dubious and politically dangerous double move. First, Strauss employed the absolutist vocabularies and tropes of conservative traditionalism and monotheistic theology to rhetorically conceal the ineluctable tension between critical philosophy and all forms of fundamentalist religious orthodoxy or foundationalist political authority. Secondly, by exaggerating the philosophical differences between zeteticist Socratic philosophy and a set of constructed pseudo-doctrines - most notably those he labelled ‘relativism’ and ‘historicism’ - and then conducting a protracted sham public struggle against these, Strauss avoided taking political responsibility for his own legitimate scepticism about the possibility of ever discovering the sort of fixed and unmovable ground on which he claimed to believe civilization depended.
 Perhaps the most tragic misjudgment in Strauss’s teaching was his apparent failure to caution any but the most intellectually sophisticated of his followers that this dubious crusade always threatened to backfire against critical Socratic philosophy itself. He neglected to warn them clearly and unambiguously that by taking it too seriously or too far, they could end up misleading their own students into fatally misconceiving political philosophy not as the quest for knowledge about political matters (and especially for the essential Socratic knowledge of the illusory grounds and foundations of all political doxa : the crucial knowledge of what is not known about the political things), but instead as a misguided conviction that foundational political knowledge not only exists, but had indeed been revealed and was ready to be translated into the policy agendas of conservative political candidates and elected officials. The dismal result has been a decades-long confluence of philosophical and partisan crusades against various phantom liberal ‘relativists’ that has allied many politicized Straussian intellectuals with a quixotic attempt to confect and instantiate into the nation’s political culture some set of ‘traditional’ founding myths and values, through a strategy of ontopolitical boundary policing, enforcement, projection, scapegoating, and sacralized war against a succession of constructed and demonized enemies at home and abroad.
 This Straussian dilemma arises because, like Socrates in the Phaedrus, Strauss regarded the philosophical life as eudaemonic - the highest and most fulfilling mode of human life and the greatest possible source of human happiness. Strauss’s philosophical training also led him to regard Socratic zeteticism as the most reliable method for uncovering provisional forms of truth ( aletheia ) and knowledge ( episteme ) that could at least tentatively free human beings and political communities from orthodoxy and parochial opinion (dogma and doxa ). He regarded the political life (the bios politikos ) as necessary for the flourishing of philosophy, and the political community - the city or polis - as the unique home and citadel of philosophy, even as he recognized that the contingency and tumult inherent in the politics of the city also endangered philosophy.
 In assessing the comparative political virtues of modern political systems, then, Strauss was deeply concerned with which kind of actual or modern politeia, or ‘regime’, might best protect and secure philosophy. Many among both his defenders and critics have insisted that during the last half of his life he reluctantly came to accept that some form of highly constrained and limited liberal democracy might - if continually subjected to the discipline of relentless philosophic critique by its ‘friends’ - prove at least temporarily capable of protecting philosophy against what Strauss regarded as its most dangerous twentieth century enemies: the levelling effects of collectivism, the culturally dissolvent effects of internationalism, and the dangers to free thought posed by totalitarianism (Gebhardt, 1995; Pippin, 1995; Smith, 2006g; Pangle, 2006a). But any larger claim that Strauss was a genuine ‘friend’ (as opposed to a reluctant and provisional ally) of liberal democracy immediately confronts the question of whether liberal democracy actually does promote the qualities and virtues necessary to protect, much less nourish philosophy, or, more relevantly, whether Strauss and his conservative disciples actually believed that it does.
 To grasp what is at stake here, it is necessary first to clarify why philosophy needs protection from politics - from ‘the city’ - at all. The reason is that Socratic philosophy is essentially and necessarily a scepticist and critical, or more precisely, zetetic activity committed to the interrogation of unexamined opinions and truth claims. But Strauss taught his followers that both the viability of political order and the ‘moral energy’ that enables a political community to demand sacrifices from its members depended on civic myths, historical founding narratives, and other political identity-sustaining beliefs, norms, and values, which were in turn ultimately grounded on some set of unquestionable, foundational orthodoxies or fundamental metaphysical truth-claims. As one Straussian put it bluntly, in the course of commending the Bush administration for deploying the foundational concepts and principles embodied in Strauss’s vocabulary of ‘natural right’ in ‘debates over quota policies, diversity programs, and multiculturalism’ and ‘as a primary underpinning and justification for [the Bush] administration’s approach to foreign policy’,
 Whatever their truth as judged by philosophical criteria, foundational concepts are also instruments of politics and must therefore be analysed from the standpoint of their political consequences...Without a foundational principle, even more without the moral energy that derives from a concern for foundational principle, a community cannot exist in a deep or meaningful sense. And without this energy, a community would be unable to extract from its members the added measure of devotion and resolve that are needed for its survival and for undertaking any important projects...This conclusion only gets us back to where sensible political life begins, which is finding foundational remedies to the problem most incident to foundational thinking (Ceaser, 2006).
 For Straussians and other foundationalists, such principles can be subjected to sustained philosophic critique only at the city’s peril.
 Therein, however, lies the fundamental aporia threatening the entire Straussian project. Although many contemporary Straussians insist otherwise, Strauss appears to have regarded political philosophy neither as a formula for determining which one among the world’s many such competing foundationalist political orders actually was in fact grounded in universal and eternal political Truths, nor as a kind of treasury or compendium of such Truths from which prescriptions for right political conduct or optimal policy choices might be selected or derived. Instead, at least to the extent that he remained faithful to Socratic zeteticism, Strauss saw political philosophy as an essentially tragic and projectively inconclusive quest to ‘ascend towards’ the always elusive truths concerning the limitations of political doxai (opinions, ideologies, patriotic creeds, etc.) as genuine solutions to the perennial challenges of political life. He viewed the abandonment of that quest in favour of settling for the metaphysical comforts of one or another foundationalist political ideology as the very negation of philosophy. As Strauss wrote in his debate with Kojève on ‘the fundamental issue which concerns the relation of wisdom to rule or to tyranny’:
 Philosophy as such is nothing but genuine awareness of the problems, i.e. of the fundamental and comprehensive problems. It is impossible to think about these problems without becoming inclined toward a solution, toward one or the other of the very few typical solutions. Yet as long as there is no wisdom but only quest for wisdom, the evidence of all solutions is necessarily smaller than the evidence of the problems. Therefore the philosopher ceases to be a philosopher at the moment at which the ‘subjective certainty’ of a solution becomes stronger than his awareness of the problematic character of that solution. At that moment the sectarian is born (Strauss, 2000: 196).
 Far from providing a source, then, of philosophic support for any particular city’s (or nation’s or religion’s or culture’s) claims that its parochial and culturally specific set of ‘traditional’ patriotic, religious, and family values actually correspond to some ‘correct’ apprehension of the true, natural, universal, and eternal human ‘Truths’ about politics, zetetic Socratic philosophy was ultimately critical and sceptical of any and all such claims. Indeed, the Socratic method consists explicitly in beginning with such prevailing political opinions or beliefs, and then analytically interrogating or deconstructing these doxai through dialectic, elenchus, and other techniques, in order to disclose their contradictions, inconsistencies, incoherencies, and aporias, all leading towards the highest genuinely Socratic form of political knowledge: the knowledge of what one does not know about the political things. Philosophy thus not only continually challenges the everyday myths and opinions of citizens, but also calls into question the underlying metaphysical assumptions on which political orthodoxy and authority are grounded. In doing so it also threatened to undermine the foundational moral, political and religious beliefs typically affirmed by at least the conservative citizenry and the wealthy and powerful elites of political cities and states. The problem for Strauss was that because he believed that all viable political systems (with the ideal, and probably impossible, exception of the ‘best’) must be sustained by some such claims to foundational truth, zetetic philosophy therefore always stands in peril of being indicted (correctly) for threatening to undermine the very foundations on which political order and justice ultimately rest.
 The Limitations of Liberalism as a Haven for Philosophy
 Within such a metapolitical framework, liberal democracy presents at least two fundamental problems for any claim that Strauss realistically saw it as an optimal modern ‘regime’ for philosophy. First, Strauss believed that liberal democratic regimes are no less dependent than are other regimes on their own foundational metaphysical principles - individualism, rationalism, secularism, materialism, scientific positivism, and so forth - and on the necessary hegemony of a specific political culture whose core values - legalism, tolerance, pluralism, egalitarianism, etc. - derive from these. Because these principles and values cannot successfully be challenged without threatening liberal democracy itself, there is no guarantee that liberal democracy as a political regime can be counted on to tolerate, much less protect and guarantee a haven for, any approach to political philosophy, Socratic or otherwise, that threatens to undermine these foundations. Second, because for Strauss liberal tolerance and pluralism eventually issues in a form of ‘cultural relativism’ that renders liberal democracies incapable of defending their own principles against anti-liberal values, cultures, and, ultimately, regimes, all liberal democracies carried within them the seeds of another Weimar-like debacle. Whatever its actual historical record in safeguarding freedom of thought, then, it is thus far from clear that liberal democracy as Strauss conceived it is necessarily a more secure haven for critical zetetic philosophy than at least some non-liberal and non-democratic regimes might be.
 Liberal democracy also incorporates any number of values, principles, and norms that Strauss clearly disdained (Strauss, 1959a–d), and which are, furthermore, far from self-evidently conducive to the pursuit of philosophical truth. Strauss was of course aware that liberal democracy was not wholly incompatible with philosophy (Pippin, 1995; Smith, 2006f–g). The surplus wealth generated by liberal capitalism, for example, could, as Marx himself recognized, potentially lift much of humanity’s intellectually stifling burden of material necessity, and fund academic and other institutions where philosophy might find a temporary sanctuary. And liberalism ’s relative tolerance for diversity of creed and lifestyle generally tends to protect at least the negative freedoms that free thought and zetetic philosophical inquiry require. But as Strauss understood all too well from witnessing the demise of Weimar, while liberty of thought and conscience for at least some citizens may be an essential prerequisite for the practice of philosophy, it far from guarantees philosophy’s flourishing. Indeed, for Strauss, liberal democratic culture was at bottom incorrigibly antiphilosophical -it could not even distinguish philosophy from sophistry, much less protect philosophy from the corruptions of a political and social order dominated by a demos whose characteristic orientation to the world was, in Strauss’s view, categorically antipathetic to the life of the mind in general, and certainly to philosophy.
 For Strauss, then, while some liberal democratic regimes might offer at least a temporary, tentative haven for philosophy within the politically degraded conditions of modernity, no liberal democratic regime could be counted on to protect philosophy indefinitely. This implies that some alternative form of non-democratic, non-liberal regime might well prove to be a superior guardian of philosophy - as Socrates, Plato, Maimonides, Nietzsche, and Heidegger had concluded. The challenge was how to ensure philosophy’s provisional survival despite the flaws, weaknesses and likely eventual demise of liberal democracy, while anticipating the advent of some other regime more reliably conducive to the flourishing of philosophy.
 What, then, would the ‘best regime’ for philosophy look like? Ultimately, Strauss believed that the only real home for philosophy was the classical Hellenic city-state where philosophy originated, but since the conditions of modernity preclude the reestablishment of the polis, Strauss was strongly attracted toward the model provided by medieval Grenada, Cordoba, and the other millet-protective cities of the Al-Andalusian Convivencia, which had provided relatively secure sanctuaries for Farabi, Maimonides, Avicenna, and Averroes - the thinkers with whom Strauss most deeply identified (Strauss, 1988a–d; Strauss, 1995). In those intellectually tolerant cities, flourishing under the distant protection of a benign, theocratically legitimated caliphate whose political authority rested on divine sanction, philosophy was protected because it was vital to the political and legal interpretation of divine revelation, and because such regimes nurtured and cultivated more noble and aristocratic - more philosophically ‘fit’ - souls than could any egalitarian liberal democracy.
 In the modern West, the type of politeia that would best approximate these conditions would therefore not be liberal democracy, but instead some form of well-ordered, hierarchical, tradition-venerating imperial regime. Within the menu of modernized, industrialized, urbanized twentieth century political regimes, this suggests either some form of limited monarchy with a substantial oligarchic element (along the lines of the post-Bismarckian Kaiserreich ); or perhaps the kind of hierarchically institutionalized interwar Central and Eastern European quasi-fascist, bureaucratic-authoritarian regime represented by, say, Schuschnigg’s Austria; or one or another of the internally militarized, clerically influenced mid-century Mediterranean regimes like Franco’s Spain, Mussolini’s Italy, or Salazar’s Portugal; or perhaps even something like Maurras’ unfulfilled dream of a France governed from throne and altar. The problem facing anyone concerned to ensure the survival of philosophy until the advent of some such ‘higher’ political order lay in how to restructure the contemporary intellectual and cultural climate so as to guarantee that some regime more conducive to and protective of philosophy would in fact succeed the imperilled liberal democratic order, but without undermining those limited and tentative protections currently afforded by liberal democracy, or, worse, contributing to the destabilization of liberalism in the direction of some kind of fatally anti-philosophical, left-wing, populist totalitarianism.
 Strauss’s Political Pedagogy and its Legacy
 Strauss’s programme for coping with this historical quandary drew upon the praxis described in the excerpt from Plato’s Phaedrus quoted at the beginning of this chapter. Over the course of several decades, Strauss developed an anticipatory, proactive political pedagogy - a ‘teaching’ and associated set of writings intended to ensure the survival of philosophy both during the long senescence, and then following the eventual demise of liberal democracy. This project involved the cultivation of successive generations of ‘philosophers’, ‘scholars’, and ‘gentlemen’ who would, hopefully, be capable of preserving the philosophical tradition within existing liberal democratic regimes as long as such regimes endured, but who would also be positioned and equipped to direct and shape the character of whatever non-democratic regime might come afterwards. As happened with the School of Athens, however, such a scheme can easily be derailed if the resulting confraternity’s bonds of erotic affection for philosophy are deflected by the rival counter-eros - the ultimate aphrodesia - of political power, a rival whose allure is particularly beguiling to those disciples who lack sufficient intellectual capacity, or the type of sceptical, inquisitive disposition - the ‘fit soul’ - for practicing genuinely zetetic philosophy, and who are thus easily seduced by the fantasy that the group’s own sectarian goals, partisan or patriotic myths, or other ideological beliefs and convictions actually reflect philosophic ‘Truth’.
 Among the Straussians, the result has been an inordinate number of partisan ideologues and political Zauberlehrlinge - Sorcerer’s Apprentices who fantasized that they had learned enough of Strauss’s political ‘truth’ to venture risking applying it to their own partisan ends, with increasingly momentous stakes. These were the sorts of ‘political philosophers’ manqué who cast their lot first with Barry Goldwater and Ronald Reagan, and then later, buoyed by Reagan-era triumphalism, went on to select (of all the ‘fit souls’ in late twentieth century America) J. Danforth Quayle as their Alcibiades, Antonin Scalia and Clarence Thomas as their Lycurgus and Solon, and, finally, George Walker Bush as their Dion, and who chose to lend their intellectual authority to demonizing phantom villains like ‘ tenured radicals’ in postmodernist comparative literature departments, or to quixotic crusades against such existential perils as the threat of multicultural ‘political correctness’ to American ‘manliness’ (Bloom, 1988; Mansfield, 2007).
 After Strauss’s death, conflicts erupted among Straussians over the inevitable tensions between the critical scepticism at the heart of Socratic philosophy and the resurgent American conservative movement’s need for an intellectually sophisticated, cogent, and compelling - or at least plausible - philosophic case for some set of foundational traditional principles upon which to ground a conservative rebuttal to the critiques being levelled by liberal pluralism, multiculturalism, feminism, and the other then-emerging challenges to ‘traditional’ family, religious, and patriotic values and myths. As American conservatism grew from an embattled minority tendency into the country’s most influential political orientation, it incorporated into its electoral base blocs of organized voters who, for religious and other reasons, insisted on ‘grounding’ the movement’s ideology in fundamentalist religious, patriotic, cultural, and even supposedly ‘natural’, biologically based values and beliefs. To stabilize this precarious ideological system, American conservative intellectuals - including a number of Straussians, who brought to the project a high level of erudition, intellectual energy, and discipline - assembled a rickety intellectual scaffolding whose ‘first principles’ and fundamentalist ‘Truths’ were not only often mutually incompatible and contradictory, but frequently conflicted with settled scientific or historical knowledge, as well.
 The problem here was not merely the implausibility and internal inconsistency of many of these principles - all political ideologies are, after all, plagued by such contradictions. The danger arose, rather, from the tension between acknowledging these inconsistencies and the movement’s pandering to its core electoral constituencies’ desires for unambiguous moral standards, strictly delimited identity categories, and incontrovertible truth claims. Under such conditions the pursuit of philosophical truth posed no less direct a threat to the ideological underpinnings of resurgent American conservatism than it did to the metaphysical foundations of any other programmatic ideology. As Robert Devigne describes the resulting dilemma, ‘American conservative theory, like that of Strauss, advocates establishing a belief in truth in politics while recognizing that truth and politics are ultimately incompatible’ (Devigne, 1996: 49–77). Or, as the prominent Straussian-trained political theorist, Steven Smith, puts it:
 Strauss saw a permanent and virtually intractable conflict between the needs of society and the requirements of philosophy... [Philosophy’s] desire to replace opinion with knowledge would always put philosophy at odds with the inherited customs, beliefs, and dogmas that shape and sustain social life... Those who put politics before philosophy or who regard philosophy as an instrument of political action threaten to demean philosophy, to reduce it to the status of an ideology, no different from Marxism (Smith, 2006a: 13).
 Strauss’s Critique of ‘Relativism’ as Squid Ink
 This conservative intellectual dilemma was foreshadowed in Strauss’s own earlier battles with ‘relativism’ and ‘historicism’. For Strauss, liberalism is, on the one hand, committed to human freedom of choice and respect for the diversity of human ends, but it is unable to secure that commitment through reference to any metaphysical principle that would not lead either to unlimited decisionism or to the imposition of some set of ultimately arbitrary, culturally defined rules and commandments. In his attack on Isaiah Berlin’s famous account of positive and negative political freedom, Strauss (1989a) lays bare this liberal aporia by showing how Berlin is forced to embrace the existential value (and necessity) of choosing among absolute ends without any defensible grounds on which to justify that choice, other than an ultimately arbitrary preference for the sorts of societal and individual qualities and cultural values that liberalism endorses and nurtures.
 Berlin argues that the necessity of choosing among absolute principles gives value to human freedom, but, as Strauss correctly points out, he provides no guidance for making such choices in ways consistent with that freedom. This is a serious problem, particularly since Berlin refers to these principles as ‘sacred’ and alludes to the need for ‘some frontiers of freedom which nobody should be permitted to cross’, but then goes on to propose rather shakily that these ostensibly inviolable limits might conceivably be grounded in any of a number mutually inconsistent foundations, ranging from natural rights to the word of God to the ‘demands of utility’ to simply idiosyncratic individual or cultural values. For Berlin, apparently, any such foundational source would suffice, so long as it is understood to be what he calls ‘an essential part of what we mean by being a normal human being’ (without, unfortunately, clarifying what ‘ essential ’ or ‘normal’ might mean).
 Strauss thus accurately diagnoses here how Berlin’s notion of political liberty is ultimately inconsistent with Berlin’s own requirement that a political community’s inviolable limits on freedom be grounded in some principle or arche that cannot be challenged using the liberty it ostensibly guarantees. Berlin’s blithe references to essentiality and normality in this passage also expose liberalism’s own often veiled ontopolitical presumptuousness : if there were no fundamental disagreement about what, if anything, constitutes a ‘normal’ human being, or how that ontic status relates to the ostensibly ‘sacred’ moral and political ‘principles’ that Berlin posits, then the diversity and freedom of choice that Berlin celebrates would be politically superfluous. Strauss’s and his followers’ own frequent references to ‘human nature’ and ‘natural right’ demonstrate, of course, that they are no less susceptible to essentializing and naturalizing than are Berlin and other liberals. Such shared foundationalist myths are indeed what led Strauss to imply, publicly at least, that the solution to this perennial problem of liberalism might lie in the quest for some yet more fundamental arche, some genuinely absolute set of truly authoritative principles and certainties, to be either uncovered by philosophy or, perhaps, disclosed through divine revelation.
 A number of contemporary democratic theorists, both liberal and non-liberal, have responded directly or indirectly to the Straussian critique of liberalism, ‘relativism’, and ‘historicism’. One approach, advocated perhaps most prominently in recent years by Richard Rorty is simply to embrace wholeheartedly the anti-foundationalist cultural pragmatism that Strauss derided as ‘positivism’, by showing how the kind of absolute arche or foundation envisioned by the Straussian project is either conceptually incoherent or effectively unattainable (Rorty, 2000a). For Rorty, this implies that the search for any such authoritative principles in which to anchor liberalism ought simply to be abandoned, while still leaving room for Western liberal values to be promoted, defended, and legitimated on intuitive, pragmatic, aesthetic, solidaristic, or other grounds. Other liberal critics of Strauss like Shadia Drury, Stephen Holmes, and Jurgen Habermas disagree, and insist that reliable, non-contradictory foundational principles and ontological claims on which liberalism can be grounded actually do exist, and that these can provide a philosophically defensible rebuttal both to Straussian anti-liberal foundationalism, and to what such theorists worry are the destabilizing effects of Rortian ‘ postmodern relativism’.
 Reading across the grain of all these debates, William Connolly has provided perhaps the most insightful and productive commentary on the Straussian critique of liberalism to date (Connolly, 1995; 2005). Connolly shows that the superficial plausibility of Strauss’s critique of liberalism is actually the result of a rhetorical bait-and-switch manoeuvre in which Strauss first constructs and then facilely disposes of an essentially fictitious ideology that Strauss refers to variously as ‘radical historicism’ or ‘cultural relativism’. The ‘liberal relativists’ who supposedly subscribe to this ideology conveniently share Strauss’s understanding of political cultures as unitary and concentric, but at the same time reject all moral and political standards, and hold all opinions to be equal, which renders them incapable of making either moral judgments or politically significant distinctions among the various unitary, integral cultures that have existed throughout history, or among the political ‘regimes’ sustained by these cultures. This bogus confrontation with a straw opponent deflects potentially threatening critical attention away from the core Straussian contradiction between the advocacy of conservative political foundationalism and the defence of Socratic philosophy, by simultaneously redirecting fundamentalist ressentiment against ‘liberal relativists’, while enabling Strauss and his followers to avoid having to specify, justify, and argue explicitly for any particular set of authoritative, foundational sources for grounding the conservative values and beliefs that Strauss and his followers claim to endorse in principle.
 As Connolly points out, however, most actual political thinkers and activists who prize cultural diversity and the pluralization of political identities do not actually suffer from either the reified and essentialized understanding of ‘culture’, or the radical moral and political indeterminacy and paralysis that Strauss accuses them of promoting. Connolly concedes Strauss’s point that ‘every political regime must set limits and seek to secure them through education and discipline’, but he insists that a pluralist democracy can do just that - not by abandoning standards or insisting on ‘absolute tolerance’ of all ideas as equally valid and valuable (as Strauss [1968a] insists that liberalism is condemned to do), but rather through a complex politics of thickly networked multidimensional pluralization. Drawing on the anti-foundationalist but non-’relativist’ works of Baruch Spinoza, William James, Talal Asad, and others, Connolly fleshes out this project in terms of the cultivation of an ‘ethos of pluralization’ that seeks to inculcate ‘the virtue of relational modesty between proponents of different faiths and creeds’ while endeavouring ‘to limit the power of those who would overthrow diversity’ in the name of any religious or other form of ontopolitical unitarianism (2005: 40–1).
 Connolly notes that Strauss’s critique of ‘relativism’, by contrast, depends on an untenable ‘concentric image of territorial culture’ in which ‘culture is said to radiate from the family to larger circles such as neighbourhood, locality, and nation’. Such a conceptualization - one shared by conservative (and liberal) political absolutists and unitarians generally - reduces moral and political freedom to a choice among such closed and tightly bound ‘cultures’. On Strauss’s account, the debate between Straussians and ‘cultural relativists’ is reduced to arguments over whether the contrasting values and belief systems of these various integral ‘ cultures ’ can be rendered commensurable or mutually interpretable - and thus capable of being judged and ranked (Minowitz, 2009: 2) one against the other - and, if so, which of these unitary ‘cultures’ can then be shown to be superior or inferior to the others.
 But, as Connolly points out, it is not pluralist democrats or those typically accused of ‘multicultural relativism’ or ‘political correctness’, but rather Strauss and other conservative (and liberal) political absolutists and unitarians who actually hold such a concentric image of culture. Such a concept of political culture is linked, as Connolly shows, to the religious, ethnic, and nationalistic political myths and traditions that conservatives characteristically celebrate. By unreflectively projecting such a concept of culture back onto those they caricature as ‘relativists’, Strauss and his followers artificially trivialize the debate with them to arguments over the superiority or inferiority (the relative ‘baseness’ or ‘nobility’) of each national, ethnic, religious or other political ‘culture’ along with its ‘ defining values’ and ‘characteristic human types’. Framed in this way, Strauss can then carry on as though his ‘relativist’ opponents are unable to distinguish morally or politically between, say, Hitler’s Germany and Periclean Athens. As Connolly observes, however, Strauss’s account is a tendentious caricature. Far from being equal-opportunity apologists for all ‘ cultures ’, ‘civilizations’, or ‘regimes’, many of Strauss’s most trenchant critics are in fact among the most steadfast and effective critics of the kinds of ideological projects that, in claiming to speak in the name of unitarily constructed political-cultural entities, exploit their own cultural hegemony while seeking to efface alterity, thwart the process of pluralization, and seek to establish absolutist foundations in pursuit of ontopolitical unitarianism. It is difficult to read his respectfully agonistic rebuttal to Strauss’s attack on ‘relativism’ without concluding that Connolly has not only identified the core difficulties and dangers in the Straussian tendency towards conservative ideological absolutism and unitarianism, but has also successfully formulated a compelling vision of an alternative non-’relativist’ but non-foundationalist politics.
 All this suggests a possible alternative interpretation of Strauss’s political philosophical strategy. The philosophically elementary flaws, deceptive simplifications, and blatant mischaracterizations that recur throughout Strauss’s repeated engagements with the chimera of liberal ‘relativism’ make it difficult to imagine that a thinker of Strauss’s calibre could actually have been prosecuting this dubious struggle entirely in good faith. As Connolly conjectures, and as I have more plainly suggested elsewhere, perhaps the most agonistically generous interpretation of Strauss’s public campaign against ‘relativism’ is that it may in reality have served as a kind of defensive projection or smokescreen intended to shield his project of disseminating his own peculiar version of zetetic philosophy within the culturally and politically uncertain conditions of the post-war United States (George, 2006: 404-6). Like the decoy image a squid produces with its ink to momentarily fool predators, Strauss’s depiction of the phantom nemesis of ‘relativism’ may have been intended to draw attention away from the politically, and perhaps personally, dangerous implications of the inescapable tensions between the potentially anti-Platonist, anti-theist, anti-foundationalist, and anti-archic implications of Socratic political philosophy, on the one hand, and Strauss’s personal ideological affinities with conservative foundationalism and ontopolitical unitarianism, on the other. As Connolly puts it, Strauss’s virulent attack on ‘relativism’ may in fact have expressed his desire to ‘veil’ his own apprehensions over the possibility of philosophically demonstrating any ‘eternal, undeniable basis of fixed virtue’, even as he remained convinced that within modernity some such foundation represented the sole potentially effective bulwark against the universalization of Weimar (Connolly, 2005: 44).
 Conclusion
 Engaging with Leo Strauss’s ideas has undoubtedly been intellectually salutary for generations of students and scholars of political philosophy. But in recent years the teachings and writings of Strauss and at least some of his more polemokeladi [11] followers have also provided dangerous intellectual encouragement and metaphysical comfort to a chorus of bellicose American voices prematurely gleeful at the prospect of waging, if only vicariously and virtually - or virtuously (Der Derian, 2009) - the kind of purifying, clarifying civilizational war that might determine once and for all whose Truths are correct, whose foundations more impregnable, whose god bigger. The continued, potentially apocalyptic escalation of this conflict is by no means inevitable, of course. But dampening it requires recognizing that it is ultimately not driven by irresolvable existential conflicts among irreconcilable, theo-politically defined cultures or civilizations, but is instead ideologically energized by an autocatalytic polemic among particular sects animated by the passions engendered by theo-political fundamentalisms - a process of mutual envenoming to which one of the most effective antidotes or ‘counterpoisons’ remains zetetic Socratic philosophy. How Straussians respond to the choice facing them today - whether to continue to contribute to the fuelling of that conflagration by taking sides in this intra-fundamentalist polemic, or to instead choose to take up the Socratic burden of utilizing the tools of critical philosophy to challenge and interrogate the metaphysical foundations of those theo-political fundamentalisms - may in the end determine the real lasting legacy of Leo Strauss.
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 1 Strauss’s translation of politeia as ‘regime’ encompasses the entire political form, style, and spirit of a society.

 2 Although, as Sheppard notes suspiciously, ‘Strauss’s later reflections on his Weimar intellectual influences omit both Jünger and van den Bruck’.

 3 Peter Minowitz quoted in Horton (2009) .

 4 Such an assessment, however, unfortunately not only flies in the face of Strauss’s broad condemnations of liberal principles and values generally, but ignores Strauss’s scathing diatribe against Berlin himself (Strauss, 1989a).

 5 An inquiry invited by the reflections of various Straussians themselves: see Deutsch and Murley (1999), Pangle (2006), Zuckert and Zuckert (2006), Minowitz (2009: 272–89).

 6 It is extremely difficult, however, to imagine Strauss embracing the teachings or political practice of the most prominently Jewish –identified thinker most closely associated with Clintonian communitarianism: Michael Lerner.

 7 Galston is frequently adduced by Straussians as evidence that at least one prominent Straussian political figure is actually a ‘liberal’. But Galston’s views and career instead simply underscore the rightward ideological imbalance of a movement whose far ‘left’ is represented by someone who supported Hubert Humphrey against the opponents of the Vietnam war (Galston, 1999: 432) and opposed the antiwar Democratic nominee for president in 1972 (Galston, 1999: 432); who is worried about Democrats’ ‘overblown fears about the establishment of religion’ (Galston, 1999: 436) and believes that religion should ‘bolster respect for the principles of the regime’ (Galston, 1999: 430); who has pushed the Democratic Party to be stronger in ‘matters of national defense’, to abandon its ‘social policies’ that were ‘at odds with the moral understanding of the middle class’, and to stop pursuing economic strategies that ‘were too concerned with distribution and class conflict at the expense of growth and opportunity’, and instead adopt a politics of ‘moral accountability’ and ‘personal responsibility’ to replace the ‘“compensatory” programs for poor children’ associated with the American ‘welfare/entitlement state’ (Galston, 1999: 433–4).

 8 See Sheppard’s (2006) commentary on this letter at 104 ff.

 9 To take but one example, consider the final paragraph of his essay ‘The Three Waves of Modernity’ (Strauss, 1989b: 98), where Strauss, who has been discussing the distinction between liberal democracy, on the one hand, and fascism and communism, on the other, concludes by affirming only that ‘the superiority of liberal democracy to communism, Stalinist or post-Stalinist, is obvious enough’ but without stating whether the superiority of liberal democracy to fascism is obvious at all.

 10 This was far from an extremist position on the Cold War right. It was indeed the dominant thread of the global anticommunist version of US containment policy from at least 1949 until well after Strauss’s death (Gaddis, 2005). Recall that during this period, the US assisted or directly participated in the overthrow of a number of elected, moderately left-leaning democratic governments, including in Iran, Guatemala, and Chile, and how the positive correlation between increased democratization and the leftward shift of Western European governments (Eley, 2002) underscored the threat this posed to the twentieth century right.

 11 Roughly, ‘hearing inspiring music in the din of war’.





 Also Available
[image: 9781845402709.jpg]

[image: 9781845407834.jpg]




OEBPS/toc.xhtml
Cover

 Front Matter

 Title Page

 Publisher Information

 Acknowledgments

 The Legacy of Leo Strauss

 Introduction

 1. Straussian Voices

 Part One

 2. Esotericism and Modernity: An Encounter with Leo Strauss

 3. Strauss on Aristotle and the Idea of a ‘State of Exception’

 4. Straussianism and Post-Structuralism: Two Sides of the Same Coin?

 Part Two

 5. Strauss’s Collingwood

 6. On Strauss’s Change of Orientation in Relation to Carl Schmitt

 7. On Plato as Origin and Periagoge in Strauss and Arendt

 Part Three

 8. Leo Strauss and His Contemporaries: German Thought in American Exile 1940–1970

 9. The Curious Cultural Logic of Intellectual Migration: Rudolf Carnap and Leo Strauss

 10. Why We Remain Jews

 Part Four

 11. Man of Peace: Rehearing the Case Against Leo Strauss

 12. Neoconservatism and the Strauss Connection

 13. The Da Vinci Code Effect: Leo Strauss, the Neoconservatives and the Paranoid Style

 14. Leo Strauss’s Squid Ink

 Back Matter

 Also Available





OEBPS/images/9781845402709_fmt.jpeg
ST ANDREWS STUDIES IN
. PHILOSOPHY AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS

Human LiEg,
AcTION
AND ETHICS

Essays By

G.E.M. ANSCOMBE

Eprrep BY MaRY GEACH
& Luke GORMALLY

T,





OEBPS/images/9781845406608.jpg
The Legacy of |
Leo

Strauss

Edited by Tony Burns and James Connelly






OEBPS/images/9781845406608_fmt.jpeg
The Legacy of
lLeo ¥

824 2
,?’: . > \

Strauss

Edited by Tony Burns and James Connelly






OEBPS/images/9781845407834_fmt.jpeg
The Legendary Past

Michael Oakeshott on
Imagination and
Political Identity

Natalie Riendeau

Oakeshott Studies, Volume 13






